
Meeting between Council and Forums  

20 December 2017, 5:00p.m. Town Hall 

 

Attendees  

DM – Derek Mills, Portfolio Holder of Planning  

KM – Kevin Mowat, Executive Head of Business Services  

AL – Team Leader, Planning  

LB – Leon Butler, Chair Torquay Forum 

DC – Darren Cowell, Vice Chair Torquay Forum 

AH – Alan Hill, Vice Chair Paignton Forum 

AB – Adam Billings, Vice Chair Brixham Forum 

 

 

1- A Note of today's meeting  

- AB and AH offered to provide a meeting note and share it so there can be an agreed record. 

 

2 - Regulation 16 responses  

LPA response  

- Circulated PDF document is a later composite of a series of documents originally submitted 
individually electronically (to neighbourhood plan consultation e-mail address).   

- The document is an “Officer response”.  No Member had been consulted on the document; 
the Portfolio Holder was provided with a copy at the same time the document was provided 
to the Forums; other Councillors have not seen it. 

TDA and other Council responses (e.g., education etc) 

- A series of other documents have been submitted electronically from other departments 

- Action Point: AL to circulate electronically by evening 20 Dec  

Statutory Consultee responses  

- AB noted that as volunteers Forum members wished to consider all consultation responses 
over the Christmas break and needed sight of key documents prior to the holidays to enable 
this.  AL noted his team was very stretched for resources.  A compromise was agreed. 

- Action Point: AL to circulate electronically all Statutory Consultee responses (potentially 3 
responses on each of 3 plans so up to 9 responses total) by evening 22 Dec  

All other responses  

- AB noted that it would have been reasonable to have provided these documents too in 
advance of the holidays.  AL noted the Council was working to the time-frame set by the FOI 
request of the Paignton Forum.  AB noted this was not reasonable and a discussion followed.  
A compromise was agreed in that documents would be provided after the main holidays but 
before weekend of 6 and 7 January. 

- Action Point: AL to circulate electronically all responses by evening 5 Jan  



 

3 - Appointment of the Assessors  

- AL noted his team was very stretched for resources and he had not been able to consider 
the latest version of the procurement documents (version 1.4).  He noted that from the 
LPA’s perspective the key priority was to ensure this meeting was used to discuss how there 
could be better working relations between the Forums and the LPA going forward.  

- AB noted he had come to the meeting for the express purpose of agreeing the issues of 
procurement and had thought this was the basis for the meeting having made his 
understanding clear in advance to DM. 

- LB noted that he considered the agreement of the procurement documents to be the single 
most important issue. 

- A compromise was agreed in that the meeting worked through the key issues as follows: 

Page 3 - comment at bottom re Forum Council working relations.   

 It was agreed this text should inform the Assessor that there was “tension” 
in working relations between Forums and Council that the reason for this 
tension was Forum’s desire to achieve the objectives of their communities 
and the Council’s desire to achieve accordance with the Local Plan. 

 It was agreed it was not intended to prejudge the outcome of the 
Assessment.  

 AL wished to take the opportunity to consider the language of the text. 

Page 4 - comment at top re environmental capacity.   

 It was agreed that this text was factually correct  

 AL noted the Local Plan used different language and/or said this in a 
different way so he wished to take the opportunity to consider the language 
of the text. 

Page 4 - comment at middle re re-designation  

 It was agreed that this text was factually correct and not at issue  

Page 5 - comment at top re responsibility for plans 

 AL noted that as the Plans were more complex than the type of Plan now 
recommended by Guidance, and as there were 3 Assessors it was prudent to 
ask all 3 to sign off on each Plan. 

 AB stated this was unacceptable as this was unnecessarily complex and 
would delay the Assessments.  He stated if this was considered a key point 
by AL he wished to take the opportunity to seek external advice from 
Locality. 

 DC noted that in other areas with lots of smaller Plans the Assessors do not 
confer so why should that be the case here.  He also noted the different 
ways the Forums had approached issues mean this would introduce 
problems. 

 KM noted that the one Assessor of the Plan needed to be the one person 
ultimately taking responsibility for the Assessment but this could still 
provide scope for the other Assessors to be included 



 AL confirmed he was not envisaging the Assessors sit in a panel but would 
rather liaise with one another 

 AB stated that if it was envisaged that Assessors would confer with one 
another as and when they saw the need to do this, that a form of words 
which said this would be acceptable.  AB suggested he seek further advice – 
see action point below. 

Page 5 - comment at middle re written submissions  

 AB noted that as some consultees (i.e., house builders) had significant 
resources at their disposal there needed to be a cut-off point to the making 
of “new” representations.  However this needs to be balanced against the 
opportunity for existing consultees to: (1) provide clarification of their 
existing responses should the Assessor consider this would assist the 
Assessment; and/or (2) counter matters raised in the representations of 
others.  

 KM noted this concept was not contentious but queried the need for 
inclusion of such a statement on the basis Examiners were in his experience 
very learned and this concept was standard practice 

 AB noted there was a difference in the amount of previous Assessments a 
Neighbourhood Plan Assessor may have undertaken compared to the 
number of Examinations a PINS Planning Inspector may have undertaken 
and it did not harm to document a point of process which was agreed 

Page 5 - comment at bottom re timetable 

 AL noted there was some issue with the proposed timetable in that the 
some of the time periods were too short and some too long, but overall the 
period was broadly acceptable.  AL noted his wish to correct this in his next 
draft.   

Page 7 - comment at bottom meetings 

 AL and KM jointly noted there needed to be separation between meetings 
where the Plans would be discussed and meetings where Contract matters 
would be discussed.  AL noted none of his team would be at the latter and it 
would be inappropriate for the Forums to be present either. 

 AB noted there appeared to be universal agreement and suggested that he 
considered this to be what the proposed text said but that he welcomed 
alternative text  

- Action Point (1.): AL to circulate electronically a revised draft by evening 22 Dec. 

- Action Point (2.): Forums to respond to revised draft by evening 2 Jan. 

- Action Point (3.): Council to have fully published invitation to tender by evening 5 Jan. 

- Action Point (4.): AB to seek external advice from Locality on responsibility for three plans, 
     by evening of 21 Dec 

 

 4 - Improving the working relationship  

- DM noted that going forward as he was the elected councillor and would take full 
responsibility for all issues the Forums may have with the Council. 



- AB noted that Officers where professionals and could properly speak for themselves having 
authored and authorised several hundred pages of detailed “Officer responses” which 
critiqued the submitted Plans. 

- It was universally acknowledged that working relations between the Forums and the Council 
needed to be improved.  It was also universally acknowledged that better dialogue was a 
way to achieve this.  

- Action Point: DM to arrange a timetable of Reference Group meetings, using the Town Hall 
as a venue, with a monthly frequency, starting at 5:00p.m., with the first meeting in late 
January. 

- It was agreed that the broad topic of improving working relations between the Forums and 
the Council should be raised again at the next reference group meeting as an agenda item. 

- KM noted that the graphic showing a digger knocking down the Town Hall which was on a 
facebook page was unhelpful at a personal level to officers and upset them. 

- LB and DC noted the image was on the Torquay Neighbourhood Plan Facebook page but 
stated it had not been intended to cause offense but rather generate public engagement. In 
anticipation of the improved working relations they agreed to remove it. 

- Action Point: Forums to remove image considered to be hurtful to officers. 

 

5 – 5 year land supply  

- AB asked this be raised as an item following an earlier comment by KM that AL had just 
drawn his attention to a potential problem in this area. 

- KM stated the need for the Council to be able to refuse inappropriate developments and to 
effect this the need for a robust 5 year land supply (so that planning refusals do not in turn 
generate appeals where the appeal is supported and costs are awarded against the Council).   

- AB expressed total agreement  

- AL explained the Council had a 3.9 year land supply as it could only rely on allocated sites 
made in Plans when counting for its land supply.  Hence the sooner Plans were made the 
better.  But that there was a lost opportunity as Paignton Plan had not allocated sites.  

- AB noted a matter of disagreement.  AB noted the Forums had several issues with this, 
amongst others that the 5 year land supply “demand” (policy-on objectively assessed need) 
was not fixed at 8,900 but rather adjusted down in line with the environmental capacity.  
The reason Paignton had not allocated sites was neither they nor the Council had been able 
to evidence the environmental capacity.  Hence it was incorrect to compare the 
environmentally weighted land supply figure against a non-environmental weighted 
“demand” figure.   

- AL noted a matter of disagreement.  AL noted that the figure of 8,900 was fixed as the 
environmental capacity had been texted in the Local Plan examination.  He noted that to 
allocate sites the only environmental information needed was a SA not a full HRA 
Appropriate Assessment.  

- It was agreed that the narrowing of issues had been useful to KM and DM and it was agreed 
to revisit the matter of the 5 year supply at the next reference group meeting (by end Jan) as 
a second agenda item. 

- Action Point (1): DM/KM to invite Helen Addison to the meeting;  

- Action Point (2): LB to invite Locality to the meeting;  



- Action Point (3): AL and AB to circulate in advance a short set of bullet points summarising 
the difference in position. 

 

At this point AL made apologies and left. 

 

6 – Money 

- AB noted that as there was a drive to improve relations and ensure successful Assessments, 
the Brixham Forum requested payment of the £10,000 it considered owed by the Council to 
cover the costs incurred in allocating sites so that professional advisors could continue to be 
retained to assist the Forum. 

- KM noted that as a matter of procedure it was Brixham Town Council that needed to request 
the money and that to ensure proper safeguards on public money he had launched an audit. 

- AB noted that in Brixham (1.) the request for the funds had been made by the Town Clerk of 
Brixham Town Council and that he would forward a copy of the letter; and (2.) a detailed 
record of the Forum Finances was maintained by the Town Clerk.  He volunteered that as 
Vice Chair he would support release of this record by the Town Clerk if this assisted KM’s 
audit. 

- KM noted that if monies had been promised by a properly authorised (previous) officer it 
was right the Council paid them 

- DC noted the (previous) officer promising the monies had been supported by the (previous) 
portfolio holder as they were both at the same meeting where the monies were offered. 

- Action Point (1): AB to forward to KM a copy of the letter from the Town Clerk  

- Action Point (2): KM to take responsibility for resolving whether the monies are to be paid 
(or not);  

 

 

Meeting closed at 6:50p.m. 


