
 

  

THORVERTON COMMUNITY LAND TRUST 
(Financial Conduct Authority registration no 9301) 
 
Draft Minutes from the AGM held on Wednesday 16 April 2025  
 
 

 
1 

 
Welcome and outline of proceedings 

1.1 Andrew Foster welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained how 
it would run. 
 

2 Attendance, apologies and proxies 

2.1 There were just under 40 members present, out of a total membership 
(as at 9 April 2025) of 79.  There were also 5 non/pending members 
in attendance. 
 

2.2 Formal apologies were received from Michael Blaise. 
 

2.3 No applications for proxy votes had been received. 
 

3 Election of directors 

3.1 It was reported that three of the interim Directors (Andrew Foster, 
Andrew Saunders and Andrew Wiles) had been nominated to stand 
again and that Bry Uglow had been nominated automatically as the 
representative of Thorverton Parish Council. 
 

3.2 As the number of nominations was less than the maximum number of 
Directors allowed for the Board, the four nominees were duly elected. 
 

3.3 Each of the four Directors presented a short statement about their 
approach to the project (see separate notes) - the diversity of 
approach from the Directors was a concern for some members 
present, but welcomed by others – in particular the commitment by 
Directors not to be divisive but rather act with collective responsibility 
was much appreciated. 
 

3.4 As the number of elected Directors is less than the minimum number 
required for the Board, co-optees will be sought, preferably with the 
skills and experience to complement those provided by members of 
the new Board; it was noted that under Rule 15, the Board may 
operate for 6 months with only 3 Board Members but that they must 
actively seek additional members. 
 

3.5 The new Board is taking as its mandate from the community the 
overwhelming support expressed at the Public Meeting for the 
provision of affordable housing and the preference for progressing 
discussions relating to the North Site; the intention is to work up a 
number of deliverable options to present to the village, with the 
possibility of conducting a referendum to inform the way forward. 
 



 

  

4 Project update and discussion 

4.1 Three papers had been circulated prior to the meeting – a progress 
report, a summary of options, considerations, risks, pros and cons 
and a note relating to MDDC’s recent call for sites. 
 

4.2 Questions and ensuing discussions related to the following main 
themes: 

 The need and potential for acquiring the South Site as well as 
the North 

 The need for and process of allocation of affordable housing 

 The size of any development 

 The status of the relationships with MDDC and the Church 
Commissioners 
 

4.3 South Site 

 Concern was expressed that the Church Commissioners might 
not be willing to include the South Site in a sale to TCLT if 
there is to be no development on it, as Savills, their agents, are 
likely to be advising them to aim for development on both sites 
– it was noted that the drawings presented to the Public 
Meeting, which include housing on the South Site, are 
available on the TCLT website and therefore to the Church 
Commissioners 

 An alternative view was that the Church Commissioners know 
that there is a grant of £280k (including conveyancing fees) 
available, so why would they not want to take the full amount 
for both sites regardless of the size and location of 
development 

 It was noted that the provision of an attenuation pond on the 
South Site will be vital for any development to go ahead on the 
North Site. 
 

4.4 Affordable Housing 

 It was reported that, despite there being a demand 
demonstrated in the 2011 HNS, there are now only two families 
in the Court Barton development with a local connection, which 
resulted in a concern that there won’t be enough demand from 
local people for a new development in Silver Street 

 It was noted that the experience from the Upton Pyne 
development had been very different from this and confidence 
was expressed that, with a strongly worded s106 statement 
and carefully crafted local lettings plan (to facilitate moves from 
those already in the system who otherwise can miss out on the 
option to move), a higher profile with Devon Home Choice 
once a development is agreed/advertised (rather than a repeat 
of the HNS) and social rental properties available as well as or 
instead of affordable rental properties, there will be sufficient 
demand from local people. 
 



 

  

4.5 Size/nature of development 

 Mixed views were expressed about the potential for a Lynch 
Close-type development of, say, six houses, ranging from 
those who felt that it would be the best and most acceptable 
proposal for the village and those who were surprised that 
there seems to be so much opposition to a slightly larger 
scheme 

 Although it was noted that MDDC would most likely require a 
higher housing density than six houses on the North Site and 
also that some Housing Associations may not consider being 
involved with such a small development (even though the 
Upton Pyne development was only 10 houses in total), it was 
agreed that this option should be evaluated with all 
stakeholders alongside the other options (as mentioned in the 
options paper) – there was no intention to suggest that a 
smaller development would necessarily be of a lower standard 
than a larger one 

 The possibility of building in phases was raised, perhaps 
starting with the smallest option and then adding phases as 
future demand is established – although the practical 
difficulties of so doing were also noted 

 It was noted that, in terms of both self-build options and the 
provision of bungalows, nothing is ruled in or out at this stage, 
although it is not currently the norm for Housing Associations to 
include self-build in their developments. 
 

4.6 Relationships with MDDC and the Church Commissioners 

 A specific question was raised about whether there is a MDDC 
quota of new housing for Thorverton and if so, whether a TCLT 
development could/would satisfy that quota and thereby 
protect the village from other, potentially bigger developments 
elsewhere 

 Although not able to comment on MDDC planning policy, the 
Directors reported that a total of six sites (including the North 
and South Silver Street sites) had been put forward by the 
Church Commissioners in response to the MDDC call for sites, 
together with one from the Diocese of Exeter and anecdotal 
evidence of a local landowner signing an option with Wain 
Homes for 45 houses 

 It was noted that TCLT is awaiting an updated MoU from the 
Church Commissioners, but that in the meantime, there had 
been good co-operation between the two parties in presenting 
a joint submission for the Silver Street plots in response to the 
MDDC call for sites – co-operation which supports a level of 
confidence in the relationship 

 It was reported that the Church Commissioners have to act 
under a specific Act of Parliament which requires them to 
behave like a pension fund (ie the bottom line is paramount) 
and, although there has been a sea change in how they are 



 

  

thinking about housing in particular (and indeed they have 
advised that they now consider that value does not necessarily 
equate to money), it is quite likely that Savills will be advising 
them about housing density and there may well be associated 
conditions included within both the contract and the grant 
agreement – in this respect, TCLT may not have an entirely 
free hand in how it proceeds 

 The question of whether TCLT would be a preferred partner 
with the Church Commissioners in the event that any of the 
other four sites was chosen for development by MDDC was 
raised and the general feeling that these sites were pretty 
speculative suggestions was noted 

 It was noted that the MDDC grant is connected with local 
government devolution, that the expenditure has been 
committed, allocated and announced in their Cabinet meeting, 
that the draft agreement is being currently reviewed by 
solicitors and that the conveyancing costs would be including in 
the £280k (the current agreement is that all parties pay their 
own fees) 

 It was also noted that this legal advice is being paid for from a 
small grant from MDDC (referred to as Stage 2 grant in the 
accounts) and that there is the opportunity to apply for a Stage 
3 grant once plans are further advanced. 
 

5 Accounts for y/e 31/03/25 

5.1 The accounts for y/e 31/03/25 were received. 
 

5.2 It was noted that: 

 Although Andrew Saunders had provided figures for the 
budgeted architect fees for the Stage 2 grant, he had not 
actually charged any fees for the work he has done for TCLT 

 Although the level of detail in the narrative was welcome, the 
accounts were not presented in the format required by the FCA 

 Accounts presented in a different format would need to be 
signed off by the new Board and then another members’ 
meeting 
 

5.3 After some discussion and in order to be procedurally correct, a vote 
was taken on whether or not to approve the accounts at this meeting 
– 15 voted to approve and 13 not to approve and so, as more than 
10% voted against, the accounts were not approved and will need to 
be re-presented at a future meeting. 
 

6 Any other business 

6.1 It was reported that the discussion forum was now available on the 
website. 
 

6.2 It was agreed that the next Public Meeting should be held before the 
end of the school summer term, but not in half term week. 



 

  

 

6.3 Thanks were extended to all who were in attendance and Steve 
Rendell closed the meeting by asking for the new Board to be given 
thanks and support for all the hard work they are doing. 
 

 
 

Andrew Foster Statement: 

I have been involved with this project from the very outset; I was Chair of the Parish Council in 
March 2022 when a group of disaffected villagers attended a Parish Council meeting to air their 
concerns over the way affordable homes in the new Heritage Homes development were being 
allocated.  The PC had, by coincidence, already invited Andrew Wiles to give us some thoughts on 
setting up an affordable housing project.   
 
This all led to the formation of TAHG, the Thorverton Affordable Housing Group being set up in July 
of that year.  Most of the early meetings were around my kitchen table, where we had our first 
meetings with the MDDC planners and the Church Commissioners.  I am as keenly in favour of the 
establishment of Affordable Housing in Thorverton today as I was at the very beginning. 
 
The new Board is considerably smaller than the one it replaces and while this will increase the 
weight of the workload I think it might make the decision making progress simpler and quicker. 
 
I would like to set a first target of holding the next Open Meeting as soon as we can, to bring the 
village up to speed.   
 
My further targets are to address the following issues: 
 

 Confirm that The Church Commissioners will sell us the south site after we tell them we are 
not going to build any houses there in the near future and, alongside that, secure the new 
MOU.   

 Confirm that the decision to concentrate on the north site does not affect the grant from 
MDDC and DCC. 

 Produce a number of design options, which we will not be able to specify today. 
 Hold further discussions with Hastoe and other possible interested HA partners. 

 

Bry Uglow statement: 

For those of you that don’t know me my name is Bry Uglow. I am the ordinary member of the group 
with no previous experience in the housing sector.  I have 2 children and 3 step children and have 
seen their opportunity to stay here become less and less and they have all now made lives 
elsewhere . 
 
I am the Parish Council nominated person on the Thorverton Community Land Trust. 
 
I first became aware of CLTs in 2006 and the work they can do with affordable housing. Like Andrew 
Foster I was at the parish council meeting where parishioners expressed frustration and concern 
with the difficulty in accessing affordable housing.  
 



 

  

So iI volunteered to join the parish council working group TAHG - Thorverton affordable housing 
group, to explore the possibility of a locally lead solution for affordable housing in perpetuity. 
 
I also have thought for many years that the village should look at a way to provide homes for people 
to downsize - and think we are short of bungalows - and we should find a way to keep family, friends 
and support groups together. 
 
Andrew Saunders Statement  
 
I’m Andrew Saunders, a resident  of Thorverton. 
  
I have been a member of the interim Board since the formation of the CLT. 
 
I qualified as an Architect in the 1980s and have designed many schemes in the affordable and 
private housing sectors.  
 
What the TCLT put forward was something that satisfied the housing needs survey, respected the 
beauty and design of Thorverton, generated capital and resources for the village, enhanced 
biodiversity and increased the amount of publicly-accessible open space in the village for the first 
time in 25 years. 
 
I was responsible for the scheme for 32 dwellings that was tabled at the Public Meeting where it 
received some resistance. I personally still believe in that general approach and indeed, when 
working behind the bar in the Exeter I have received numerous unsolicited expressions of support 
for the 2 site proposal. 
 
However, as a member of the new Board I do not intend to be disruptive and  appreciate that we 
now need to look at other options as well in order to find a way forward. 
 
Since the Public Meeting two important things have happened. 
 
Firstly, 5 members of the remaining interim Board of 9 have decided not to stand for election, which 
is disappointing. 
 
Secondly, and more importantly, the District Council Have promoted their “Call for Sites’ in order to 
satisfy the Government’s proposed annual target for Mid Devon of 571 homes. 
 
Until recently the control of housing development in the village has been secured by the “Settlement 
Limit” with only the TCLT being in the unique position of complying with planning policy through the 
“exception sites” rule. 

 
The “Call for Sites” has the potential to make a major change to this, signalling an updated local plan 

designed to facilitate those housing targets, increasing the likelihood that significant development 

will take place over which the village will have minimal influence.  

 
I believe that the only way of avoiding this is for the village and the TCLT to find a middle ground and 

agree a sufficiently large multi-tenure proposal  to satisfy the “Call for Sites”. A scheme where we 

are in control of what is built thus saving our village from ill-conceived speculative development 

where we have no say with all of the access problems that would involve. 

 



 

  

But the agreed scheme will need to include some development on the south site, even if it’s just a 
second phase. Because without it, the CCs will probably not sell us the land-why should they- and it 
will end up being intensively developed by a  company only interested in making the maximum 
profit. 
 
Such a scheme is also the only way of securing all of the biodiversity and recreational benefits that 

the south site has to offer including the footpath link to the Millennium Green and provide the extra 

money necessary to subsidise the Discounted Market Sale properties. 

 

So anyone who thinks that they are protecting the village by constraining the amount of dwellings 
on the land at Silver Street is actually allowing us to drift towards a situation where the village will 
lose any control over future development.  
 

I get the sense that the main objection to building on the south site is based, on the loss of open 
views. 
 

So, a “new” proposal could show a few medium sized OM homes on the south site, possibly 
bungalows, and not the big 5 Bedroom houses previously shown,-They have been discontinued. But 
this time with a centrally positioned layout, so as to avoid the interruption of views from the existing 
houses on the north side. 
 
The layout for the northern site would be similar to the one previously tabled giving  an overall 
number of around 29  dwellings. 
 
In the last week Homes England have announced an additional £2bn for affordable housing, but only 
for schemes that can start on site in 2025/26, so our proposals which are already well advanced are 
ideally placed to attract this funding and we know that we are pushing at an open door with the CCs 
and the Planners. 
 
So this is where I stand as a prospective Board member. I will be constructive but I will not persist if 
there is no support for what I believe to be the right eventual outcome. 
 
Neither do I wish to be involved a sub standard “formulaic” scheme, because Thorverton deserves 
much better than that. 
 
 
Andrew Wiles Statement  
 

My working life was in affordable housing – managing it, regulating it, developing it. Hopefully useful 

experience but I accept that it can also sometimes be an obstacle to lateral thinking 

I’ve hands-on experience of Community Land Trust work in the successful Lake’s Down scheme in 

Upton Pyne about 10 years ago, and now – touch wood - in Brampford Speke 

I’m conscious of being a newbie to Thorverton – we’ve only been here about 4 years. Therefore I see 

myself as offering my experience in this kind of work, but not as seeking to lead the project, or to 

speak for the Thorverton community 



 

  

The majority of villagers who came to the February public expressed clear support for there being an 

affordable housing scheme, and for our buying the two Silver St sites. However the meeting did not 

support a development of 30+ homes, or developing the South site. The clear steer to TCLT was to 

try to deliver a smaller scheme, say +/- 20 homes, just on the North site 

I don’t rule out the possibility of the village changing its mind, particularly in reaction to how Mid-

Devon responds to its “call for sites” for its next Local Plan. But certainty on this is at least a year 

away. 

I also favour our working in partnership with a housing association rather than trying to do it on our 

own 

Regarding the South site, I favour us buying it if we can. It would be very helpful both for a number 

of public amenity benefits and to give us much greater influence over possible pressures to develop 

there at some time in the future 

My final comment is that I think there are many reasons why this project has struggled to move 

forward to date. Some of these were effectively TCLT’s responsibility, such as disagreements 

between Board members both about the scale of our ambition and on how to resolve those 

differences. But other reasons have been an unusual number of curved balls not in our control – the 

initial reluctance from housing associations, then the grant offer from Mid-Devon (which I now see 

as something of a double-edged benefit), and most recently Mid-Devon’s call for sites, to name but 

three. Hopefully there will be more harmony and fewer curved balls as we go forward. 

 


