
Modbury Neighbourhood Planning Group  

Minutes of meeting: Wednesday 2nd September 2015 20:15- 21:30 at Exeter 

Inn 

Present:                                                       

Ann Turner (AT) Chair,  
Barry White (BWh), 
Roy Sims (RS) 
Charlotte Rathbone (CR) 
Brian Weeks (BWe) 
Mark Lawrence (ML) 
Kate Thompson (KT) 
Alison Wood (AW) 
 
Apologies: Dan Turner, Lynne Barnes, Chris Barnes, Justine Slade, Rose Wood, Jon Sullivan, Burda 
Gage 
 
    MINUTES FROM LAST MEETING unavailable 
 
1. MATTERS ARISING 

 BWe fed back that the Parish Council had apologised that they had not yet discussed the list 
of local organisations that he had compiled and where this should be held/ publicised, but 
hoped to do so at their next meeting. 

 ML spoke of the e-mail he had forwarded to the group with the questionnaire that had 
been used in the 2006 Parish Plan, which may be interesting to read in preparation for 
compiling the questionnaire for the Modbury Neighbourhood Plan (MNP). 

 
2. BROWNSTON CONSULTATION MORNING 

 AT advised that the event was to be held at the California Inn next Saturday 5th September 
from 10:30 to 12:00. 

 KT said that she and her husband had dropped flyers in to the houses in Brownston, 
speaking to people face to face when possible and had liaised with the management of the 
California Inn who would provide coffee at a cost of about £20. KT considered that between 
7 and 15 people might attend. 

 AT thanked KT for the work she had done on behalf of the group and advised that the 
California Inn should invoice the Parish Council for the cost of the coffee. 

 CR and ML confirmed that they would be able to attend the event in Brownston with KT, and 
ML would collect the MNP table top information boards from RS. 

 ML offered that to deliver flyers to outlying farms around Brownston, of which he thought 
there were about 19 , in the next 2 days, hoping to include farming community in Saturday’s 
event. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
3. RA1 DEVELOPMENT 
 

 AT asked the meeting, now the planning permission had been granted by South Hams 
District Council (SHDC) for RA1 development, what input/role, if any, could the MNP have as 
it moved forward. 

 Discussion followed about the relationship of the developers and SHDC with the Parish 
Council and local groups. Mixed opinions were expressed both sceptical and positive.  As far 
as the MNP, looking towards plans for Modbury up to 2031, there would be funding 
attached to development of RA1 which could be applied for by projects identified by the 
MNP. RS advised that Modbury Association for Recreation and Sports (MARS) were aware of 
funding for sports provision attached to the development and would be applying for this to 
move their projects forward. 

 ML gave the example that General Development Order which enabled barns to be converted 
into dwellings with minimal planning permission. It could be that MNP put forward that they 
did not want that to apply in Modbury Parish. 

 Discussion about SHDC “Our Plan” and the general frustration that was felt by local NPGs 
that the SHDC had not yet made/ communicated a decision on future number of houses. The 
feeling of the meeting was that in reality NPs would not be able to influence the number of 
houses allocated in the parish but could have an influence on where they were built and the 
nature of any development. 

 
 
4. FUTURE PRIORITIES FOR NEIGHBOURHHOD PLAN GROUP. 

 AT expressed the need to complete a robust consultation. Events had included the town, 
School, Chamber of Trade and Saturday’s event in Brownston would hope to engage those 
living in outlying areas of the parish. 

 CR asked about how to engage teenagers/ young people’s views 

 AT thought DT would look into this on his return from holiday, possibly with an event in a 
local pub. 

 RS asked about consultation with farmers, who had the “biggest footprint” in the area. 

 AT has had e-mail contact from Lindsay ward (District Councillor) about meeting with 
farmers. 

  AT spoke of meeting with Chamber of Trade she attended with BWe. They have 
approximately 140 members and it was agreed that it would be helpful to devise a brief 
questionnaire to be distributed to their member. Jon Sullivan will act as our link to the 
Chamber 

  

 BWh enquired whether the same questionnaire would be used as for the Parish Plan in 
2006, to give a direct comparison. 

 AT asked the meeting how they thought questionnaire should be analysed. 

 ML said SHDC had analysed the 2006 data questionnaire.   

 AT suggested that there are new programmes for analysing data which may be helpful. Neil 
Turner was happy to help  in design of questionnaire . 

 ML suggested moving forward from consultations to questionnaire design in a logical 
fashion. 



 BWe suggested from topic headings used in consultations to move ahead in small groups. In 
these small groups to look at question that these raised to be included in the MNP  
questionnaire, looking at questions from 2006 Parish Plan  questionnaire many of which 
could remain relevant. 

 AT agreed that she would look at the headings from the consultations and e-mail them to 
the group in the next few days, so people could volunteer to be part of a sub group and 
work together before next meeting. 

 ML asked if there were other people apart from those at the meeting prepared to be 
involved. 
 

4. FUTURE PRIORITIES FOR NEIGHBOURHHOD PLAN GROUP (Continued). 
 
 

 AT advised that from apologies and e-mails others had identified their ongoing interest. 

 ML asked about timescale. If the questionnaire was to be out before Christmas, it needed to 
ready by mid-October. 

 AT agreed to get main themes/ headings e-mailed to the group by the weekend. Also 
suggested that to avoid overlapping with Christmas period, questionnaire would need to be 
delivered to households by mid-November.  

 CR offered that she would be happy to lead a landscape survey, as this was her area of 
expertise, of sites that had already been identified for future development (? RA2, RA15) 
using knowledge of others including BWe. 

 BWe spoke of the Green Lane being integrated in RA1 but was concerned by his experience 
at site meetings that other areas of local interest were being ignored. 

 ML advised that issues in a NP would have to be taken notice of. 

 CR said she would looking to arranging a date for landscape survey 

 AT enquired whether anyone knew of an ecologist who lived locally. 

 ML suggested a request for an interested ecologist could be put in the Modbury Messenger. 
 
5.  ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 

 RS asked about looking at funding which would be needed to proceed with NP 

 AT spoke of looking at priorities for spending and grant application, and asked RS if he was 
agreeable to start the process. 

 RS agreed to start the process but would need the help of someone like Phil Jolly. 

 AT asked whether applications for funding should be made under auspices of the Parish 
Council. 

 BWe explained that grants he had applied for in the past had been through Parish Council. 

 CR expressed that the group needed to know what we needed funding for. 

 AT advised that looking at the minutes an information from joint meeting with other 
neighbourhood planning groups would inform us of what other groups have spent their 
money on. 

 AT asked RS if he would be happy to co-ordinate thoughts on what the MNPG would need 
money for. 

    
 
MEETING CLOSED AT 21:30 
 
 
 
DATE OF NEXT MEETING: WEDNESDAY 14th OCTOBER 20:15 at EXETER INN 



    

 
 
 


