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Community Governance Review 

Newquay and St Columb 

Community Network Area 8 

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 5 parishes are in the Newquay and St Columb Community Network 

Area; namely – Colan, Newquay, St Columb Major, St Mawgan-in-Pydar and St 

Wenn.  

 

Cornwall Community Governance Review (Stage 2) 
 
Public Engagement Meeting (Newquay Area; 20.9.19) – Report 
 
1. Introduction   
 
1.1 This is a report of the proceedings and key points made at the Newquay Area 

Public Engagement Meeting, which took place at Crantock Village Hall on 20 
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: 30 (counted) A breakdown is as follows (only includes 
anyone who signed the attendance register and/or spoke at the meeting)  

o Residents:10  
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o Town & Parish Council representatives: 14  
o Representatives of other organisations/groups: 2  
o Local Divisional Members: 6 

• Electoral Review Panel representatives: 6 (Malcolm Brown CC, Dick Cole 
CC, Mark Formosa CC, Leigh Frost CC, Joanna Kenny CC, Mike Thomas CC) 

• Cornwall Council officers: 6 
 

2.2 Parishes focused on at this meeting: Colan, Crantock, Cubert, Newquay, 
Perranzabuloe, St Enoder, St Newlyn East  

 
2.3 Proceedings (The meeting commenced at 7.00pm and concluded at 9.15pm):  

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

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

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

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

vi. Chairman’s closing remarks 
 

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

 
(1) Welcome & Introduction by the Chair 

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

(2) Section of the meeting focusing on Newquay & Colan Parishes  
 

(2i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
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(a)  Representative of Newquay Town Council (Duncan McLeod) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes in NTC’s submission, based on 
Cornwall Council submission list: (1) The boundary shared with Colan Parish be 
relocated, moving in a southern direction, to include The Goldings development and 
development land around Trevithick Manor within Newquay Parish.  Redraw current 
Colan/Newquay boundary to follow boundary along A392 between turn off to the 
Lane and turn off to Chapel. (2) To East of Newquay, that boundary shared with Colan 
Parish be relocated, moving in a generally western direction, to include land to the 
west of A392 turn off to Chapel within Colan Parish.  Redraw current Colan/Newquay 
boundary to follow A392 turn off to Chapel in a generally northern direction to its 
intersection with William Hosking Road; this would place Quintrell Downs Green Gap 
and Duchy-owned land north of Green Gap (largely earmarked as Suitable Alternative 
Natural Greenspace) within Colan Parish [NB: Newquay Town Council indicated at the 
public engagement meeting that they were happy to withdraw this particular 
proposal]. (3) To East of Newquay, that short section of boundary shared with Colan 
Parish in vicinity of Priory Woods be relocated, moving in a generally eastern 
direction to place Priory Woods within Newquay Parish.  

• Newquay Town Council’s (NTC) proposed boundary changes are in no way an 
attempt at land or tax grabbing.  They are solely intended to reflect the growth 
that has taken place since the last parish review (1970s) and the 
legitimate/expected future development of a vibrant and prospering town. 

• NTC’s proposals chiefly informed by: 

• (i) Cornwall Council’s (CC) Site Allocations Proposals Map for Newquay: shows 
proposed housing, employment, retail and education sites within and outside the 
existing town boundaries 

• (ii) Research identifying who is using NTC funded services and where they live in 
relation to the town 

• (iii) Evidence of the sense of identity and belonging to the town that NTC’s 
anecdotal and desktop research has so far indicated.  This is of particular 
relevance to all CGRs, which have at their core a recognition of the importance of 
local identity and its relationship to people’s opportunity to influence decisions 
affecting their lives in the place where they live. 

• (iv) The shared parish boundary hasn’t been reviewed for decades and currently 
bears no resemblance to what many people understand to be the town of 
Newquay.  Numerous businesses and residents believe they live in Newquay, but 
have little or no representation within the town because they are actually Colan 
Parish residents.  Ultimately, it is this anomaly that NTC’s proposals are intended 
to address. 

• Mr McLeod then outlined NTC’s proposals, dealing first with the three elements 
of the external boundary proposal: 

• (1) To south of Newquay, it is proposed to relocate the boundary shared with 
Colan Parish, moving in a generally southern direction.  This would include The 
Goldings development and land earmarked for development around Trevithick 
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Manor within Newquay Parish.  It would also redraw the current Colan/Newquay 
boundary in order that it would follow the more logical man-made boundary 
along the A392.  

• (2) In 2009, NTC took on a 99 year lease of Priory Woods from Cornwall Council.  
NTC is now responsible for ensuring this historic woodland area remains an 
attractive and accessible resource.  The proposal is that a short section of the 
boundary shared with Colan Parish to the East of Newquay and in the vicinity of 
Priory Woods be relocated, moving in a generally eastern direction.  This would 
place Priory Woods within Newquay Parish. 

• (3) NTC tried to acknowledge that the growth of any urban community may cause 
concern for smaller surrounding communities.  With this in mind, it sought to 
address such concerns by helping to create a more robust ‘buffer’ between 
Newquay and its near neighbour in Colan Parish, Quintrell Downs.  The proposal 
in its submission was that the boundary shared with Colan Parish, to the East of 
Newquay, be relocated, moving in a generally western direction.  This would 
place the Quintrell Downs Green Gap, along with land owned by the Duchy of 
Cornwall situated to the north of the Green Gap, firmly within Colan Parish.  
However, in their response to CC, and via comments from their councillors which 
have appeared in the local media, Colan PC has indicated that this proposal is 
“not appropriate” and that “the current boundary is perfectly adequate.”  With 
this in mind, NTC is very happy to withdraw this particular boundary change from 
its proposals. 

• Mr McLeod then outlined NTC’s proposals for changes to NTC’s ward boundaries: 

• The proposal is to redraw NTC’s internal ward divisions to reflect the final 
recommendations proposed by the Local Government Boundary Commission for 
England (LGBCE), under the Cornwall Council Electoral Review.  These 
recommendations, scheduled to take effect at elections in 2021, stated that NTC 
should continue to comprise 20 councillors, but that the number of Wards should 
be reduced from 7 to 4.  NTC has started work on redrawing the ward boundaries, 
although it is understood further work may be required before the proposal is 
finalised. 

 
(b) Representative of Colan Parish Council (Councillors Jane Coombes and Suzanne 
Featherstone)  
[Colan PC’s position on boundary changes as set out in Cornwall Council submission 
pack: “No Change. Colan PC does not want to change its parish boundary.  NTC wish 
to exchange land at Trevithick Farm (The Goldings Estate) and Trevemper Farm (new 
estate pending) for Trewollack Farmland (with Prince Charles’ right to roam scheme) 
and Nansledan School.  Logically, natural road boundary (Treloggan Road-Morrisons 
roundabout-Trevemper roundabout) squares off Newquay Parish – Colan PC is happy 
to allow this concession therefore making whole of Treloggan and right hand side of 
road to Trevemper part of Newquay Parish; this would be a sensible boundary.  The 
Goldings side at Trevithick Manor Farm has always been part of Colan Parish with 
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lots of previous history and should remain so.  NTC have generously offered Colan PC 
Trewollack Farm and Nansledan School; however, this does not seem appropriate as 
the current boundary is perfectly adequate.  CPC would be prepared to allow NTC to 
take over Rialton Wood as they propose].   

• Chairman and Vice-Chairman unable to attend this meeting due to an emergency; 
the two councillors presenting were therefore doing so on short notice. 

• Colan PC doesn’t want a boundary change and local people agree.   

• We see no advantage in giving up land from the A392 towards Newlyn East; this 
area has been part of Colan Parish for centuries. 

• The Goldings: newcomer residents might think they are in Newquay, but it 
definitely belongs to Colan Parish. 

• We have a more relaxed style of living than Newquay and need to keep it.  We 
also want the choice of who [which local council] looks after us. 

• As a personal view, it might be better to put St Columb Minor with Colan Parish 
but no such proposal has been submitted; both parishes have a more countrified 
way of living than the “up front” Newquay scene. 

 
(2ii) Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  

• The Panel highlighted an error on the Cornwall Council map displayed at the 
meeting showing NTC’s proposals [Slide - “Newquay Town Council’s – Proposal 
1”], in that it had omitted the Goldings estate.  This would be corrected. 

• Q1: The Panel asked NTC and Colan PC to comment more on the identities of 
Newquay and Colan Parishes and any common themes/differences. 

• A1: Colan PC representatives: Colan Parish has an identity of its own, and a 
different feel to Newquay.  People identify with Colan’s green space.  I moved to 
the area and chose Colan as a rural area; I didn’t want to live in Newquay.  The 
existing residents of Quintrell Downs want to keep the village feel. 

• A1: Newquay TC: Newquay has only ever been a civil parish in its modern form.  
The planned urban growth is to meet Newquay’s needs in terms of 
housing/affordable housing, not to fulfil the overspill housing needs of other 
parishes.  Goldings Estate is within walking distance of central Newquay.  By 
seeking to incorporate just the urban areas within its proposed revised 
boundaries, NTC is protecting the rural nature of the parishes.  We offered to 
create a larger buffer for Quintrell Downs.  Our research, and the regular contact 
we have with residents there, shows that many residents of The Goldings are 
under the impression that NTC represents them and that they are part of 
Newquay.  Our research also shows that many businesses also identify as being in 
Newquay.  The Goldings has more in common with Newquay than the older parts 
of Colan Parish: the villages of Quintrell Downs and the smaller settlements.  
There is a strong sense of identity with Newquay.  Persimmon describes the 
development as “in Newquay”; that’s why we are often asked for our help but 
can’t give it. 
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• Q2/A2: In response to a Panel question, Colan PC representatives advised that, to 
the best of their knowledge, it owns no assets in the areas NTC wishes to take in.  
 

• Q3: The Panel asked what consultation the two councils have done on their 
submissions. 

• A3: NTC: We asked for and had a meeting with Colan PC (June 2019) and shared 
our draft documents.  In terms of resident consultation, we are under the 
impression that Stage 2 is a sifting process and were told we shouldn’t consult 
residents from another parish, so intend to consult residents outside the Parish as 
part of Stage 3.  We have just consulted Newquay Parish residents, therefore. 

• A3: Colan PC: We are just starting our NDP, and are looking to consult as part of 
that plan. [Submission states: “public meeting held in Quintrell Downs shows 
parishioners’ support for the wish to remain as we are”].       

 
(2iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 

 
(a) Residents of The Goldings, Colan Parish  

• Attending as new residents of The Goldings (moved in a few years ago).  This is all 
new to us – how parishes work – we’ve attended for fact-finding reasons.  It 
appears that, as any changes will not take effect until 2021, a lot of negotiation is 
still to happen so we will come to future consultation meetings about this. 
 

(b) Resident of the Goldings Estate, Colan Parish 

• I’ve spoken to quite a few of my neighbours about this issue.  We’re looking at 
setting up a Neighbourhood Association.  All residents I’ve spoken to wish to 
remain in Colan Parish.  Some of them wanted to come to the meeting but 
couldn’t because of prior work commitments away from the meeting location.  
Our reasons for wanting to remain include:  

• We are on the outskirts of Newquay.  The issues that affect us are the rural ones 
heard in Colan PC.  We're not affected by the issues in Newquay because we’re 
far enough away from the town that Newquay issues of crime, planning or 
licensing rarely affect anywhere near where we live.   

• We're far more rural.  Earlier it was said that a smaller council is more in touch 
with what people want.  If we were to be absorbed by Newquay, it will negatively 
affect us; our issues would be in a pile of an already busy, and growing, council 
which deals with many, many applications and decisions.  Colan PC is very busy 
with planning applications reflecting the rural place we live in.  

• We’re located in Colan and many of our problems are specific to being a part of 
that Parish.  If we wanted more representatives [representation?] in Newquay, 
we would move to Newquay.  As our Colan PC Councillor said earlier, we chose a 
more relaxed lifestyle outside of Newquay. 
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• As our Colan PC councillors said earlier, they are in the process of starting their 
NDP. If we leave the parish now it would mean The Goldings residents would not 
get a say on how development happens around us as Newquay have already 
created their NDP. 

• Newquay Councillor Joanna Kenny stated in the Newquay Voice that she believes 
The Goldings residents were marketed that they would live in Newquay.  Most 
people I know at The Goldings say that they live just outside Newquay. 

• NTC said earlier that many contact NTC as they believe they live there but you 
only have to look at how many people confuse the responsibilities of Parish or 
Town Councils with CC responsibilities to realise many people don't have an 
understanding of local politics or the right way to get something done.  NTC has a 
much bigger social media presence than Colan PC and so it's natural they would 
be contacted. 

• Moreover, Cornwall Airport Newquay is not in Newquay, nor are many local 
attractions such as Hendra holiday park - which I note is not in the proposal to 
join Newquay - or Camel Creek and Retallack.  Morrisons is in Colan Parish, and 
could arguably move into Newquay Parish. 

• Newquay is a resort; of course it is how businesses market themselves.  

• This is not an issue of where people believe they live, it’s a case of where we 
actually live.  Historically, the area has always been in Colan Parish.  The road 
outside The Goldings has always been a natural boundary between us and 
Newquay and I can see no other reason for NTC to attempt to claim The Goldings 
other than for financial reasons. 

• The huge difference in the parishes’ precept.  Last year, Colan PC’s part of our 
Council Tax was about £13.  NTC’s was £215.  We won’t see any of the benefit 
from paying this.  We won’t benefit from the public toilets or the CCTV; we 
already pay a maintenance fee to Persimmon so the open spaces team won’t help 
us.  

• In regards to the services we do use in Newquay, those who go into Newquay 
tend to work there.  Those workplaces pay business rates and we contribute that 
way.  What other services do we use?  You could argue some residents may visit 
the library or green spaces such as the Killacourt.  Both are free to be used by 
visitors too, does this mean NTC are looking to introduce a tourist tax?   

• I believe The Goldings estate should remain in the Colan Parish for these plus a 
number of other reasons.   

   
(c) Newquay Town Council (Councillor Stephen Hick) 

• Newquay has always been a civil parish; it has grown to meet the town’s 
demands; the population has grown from 1300 [in 1800] to around 25000 today. 

• Crime: Newquay and Quintrell Downs are in the same policing district; the types 
of crime in the two Parishes are different but there is a link. 
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• Services: A lot are devolved to NTC; this is a new situation and a big change.  We 
have the 8th busiest library in Cornwall; this has an impact – we have to fund and 
staff it. 

• There has been a history of expansion along Henver Road – it was once a country 
lane; St Columb Minor was split between Colan and Newquay Parishes. 

• CGR requirements: TC meets requirement to protect rural identity.  It also 
provides for better governance but doesn’t change the nature of place. 

• NTC would not stop its Open Spaces team working on private estates; it already 
does work to pick up issues that Cormac cannot cover. 

• This is the first boundary review since the 1970s.  Newquay Urban District (which 
focused on urban areas/issues – urban in the Cornish sense) has gone, the District 
[Restormel Borough] Council has gone, the Unitary has been established.  NTC 
was created [1985] to provide the first tier of local government and address the 
previous democratic deficit. 

 
(d) Resident of The Goldings Estate, Colan Parish 

• A Goldings resident; member of the residents committee that liaised with 
Persimmons. 

• Persimmons are good at marketing; they know the estate is in Colan Parish and 
stated this in the leaflet they gave us when we moved in. 

• Am involved in Newquay Lion’s Club/carnival; I don’t feel I live in Newquay. 

• There is a clear road boundary between us and Newquay. 

• The notice of this meeting was very short.  We don’t feel listened to.  We feel 
Colan PC and CC needs to inform us better of forthcoming consultations on this 
issue. 

• I would be interested to understand NTC’s research and where its evidence 
comes from [At this point, NTC indicated it is publically available]. 

 
(iv) Statements on the submissions by local Cornwall Councillors 

 
(a) Kevin Towill CC (Newquay Tretherras) 

• It’s important for me to be here and listen to your views.   

• The key issues are identity and services. 

• I won’t be entering into the debate at this stage, but will keep an eye on how it 
progresses. 

 
(b) Mark Formosa CC (Newquay Treviglas) 

• Am on Electoral Review Panel.  This is a listening experience for me tonight. 
 
(c) John Fitter CC (St Mawgan & Colan) 

• Councillor Fitter emphasised he was not predetermined but was, at this stage, 
predisposed to the arguments presented by Colan PC 
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• I’m partly a Newquay Cornwall Councillor, as a lot of Newquay is in my division.  
I’m the one CC for Colan; Newquay town has 5.  I’m the only CC who can speak 
for Colan. 

• I’ve had 10 years as a Colan representative.  I’m impressed by the way they care 
for their Parish.  They don’t have NTC’s resources; they don’t have their own 
public toilets.  The Trevithick area is uniquely a part of Colan.  Without the 
development, the natural boundary would be the A392. 

• NTC’s wish to incorporate Morrisons is sensible; the Rialton Woods aspect is ok. 

• The gradual expansion of Newquay at the expense of the integrity of Colan Parish 
concerns me; I will consider and make my vote on this at the appropriate time. 

• Colan has a long history; its church dates back to 1300.  The growth of Colan 
came to Quintrell Downs. 

• The heart of the community is now Quintrell Downs, with the historic village and 
church at Mountjoy.  Colan Parish stretches across and incorporates part of RAF 
St Mawgan.   

• Colan is the area containing the growth of Newquay.  Newquay is growing into 
Colan Parish, not the other way around. 

• I’ve written articles advising residents on what might take place during the CGR.  
I’ve not canvassed in The Goldings, as this is not part of the process.   

• Colan has a cause and a position which needs defending.  
 

3. Section of the meeting focusing on Crantock and Cubert 
 

(3i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Representative of Crantock Parish Council (Councillor Les Hallwood, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes from Cornwall Council submission 
list: Include a small section of land at Trevemper in Crantock Parish.  This includes a 
solar farm, which is split between Crantock & Cubert Parishes and there is also a 
large Campsite, Trevella, which is again split between Parishes.  Proposed change 
follows the road”] 

• 1. Crantock PC’s Trevemper proposal:  

• Councillor Hallwood described Crantock PC’s proposed boundary change (as 
above) with reference to the presentation map. 

• The campsite is currently undertaking an expansion programme and, from a 
planning perspective, it will be easier to manage if it is in Crantock Parish. 

• The proposed change follows the road which is a more ‘natural’ and logical 
boundary. 

• Crantock PC consulted the parish at the Annual Parish Meeting in June 2019; it 
also placed an advert in the village magazine.  The feedback has been 100% 
positive. 

• Cubert PC are also satisfied with the proposal; I have talked informally with the 
Chair of the Parish Council about it. 
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• (2) Submission by individual Cubert residents, including option to group Cubert 
and Crantock Parish councils and reduce overall number of councillors:   

• Crantock is potentially affected by this submission.  Crantock PC discussed it in 
September 2019 and unanimously rejected it.  Reasons:  

• Crantock has a unique historical identity.  Grouping would mean the loss of this 
heritage. 

• Crantock has its own NDP; we want to keep its community led policies in place. 

• 2011 census: Crantock population 801; Cubert population 1327.  Crantock’s 
population will soon exceed 1000.  The usual size for each parish in a grouping 
arrangement is fewer than 200. 

• 2017 election: Crantock had 12 candidates for 9 seats; it is not difficult to find 
councillors to serve here. 

• Crantock residents are satisfied there is no reason to change to satisfy the 
petitioners from our neighbouring parish.  Crantock PC does not know who the 
petitioners are. 
 

(b) Representative of Cubert Parish Council (Councillor Alan Percy BEM, Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes from Cornwall Council submission 
list: take in “new…housing estate (Hoblyn’s Cove) due to be built immediately outside 
of Cubert Parish boundary, along with an existing house (Ligger House) at Holywell)”, 
both currently in Perranzabuloe Parish] 

• (1) Crantock PC’s “Trevemper” proposal: 

• Cubert PC has not discussed this fully at PC meeting, due to holidays.  However, 
there has been an informal discussion between councillors.  Our informal view is 
that the proposal is logical, natural and reasonable; we don’t know why the 
boundary was put there in the first place.  The PC will meet to discuss its formal 
view on 25.9.19. 
(2) Submission by individual Cubert residents, including option to group Cubert 
and Crantock Parish councils and reduce overall number of councillors:   

• Cubert PC does not know who made this submission.  It will hold its final view 
until/unless they come forward. 

• On the petitioners’ point that there has been no contested election in 30 years, 
this is either because no-one is interested in standing or residents feel the PC is 
doing a good job.  When we have to co-opt, vacancies are snapped up instantly 
(at a recent co-option, there were 3 candidates for one vacancy); there is a desire 
to be on the Parish Council.  So I am not sure “no election” is a bad thing. 

• The PC’s current number of councillors is appropriate for a parish of c.1400 
residents.  The petitioners’ proposal to reduce the number from 9 to 7 would not 
be realistic: it would place too much reliance/pressure on the remaining 7 
councillors; it would significantly increase the risk of inquorate meetings (e.g. at 
holiday times); if there was a vacancy – and a couple of councillors could not 
attend – you could have a situation where only 4 councillors were making 
decisions about what happens in the Parish. 
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• We have a good relationship with Crantock PC.  However, it just isn’t reasonable 
to expect us to join forces; we are served by one school, but we are single, 
distinct communities. 

• (3) Cubert PC’s proposal to change its boundary with Perranzabuloe PC 

• Councillor Percy explained the proposal with the aid of the map, and the reasons 
Cubert PC feels that the area in question should be transferred from 
Perranzabuloe Parish to Cubert Parish.   

• Holywell currently has 150 houses. 

• Penhale Camp is a brownfield site sold off by the MoD 8 years ago.  CC planning 
department told the PC that it would be predisposed to a tourism use, but this 
changed to residential: the company that bought the land made a successful 
planning application for 132 residential houses.  This new development will 
double the size of Holywell. 

• Entrance to the site, and Ligger House, is through Cubert – up through Holywell – 
it is a cul de sac.  There is a back, emergency road, but the MoD won’t allow this 
to be used.  Therefore, there is no way to get from there to Perranporth 
(Perranzabuloe) along the coast; the journey to Perranporth involves a 10-11km 
journey through Cubert Parish.  

• Cubert PC was very particular to ensure that the area now designated and 
protected as a Special Area of Conversation could not be sold off or built on.  

• All services to Holywell are provided by Cubert PC, and the same will be the case 
for the new estate.  The PC cleans the beach and maintains the toilets.  Cubert’s 
pub and village hall are a mile away; its churches and play areas are within a mile.  
Perranzabuloe is 10km away. 

• No-one on the estate will be saying they are not in Holywell, and Holywell is part 
of Cubert Parish. 
 

(c) Representative of Perranzabuloe Parish Council (Tatiana Cant, Parish Clerk) 
[No Change submission] 

• Tatiana Cant explained she was presenting the agreed statement of 
Perranzabuloe Parish Council, in objection to Cubert PC’s proposed change to the 
parish boundaries. 

• Perranzabuloe PC have discussed the proposals in detail and unanimously agreed 
to oppose them.  

• Current boundary is of historic importance; Perranzabuloe parishioners have a 
strong attachment to all corners of our parish, including the Penhale area which 
Cubert PC is seeking to annex. 

• This area is within the SSSI (Site of Special Scientific Interest).  Protection of the 
SSSI has always been the Perranzabuloe PC’s responsibility; the PC has made 
considerable efforts over the years to conserve this area.  If this region was 
broken up and control lost by this PC, it would lessen the PC’s ability to protect 
this important and sensitive area. 
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• This part of the headland is the area used by the MoD both historically and to this 
day and has always been within Perranzabuloe Parish. During the war, a group of 
22 airmen were bombed and killed and these young men are now buried in war 
graves at Perranzabuloe Church.  They are honoured at a special service every 
Remembrance Sunday. 

• Planning permission has recently been granted for a new housing estate of over 
130 homes in this exact area and the PC believes that the motivation behind the 
request from Cubert PC could relate to the significant S106 monies which would 
be forthcoming from this development. 

• There is no need to change the border with our neighbour and we strongly object 
to Cubert PC’s proposal. 
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(3ii)  Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
 

• Q1: The Panel commented on the history of the area that Cubert PC proposes to 
take in from Perranzabuloe and how it is part of the interlinked landscape of the 
wider area and asked the two parishes about this.   

• A1: Further to its earlier statement, Cubert PC advised on the designations 
applying to the wider area.  It clarified that the new estate is not designated as an 
SSSI because the MoD would not allow it.   

• A1: Perranzabuloe PC advised that its Parish name (“Perran in the Sands”) relates 
to the whole area including Perran Sands; Cubert’s proposal would take part of 
the sands that are integral to Perranzabuloe’s identity and sacrosanct as the 
home of St Piran.  The Perranzabuloe Parish Plan questionnaire identified Perran 
Sands as the 2nd most valued recreation area and most valued asset in the Parish.  
The land was in the Parish’s ownership but the MoD requisitioned the land during 
the war, after which it was not returned but sold off.  It would be a great shame if 
the PC is not left in control of the area given its contemporary and historic 
relevance to the community. 
 

• Q2: The Panel asked the Cubert and Perranzabuloe about their demography. 

• A2: Cubert: 1100 electorate (1450 population) of which Holywell 150 houses (300 
electors).  Key demographic facts: significant older population; primary school 
serving the two parishes of Cubert and Crantock. 

• A2: Perranzabuloe: 5700 population – Perranporth and Goonhavern two biggest 
settlements and a lot of rural settlements. 

       

• Q3: Is there any sense of the Cubert and Perranzabuloe communities wanting to 
have more cohesion/be together e.g. in terms of grouping? 

• A3: Perranzabuloe.  Identity is a huge thing.  Cubert’s proposal is speculative and 
premature: the Penhale camp site is up for sale and there is no immediate 
prospect of development; it is hard to know what the view of future residents will 
be; the site has huge historic significance for Perranzabuloe, not least because of 
the tragedy during WW2. 

• A3: Cubert: Neighbouring parishes are not as well connected as they might be.  
The parishes are divided by the training ground, hills and streams.  

 

• Q4: Malcolm Brown CC stated that, assuming the Penhale site residential 
development is completed, he assumed both Parishes would wish the 
development’s residents to vote in Cubert (in separate polling stations but at the 
same polling place).  He asked whether there is a building in Holywell suitable to 
be a separate polling station.  

• A4: Cubert: The polling station is the village hall, 1 mile from the site.  Currently, 
there isn’t such a building, but there will be buildings on the proposed 
development that could serve this purpose.  The PC has identified another 
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anomaly: following the CC Electoral Division Review the land where the 
development/the house sits will become part of Newlyn, Cubert & Goonhavern 
Division, rather than Perranporth Division; it had pointed out this would mean 
that the residents would need to vote at Cubert for their Cornwall Councillor and 
then to Perranporth to vote in the Parish Council elections.  If they could vote in 
the same polling place, that would be fine.  Cubert PC rejected the suggestion its 
proposal is speculative: the PC has been told that the development will be given 
permission and it is planning for the future – the residents will need to rely on 
Cubert. 

• A4: Perranzabuloe: There a number of options in terms of polling stations; this 
issue should not be a deciding factor for CGR – other issues are more significant.  
If the Parish poll took place in Cubert, Perranzabuloe PC would pay for the cost in 
the normal way.  A village hall may be developed for the site; if so, this would 
provide a suitable polling station.  Perranzabuloe residents travel from the 
Parish’s far flung areas to vote in the Parish and this does not present a problem 
to them.     
  
During the Q&A, the Panel also raised a few questions about the maps (e.g. the 
routes of current/proposed boundaries) and these were answered by the Parish 
representatives. 

 
(3iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Cubert Parish Council (Councillor Lloyd Spencer) – declared personal but non-
prejudicial interest as part-owner of a section of the land under discussion  

• The last contested election for Cubert Parish was 1995; I am the most recent 
councillor to have been elected in a contested election.   

• Penhale camp: my understanding is that the land is Hoblyn land, rather than part 
of Perranzabuloe. 

• The Penhale camp commandant always attended and laid a wreath at Cubert’s 
Remembrance Day service. 

 
(b) Perranzabuloe resident 

• I am from Perranporth and have lived in Perranzabuloe parish all my life.  

• The area affected has always been part of our parish. It also has strong ties to our 
community.  From around pre-Norman times, the Penhale farmland was within 
the massive estate of Tywarnhayle, which was the precursor of Perranzabuloe 
Parish and had the same boundaries.  

• You're suggesting that a historic Boundary is to be changed.  Would you change 
the Cornwall Devon border?  I'm guessing not.   

• To lose this area of land purely because of a development that Cubert Parish 
didn't want in the beginning leads me to think the land grabbing is purely down to 
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a financial gain to them.  The main argument I hear is that Cubert want any 
funding to go their way.  I feel this is going to cause more problems than solutions 
and shouldn't end up being any reason to reduce the size of our parish.  

• Our Parish Council has maintained the footpaths in the area suggested to a very 
good standard which I would like to see continue. Please leave it as it is.   

 
(c) Perranzabuloe Parish Council (Councillor Rob Norrington) 

• Perranzabuloe PC maintains the footpaths to a good standard. 

• I’ve searched online and can find no evidence of any parish or local authority 
boundary changes ever being made anywhere as the outcome of a pre-existing 
planning consent. 

• I conclude that, having recommended approval of the application to develop the 
land within their parish boundary (which approval was granted by CC), Cubert PC 
is attempting to use that approval as a 'Trojan Horse' in order to effect an 
unnecessary parish boundary change to which we, as the landowner, have 
already objected.  

• Were CC to approve such a boundary change, they would, in effect, be 
sanctioning a process whereby any local authority, having granted permission for 
a development, could then approve the movement of local boundaries in order to 
accommodate part of that development, having already known in advance that 
such a boundary change might be applied for as a result of any grant of planning. 

• In summary, the whole thing appears to be back to front.  If you want a boundary 
change, then surely that must be applied for prior to any proposal to develop a 
site which straddles the two parish boundaries concerned.  You cannot simply 
move boundaries in retrospect to accommodate part of a proposed development 
whilst using your own grant of planning consent to justify making that change. 
Clearly a local authority cannot itself give consent to a boundary change based 
upon and subsequent to a planning consent which that same authority has itself 
already granted in respect of a development. 

• That, I think, would be unethical at the very least. It would also set a precedent 
(where none presently exists) for making boundary changes as a consequence of 
obtaining planning consent.  CC would be exceeding its authority and its own 
guidelines were it to grant any application for a boundary change under these 
circumstance.  It would, in effect, be acting, at the least, unethically and possibly 
illegally within the terms of its own remit. 

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

 
(a) Michael Callan CC (Perranporth) 

• On Cubert PC proposal to change boundary with Perranzabuloe: 

• From 2021, area covered by Cubert proposal will not be part of Perranporth 
Division. 

• The land shouldn’t be axed into two; there are no changes to warrant this. 
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• There is huge interest in the planning permission for the Penhale site.  Cubert PC 
supported this development. 

• The MoD site is vacated in part; SSSI and other designations exist. 

• My feelings are that this is not a missed opportunity for Cubert but for CC to 
recognise when things are not right.  CC needs to determine outcomes that are 
good for both parishes.  We should leave it as it is for the next generation. 

 
(b) Adrian Harvey CC (Newlyn & Goonhavern) 

• I represent some of Perranzabuloe and part of Cubert. 

• On Cubert PC proposal to change boundary with Perranzabuloe: The resident of 
Ligger House told me she thought she lived in Cubert.  You’ve got to walk 3 miles 
along the beach from Holywell to Perranporth; Holywell is a mile from Cubert. 

• On Crantock/Cubert boundary proposal: The solar farm is spilt between the two 
parishes and I hope it will stay like that. 
 

4. Section of the meeting focusing on St Newlyn East and St Enoder  
 

(4i) Brief verbal summaries of submissions   
 
(a) Representative of St Newlyn East Parish Council (Councillor Philip Harris, 
Chairman) 
[Summary of extent of proposed boundary changes, from Cornwall Council 
submissions summary: “To alter boundary in Mitchell so that the whole of Mitchell 
village is included in St Newlyn East Parish”] 

• A resident of Mitchell for 15 years. 

• Last boundary change (1934) moved boundary from mid-Mitchell to eastern edge 
of Mitchell. 

• St Newlyn East PC’s proposed boundary change would incorporate into the parish 
the strawberry farm and a small part of Nantillio, extending the parish boundary 
to the East. 

• Mitchell has tripled in size in the last 15 years; there are 2 development sites in 
the village, including one on the strawberry farm (26 properties).  The 3 residents 
in the area of land affected are all on board with the proposed boundary change. 

• A key reason for the proposal is the Parish Council’s desire for the Parish to have 
its own playing field.  At present, Mitchell has a playground and one small grassed 
area (in a development built 10 years ago); the PC rents a field from Nantillio, 
used as a football pitch and for community fund-raising events.  The PC wants to 
create two areas, but it cannot fund this; it cannot allocate Carland Wind Farm 
money to the area as it is not in the Parish. 

• The proposed boundary change is natural; relatively small; and common sense.  
There is no reason why it should not happen. 
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• The PC has consulted Mitchell residents by social media; it has also consulted the 
village association.  It has only received positive feedback.  Please support the 
proposal. 

• Mitchell feeds St Newlyn East primary school.  Around 75% of children travel from 
Mitchell to St Newlyn East primary school rather than to St Enoder. 

• The new housing is naturally affiliated to St Newlyn East as opposed to 
Summercourt/St Enoder. 

 
(b) Representative of St Enoder Parish Council (Amanda Kendall, Parish Clerk) 
[No change submission] 

• The Clerk advised that the PC had mandated her to read out a statement on its 
behalf. 

• St Newlyn East PC’s proposal to change the St Newlyn East/St Enoder parish 
boundary was discussed at St Enoder PC’s August 2019 meeting.  A range of 
options were discussed but the PC voted unanimously to oppose any changes to 
the boundary. 

• History: Mitchell village was previously split 50/50 between the two parishes, but 
this was changed in the 1934 review; the new boundary was set at the road to 
the east of the village. 

• The PC understands the catalyst that has prompted St Newlyn East PC to propose 
the boundary change: this is the construction of 26 affordable homes on land in 
St Enoder Parish, which is adjacent to Mitchell village. 

• As a responsible PC, we proposed that the local connection criteria should extend 
to both parishes for these new homes. 

• We are disappointed at the nature of St Newlyn East PC’s proposal.  It seeks to 
take in the development site for the 26 affordable homes, most but not all of the 
associated fruit farm, and two-and-a-half fields associated with Nantillio Farm. 

• St Enoder Parish has a very active and hard-working council, and we have just 
produced a NDP which covers the whole of the existing parish.  We would not 
wish there to be any changes which would, in any way, undermine the work that 
has gone into this important document. 

• We particularly appreciate that St Newlyn East PC would like the fields from 
Nantillio, because the tenant has allowed there to be a playing field in one of 
these fields for use by people from Mitchell. 

• It’s our view that Nantillio is a 1000 year old farm and it’s inappropriate that it 
should be sliced up at this time.  The historic integrity of the farm should be 
respected.  The playing field will still be in existence and people from Mitchell will 
still be able to use it.   

• St Enoder PC has protected the playing field as a green space in our NDP, and 
recently gave a grant to the committee running the field. 

• It is the PC’s view that the proposed boundaries are not logical and do not stand 
scrutiny.  We re-affirm our view that there should be no change.  
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(4ii) Questions on these Submissions from Members of the Panel  
There were no questions. 
 
(4iii) Statements on these Submissions by Other Parish and Town Councillors and 
Members of the Public Present 
 
(a) Residents of area affected by proposed boundary change 

• We are here as observers; some of the land in this area is ours. 

• The proposed boundary change seems logical. 

• If the playing field is transferred to St Newlyn East, the PC will cut the grass.  At 
present, it is a struggle to keep the field going. 

• At present, there is no green area in St Newlyn East itself for older children to 
play. 
 

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

(a) Adrian Harvey CC (Newlyn & Goonhavern) 

• Concerned about the prospect of more development in Mitchell.  65 houses have 
been given planning permission.  Concerned there will be more development if the 
land in question stays in St Enoder Parish. 
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(b) Dick Cole CC (St Enoder) – speaking in his capacity as a Divisional Member 

• St Enoder PC has a very strong view on this issue, perhaps stronger than first 
anticipated. 

• At the moment, as a historian, I am struggling to see the justification for taking this 
chunk out of the ancient farm – the fruit farm plus the two-and-a-half fields – it 
jars. 

• It would be worth the two parishes getting together to discuss the issue and 
seeking to reach a compromise if possible. 

• St Enoder PC is good at granting money to worthwhile community projects. 

• Restriction on use of wind farm money mentioned by St Newlyn East PC: Perhaps 
the PC could draw on its precept to support the field and draw on the wind farm 
money to fill the gap this creates.  

 
The Chair commented that this is a very local issue and that compromise would be 
good. 
 
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: Newquay Area 
(20.9.19)  
 
Summary of arguments put forward at the meeting on the contentious boundary 
proposals that were the main focus of the meeting  
 
(Notes:  
-See the full report for the other aspects of the proposals referred to at the meeting 
-The term “subject area” in this summary is used to refer to the area/s that one 
Parish wishes to take in from another Parish.  
 
(i) Newquay Town Council’s proposals to change its boundary with Colan Parish 
(NB: Colan submission accepts the following proposed changes only – (a) transfer of 
“whole of Treloggan/right hand side of road to Trevemper” to Newquay Parish and 
(b) transfer of Rialton Wood to Newquay Parish.  Furthermore, Newquay Town 
Council indicated that, given Colan PC’s objections, it wishes to withdraw its proposal 
“to place Quintrell Downs Green Gap, along with land owned by the Duchy of 
Cornwall situated to the north of the Green Gap, within Colan Parish”) 
 
Arguments for: 

• Reflects growth of Newquay since last Parish boundary review and expected 
future development of the town 

• CC Site Allocations Policy shows development sites outside existing parish 
boundary 

• The planned growth is to meet Newquay’s housing needs, not those of other 
parishes. 

• Evidence that residents in the “subject area” identify with Newquay and that 
numerous businesses/residents in the subject area, particularly The Goldings, 
believe they live in Newquay Parish. 

• Residents/businesses in the subject area have no representation within the town, 
despite their feelings of identity, because they are Colan Parish residents. 

• Current parish boundary dates back to 1970s and bears no resemblance to what 
many people understand to be the town of Newquay. 

• Proposed boundaries are logical and use clear boundary features. 

• The Goldings Estate is within walking distance of central Newquay. 

• The Goldings has more in common with Newquay than the older parts of Colan. 

• The developers describe The Goldings as in Newquay. 

• The NTC frequently receives requests for help from residents of The Goldings. 

• By restricting the boundary changes to the urban areas, the proposals will protect 
the rural nature and identify of the parishes in line with CGR requirements. 
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• Newquay and Quintrell Downs are in the same policing district; the types of crime 
in the areas are different but there is a link. 

• Newquay is bearing the demand of its significant devolution programme; NTC has 
to fund and staff this. 

• Proposals provide for better governance and maintain nature of place. 

• NTC would not stop Open Spaces team working on The Goldings; it had 
demonstrated its flexibility by picking up issues that Cormac cannot cover. 

• NTC’s wish to incorporate Morrisons is sensible. 
 
Arguments against: 

• [With the exception of the two changes it accepts] Colan PC opposes the 
proposed boundary changes and so do Colan parishioners. 

• There is no advantage in transferring the land from A392 towards Newlyn East; 
this area is an historic part of Colan Parish. 

• The Goldings belong to Colan Parish. 

• Colan has a separate identity.  This is characterised by its different, rural feel and 
green space.  Colan residents need to maintain their more relaxed style of living 
(compared to Newquay).  Residents of Quintrell Downs in particular want to keep 
their village feel. 

• Colan residents want Colan PC to look after them. 

• Colan has a long history (e.g. church dates back to 1300). 

• As a “countrified” Parish, Colan has more in common with St Columb Minor than 
Newquay town. 

• A Goldings Estate resident had spoken to quite a few of their neighbours who all 
wish to remain in Colan Parish.  The majority of residents they know there say 
they live just outside Newquay. 

• Issues that affect Goldings residents are rural i.e. Colan issues.  They are not 
affected by Newquay issues due to their distance from the town.  Newquay 
crime, planning and licensing issues rarely affect anywhere near where they live. 

• The Goldings is far more rural than Newquay. 

• The Goldings has always been in Colan Parish.  The road has always been a 
natural barrier between it and Newquay. 

• If The Goldings was absorbed by Newquay, it will negatively impact 
representation for the residents: their issues would be in the pile of issues with 
which NTC has to deal. 

• The Goldings residents would not get a say on how development happens around 
them as Newquay have already created their NDP (while Colan is starting one). 

• The only reason NTC is claiming The Goldings is financial. 

• The Goldings residents will have a huge rise in their Council Tax and won’t see any 
of the benefit from this.  They won’t benefit from Newquay’s toilets or CCTV.  
NTC’s open spaces team won’t help them, as they are on a private estate. 
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• The developer stated The Goldings was in Colan in its welcome leaflet for 
residents. 

• Residents who go into Newquay and use services tend to work there.  Their 
workplaces pay business rates.  Some residents may visit the library and green 
spaces, but these are free to tourists/visitors.  

• The residents who contact NTC for assistance may be confused about who is 
providing services to them (e.g. T&PC or CC).  NTC’s social media presence is 
bigger than Colan PC’s and this is also a factor. 

• Many key “Newquay” facilities are not in Newquay Parish (e.g. airport, Hendra 
holiday park, Camel Creek, Retallack, Morrisons); businesses naturally market 
themselves as Newquay, as it is a resort . 

• Colan PC cares for their Parish. 

• Trevithick area is uniquely a part of Colan Parish.  Without the development, the 
natural boundary would be the A392. 

• Gradual expansion of Newquay at expense of Colan Parish is a concern.  Colan is 
the area containing growth of Newquay. 

• Colan has a cause and position which needs defending. 
 

(ii)  Proposal by individual Cubert residents, including option to group Cubert and 
Crantock Parish Councils and reduce overall number of councillors 
 
Arguments for: 

• None presented at meeting, but see relevant submission. 
 
Arguments against: 

• Grouping would cause Crantock’s unique historical identity and heritage to be 
lost. 

• It would adversely affect Crantock’s NDP and its community led policies. 

• Crantock and Cubert are unsuitable for grouping, based on their populations 
(respectively c.800 and c.1300); usual size for a parish in a group is less than 200. 

• The proposers’ argument regarding the difficulty of recruiting councillors has no 
basis in relation to either Parish (they have no difficulty in doing this). 

• Similarly, the proposers’ argument that there has been no contested election in 
Cubert in 30 years does not constitute a valid case for change; instead, it indicates 
people are not interested in standing for contested elections and/or that 
residents feel the PC is doing a good job.  The PC has no difficulty in co-opting 
candidates. 

• The proposal to reduce the overall number of councillors is not supportable; it 
would place too much pressure on the remaining councillors, and significantly 
increase the risk of inquorate meetings (or nearly inquorate meetings, with only a 
few councillors making important decisions). 

• Crantock and Cubert are separate, distinct communities; it isn’t reasonable to 
expect them to “join forces.”   
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• There is no reason to change. 
 

(iii) Cubert Parish Council’s proposal to change its boundary with Perranzabuloe 
Parish 
 
Arguments for: 

• Housing development (“Hoblyn’s Cove”) at Penhale Camp site will, when built, 
double size of Holywell.  Cubert PC provides all services to Holywell (e.g. cleaning 
the beach and toilets) and will do so to the new estate.  Residents of the new 
estate will identify with Holywell. 

• The development (and the existing private house in the subject area) is within a 
mile of Cubert’s pub, village hall, churches and play areas. 

• The access to the development site/house is through Cubert/Holywell.  There is 
no road route from the subject area to Perranporth along the coast; the route is a 
10-11km journey through Cubert Parish.  It is a 3 mile walk along the beach from 
Holywell to Perranporth; and a one mile walk from Holywell to Cubert. 

• The two Parishes are divided by the training ground, hills and streams. 

• Cubert has worked hard to protect the Special Area of Conservation within the 
subject area. 

• From 2021, the development site/house will become part of Newlyn, Cubert & 
Goohavern Division rather than Perranporth Division.   

• In its submission, Cubert PC pointed out that, arising from the above, residents 
could have to vote at Cubert for their Cornwall Councillor and then to Perranporth 
to vote in Parish Council elections.  At the meeting, the Chair of the Electoral 
Review Panel pointed out that it might be possible to enable Perranzabuloe 
residents to vote at a Cubert polling place, albeit at their own polling station, and 
raised the prospect of a polling station in the new development, which both 
parishes thought could be possible. 

• Cubert’s proposal is not (as Perranzabuloe suggests) speculative.  It had been told 
that the development would be given permission and is planning for the future; 
the development’s residents will need to rely on Cubert. 

• Cubert has close current/historic links to Penhale Camp: the camp commandant 
always attended and laid a wreath at Cubert’s Remembrance Day service.  It is 
understood the land is Hoblyn land, rather than part of Perranzabuloe.       

• The resident of the house advised she thought she lived in Cubert Parish. 
  
Arguments against: 

• Perranzabuloe PC unanimously opposes the proposal. 

• Current boundary is of historic importance. 

• Perranzabuloe Parishioners have strong attachment to their Parish, including the 
subject area.  The Parish name – “Perran in the Sands” relates to the whole 
Parish, including the subject area/Perran Sands.  The proposal would take part of 
the area that is integral and sacrosanct to the Parish’s identity as the home of St 
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Piran.  Parishioners identified Perran Sands as the 2nd most valued recreation area 
and most valued asset in the Parish. 

• The subject area is within the Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  
Perranzabuloe PC has always been responsible for protecting the SSSI and has 
made considerable efforts to conserve the area.  The PC maintains the footpaths 
in the area to a very high standard.  If the region was broken up and the PC lost 
control of the subject area, the PC’s ability to protect it would be diminished. 

• The subject area, used by the MoD historically and currently, has always been 
within Perranzabuloe.  The development site has huge historic significance for the 
Parish, not least given its wartime history: 22 servicemen were killed in an air raid 
on Penhale Camp in 1940; they are buried at Perranzabuloe Church and 
honoured each year at a special Remembrance service. 

• The land was in the Parish’s ownership until the war, when it was requisitioned 
and not returned. 

• From around pre-Norman times, the Penhale farmland was within the estate of 
Tywarnhayle, which was the precursor of Perranzabuloe Parish and had the same 
boundaries.  

• The motivation for Cubert’s proposal could relate to the significant S106 monies 
which could be forthcoming from the development, land grabbing for purely 
financial gain. 

• The proposal is speculative and premature: the site is up for sale; there is no 
immediate prospect of development; it is hard to know the views of future 
residents. 

• It would be a great shame if Perranzabuloe PC does not retain control of the 
subject area given its contemporary and historic relevance to the community. 

• The polling station question should not be a significant or deciding factor for CGR.  
Perranzabuloe residents travel from the various extremities of the Parish to vote 
at present without any problem. 

• The proposal will cause more problems than solutions. 

• There is no evidence of any parish/local authority boundary change ever being 
made anywhere as the outcome of a pre-existing planning consent.  Cubert PC is 
attempting to use the planning approval to effect an unnecessary boundary 
change.  If CC approved the boundary change it would be sanctioning a process 
whereby a local authority, having granted permission for a development, could 
then approve a boundary change in order to accommodate part of that 
development, having already known that such a boundary change might be 
applied for as a result of any grant of planning approval.  This would be unethical, 
ultra vires and possibly illegal. 

• CC needs to determine outcomes that are good for both parishes and leave the 
boundary as it is for the next generation.       

• There is no need to change the border.  It is a historic border – CC would not 
change the Cornwall-Devon border. 
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(iv) St Newlyn East’s proposal to change its boundary with St Enoder Parish 
 
Arguments for: 

• Mitchell village has tripled in size in the last 15 years 

• One of the village’s two development sites (26 affordable homes) is within the 
subject area.  The new housing is naturally affiliated to St Newlyn East rather than 
to Summercourt/St Enoder. 

• The subject area includes a playing field, which St Newlyn East PC currently rents 
and uses as football field and for community fund-raising events.  There is no 
alternative playing field/green space suitable for older children to play in St 
Newlyn East Parish, and the PC is unable to fund the provision of one.  Taking in 
the playing field would realise the PC’s ambition to have its own playing field.  
The PC will be able to maintain the field, which is a struggle to keep going at 
present.    

• The boundary change is natural, relatively small, and common sense. 

• The PC has only received positive feedback to its consultation on its proposed 
boundary change.  The 3 residents in the subject area support it. 

• The proposed boundary change seems logical. 

• A concern that, if the subject area stays in St Enoder Parish, there will be more 
development on this land. 
  

Arguments against: 

• St Enoder PC unanimously opposes the proposal.  The proposed boundaries are 
not logical and do not stand scrutiny. 

• The affordable homes development is within St Enoder and is covered in the 
Parish’s NDP.  The boundary change would undermine the work that has gone 
into the NDP. 

• The boundary change would see Nantillio Farm “sliced up” – it is a 1000 year old 
farm and its historic integrity should be respected.  The shape of the proposal – 
the fruit farm plus 2.5 fields - was also questioned. 

• Without the boundary change, the playing field will still be in existence and 
Mitchell residents will still be able to use it.  St Enoder PC has protected the 
playing field as a green space in its NDP; it recently gave a grant to the committee 
running the field. 

• The PC had proposed that the local connection criteria for the 26 affordable 
homes extend to both St Enoder and St Newlyn East Parishes. 

• St Newlyn PC could look at alternative ways to fund playing field provision within 
its existing boundary. 
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Further Parish Council Comments 

Colan Parish Council 

6th October 2019 

Dear Councillor Brown 

Colan Boundary Review Submission 

Herewith our submission (agreed as our submission with and on behalf of Colan Parish Councillors) 

and, as I write this, it is with a growing awareness of how incensed Colan Parish residents are about 

the proposed boundary review and ‘landgrab’ by Newquay Town Council. Within days of the Public 

Engagement meeting in Crantock Village Hall on 20th September 2019, new Colan Parish champions 

have come to light as they learnt about their proposed destiny of being subsumed into Newquay. 

They are angry. So angry that they have started their own Colan Survey online, and as I write, over 

the course of just 3 days, 53 responses have been received. Compared to the survey by Newquay 

Town Council, initiated when they were undertaking their own Neighbourhood Plan with a great 

deal more fuss and resource, 151 responses were generated in May 2015 when their project was in 

full swing, and indeed it was felt the survey needed to be extended as the number of initial 

responses received was not statistically significant.  With the Colan online survey, 89% of the 

respondents support Colan Parish in resisting this ‘landgrab’, with 96% satisfied that Colan manages 

its affairs satisfactorily as it stands. In total, 84.9% state that the precept change would result in a 

significant impact on the Parish and 94% did not believe that they would receive better value for 

money by becoming part of Newquay Parish. 

The population of Newquay was 20432 in the 2011 Census. The population of Colan was 1696 in 

2011 Census. Clearly one is ten times bigger than the other. So the immediate effect of the 

‘landgrab’ is to deny Colan Parish of The Goldings community. Who in the main, currently happily 

pay their Council Tax to Colan. Although Newquay Town Council claim this is unrelated to their 

‘landgrab’, the effect of it is clear enough: reduced income for Colan which can ill afford it and 

increased income for Newquay which can do without it.  

It is notable that several large-scale schemes in Newquay have turned out to be white elephants. 

The Killacourt is one such scheme – Newquay’s own Neighbourhood Plan researched as far back as 

2014 identifies that building on the coast is a problem with climate change, yet has proceeded to 

hook in £140,000 from S106 funds for its apparently ill-thought out plan to build an amphitheatre on 

top of a mineshaft, as well as over £1million of other public funds. Clearly, they are good at 

bolstering their fundraising with so many employed staff, but in terms of appropriateness it would 

appear they lack skill in spending the public pound wisely. A Cornwall Councillor can be seen in this 

week’s Newquay Voice newspaper stating their concerns about the stability of the Great Western 

Beach and Tram Tracks in Newquay and goes on to wring hands about all the trouble climate change 

is causing for the coast. But still the plan to build on the Killacourt lingers on. 

As explained at the 20th September Public Eengagement meeting, attended by Jane Combes and 

Suzanne Featherstone from Colan Parish Council (who had stepped in at the last moment due to 

illness of the Vice Chair of Colan), this is clearly a David and Goliath situation, a small green Parish 
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which is in the process of applying for Village Green status for one of its constituent villages, 

Quintrell Downs, and embarking on the Neighbourhood Plan process with a tiny resource rather 

than the funds of Newquay Town Council – which currently has c.40 staff and £1.6million budget. 

Colan Parish has £3,100 annually for a few hours per week of Parish Clerk time in comparison and a 

tiny precept receipt of £9,600. 

Colan is essentially an historic rural parish on the fringe of a very large and popular holiday resort, 

with the main thoroughfare to Cornwall’s premier surfing beaches running through it. A doggedly 

rural parish with an 11th Century church and former Monks’ priory, Neolithic remains and ancient 

farmland still surviving modern day pressures. A packhorse bridge, allotments and Porth Reservoir (a 

wildlife area with bird hides), providing back up for Cosworth Reservoir, help to give it its rural 

character. It should be noted that Cosworth provides water for Newquay.  

The bustling Village Hall serves it residents by providing space for a pre-school, a number of clubs, 

eleven at the last count, and is fully booked for events throughout the year. There is a post office, 

shop, three public houses, park home site and 3 railway crossings and there are several buses 

serving the area. There are two large supermarkets within the parish, accessible to both Colan and 

Newquay residents.  Colan has a large recreation field, tennis courts and plans to provide more 

leisure facilities when funds allow. 

Also from the 20th September Public Engagement meeting, it was apparent that the situation with 

Crantock where Kingsleys’ Developers have already started building an unpopular development out 

of scale with the surrounding area, has parallels with Colan Parish in that they are both the 

underdogs and what’s more the proposed ‘landgrab’ of Trevemper opens up the possibility that 

Crantock would also be under threat from a further ‘landgrab’ from Newquay, given that the Town 

Council cannot extend eastwards into Duchy land. Its only option may be to extend the boundary 

into Crantock  given the climate change situation revealing the instability of some Newquay’s prime 

beaches (see again Newquay Voice for the Cornwall Councillor’s concerns with Great Western Beach 

as an example of crumbling cliffs). 

With the current housing development already undertaken and being undertaken in the next few 

years in Newquay Parish, funds are ensured for some time to come. Enough is enough. We stand by 

our original statement that we can see no justifiable reason to change our parish boundary. 

Yours sincerely 

Suzanne Featherstone  

On Behalf of Colan Parish Council 

 


