THORVERTON COMMUNITY LAND TRUST — BOARD of DIRECTORS
Report on the meeting held on Wednesday 29 September 2024

Present:

Andrew Foster (AF - Chair), Steve Rendell (SR), Bry Uglow (BU), Andrew Wiles (AW),
Andrew Saunders (AS), Noel Tancock (NT), Geoff Pook (GP), Jan Wills (JW)

Minutes Secretary: Helen Ratcliffe (HR)

Apologies were received from Stuart Crebo (SC), Roger Cashmore
(RC) and Jim Roberts (JR)

Before the meeting started, the method of circulating papers for the meetings was discussed. It was agreed that,
providing papers arereceived in good time, HR will send an email to all Directors alerting them to their availability on
the Board Members page of the website. If papers are only received in the couple of days immediately prior to a
meeting, HR will circulate them by email. It was also agreed that it is both good practice and helpful for authors’
names to appear at the bottom of all papers.

Minutes from the Steering Group Meeting held on 31 July 2024 were approved.

Housing Association Update

AW reported that he had been exploring other options now that Teign and Aster have pulled out, but that at the
moment, we have no HA partner and it seems as though everyone is waiting

until the budget to see what the Government’s funding and priorities will be. He did, however, report that
Brampford Speke have appealed against Teign’s decision to withdraw from their scheme, even though it is more
advanced than ours, and that he had been invited to a forthcoming meeting with Teign in Brampford Speke. It was
suggested that it might be helpful to offer to join with Brampford Speke to offer Teign a higher volume of housing. It
was agreed that all options should be explored at this stage, including approaching Falcon Rural (who were involved
in the Lynch Close development).

Housing Mix — Discounted Market Sale

AW reported that Cornwall Community Land Trust now have no expertise to advise/provide additional assurance
about DMS. It was noted that the MDDC Planning Dept has offered access to MDDC’s template documents/legal
agreements, but that we are still awaiting sight of these. If necessary, GP can provide the name of a lawyer contact
who could provide a template for a simple contract/legal agreement.

Alignment with National and Local Government priorities

Changes are expected in funding, NPPF and social housing policy. The CLT Network has published its response to
initial proposals. It was agreed that we should save an approach to Mel Stride until a later date.

There was some discussion about the merits of sharing an outline plan and some broad financials with MDDC at this
stage, as the more concrete our plans, the more likely funders (eg Homes England) are to be interested. It was also
noted that our Councillor, Rhys Roberts, is kept informed of progress via both the receipt of reports etc and informal
discussions.

Update from Technical Group

The report from the Technical Group was received and discussed at length and it was noted that:

The report has been based on factual information from the surveys carried out earlier this year and aims to
demonstrate optimal use of the sites; it is intended as a vehicle for discussion rather than an invitation to commit to
a specific option at the moment.

Option 1 (social rent and self-build on the North site with OMS and DMS on the South site) might be more attractive
to an HA, whereas the Church Commissioners initially expressed a preference for a more inclusive scheme (such as
Option 2). A third option might be to deliver a smaller number of affordable homes, albeit with the need for
drainage to the South site, but the viability of this would need to be modelled and HAs may not be interested in a
scheme with such low numbers. No one-bedroom rental properties have been included in either option, despite
there being several drivers (including the Housing Needs Survey) for such accommodation — AS agreed to have
another look at the designs, perhaps with a view to renaming the second bedroom as a home office/utility space



Similarly, no two-bedroom DMS properties have been included even though they may be desirable in terms of
affordability —again, AS agreed to revisit the designs, although it was noted that it is generally considered to be a
good idea to think about planning for the future needs of families as well as initial affordability.

The Church Commissioners have asked for a meeting soon, and we need both to update them on progress (or, in
terms of the HAs, lack thereof) and to explore the way forward. We need to check how much budget has been set
aside for legal fees, in particular for developing the section 106 criteria, but also in relation to a possible option on
the land. The Chair then asked each member present to make their own views clear and, after much discussion
about the tension between what makes sense for the sites, physically and financially, and what the village has been
informed about to date, it was agreed that:

We need to be open and honest with both the village community and other stakeholders.
We should only present schemes to the village community which are financially and socially viable.

The Technical Group’s report should be used as the basis for discussions with MDDC, the Church Commissioners and
Homes England sooner rather than later, with outcomes to be brought to the October meeting of the Board.

We should aim to hold a public meeting in November.
Community Engagement — Update from CEC Group

It was agreed that we should try to hold another public meeting during this calendar year, but it was not clear
whether the first formal meeting for members should be held at the same time as a more consultative meeting with
the community.

It was noted that we currently have 35-40 members, but that this number is likely to increase if it is possible to pay
the subscription online — AF agreed to add the bank details to the online form.

Formal election of the Board

AW agreed to prepare a note on the governance/election process for our next meeting (23rd October), following
which we should decide how many meetings we should have and when

they should be.

Process for handling correspondence

It was noted that AF had acknowledged the email which had been received; it was agreed that he will continue to do
this with any other correspondence received, but if anything needs more than a

simple acknowledgement, he will refer it to the Board for input.

The Exeter

It was reported that, following email confirmation from all Board members, approval had been given for the ACV
(Asset of Community Value) application to be submitted in TCLT’s name. It was noted that if the ACV application is
approved, it would give the community a right to bid for the building

It was also reported that a tab relating to the project to try to keep The Exeter open has been added to the TCLT
website to help keep the community informed, but that due to recent developments in terms of viewings, details of
how to donate to a ‘fighting fund’ had been removed from the web and from the proposed flyer for the moment.

Any Other Business

The question of how monies from the Stage 2 funding are accessed was raised and it was agreed to include this as an
agenda item for the next meeting.

Date of next meeting
Wednesday 23rd October at 13.00 in The Exeter.



