
 

  

 PLYMOUTH 

REGENERATION FORUM 

MINUTES  
 

13TH OCTOBER 2015 

1600 – 1800 Ballard House

In attendance: 20 

 

1. Introductions and updates  

Peter Ford, Head of Development Management,  updated the Forum on the following:  

 DCLG to make office to residential permitted development permanent;  

 Chief Planning Officer letter regarding intentional unauthorised development being material 
planning consideration;  

 Publication of Housing and Planning Bill and in particular implications for affordable housing; 

 PCC’s intention to issue 2 year consents for major housing applications to accelerate 

delivery in the context of over 6,200 homes currently with planning permission but not 

started. 

ACTION: PRF members to note update. 

 

2. Plymouth Plan Part 2 

Richard Grant, Local Planning Team Manager, updated the forum on the consultation process 

underway regarding part 2 of the Plymouth Plan, highlighting the use of area toolkits.  Richard 

encouraged forum members to be involved in this important stage of the Plymouth Plan 

consultation which will be looking at site allocations and designations. 

ACTION: PRF members to input sites for consideration to Richard Grant. 

 

3. Strategic Growth Team 

Stuart Wingfield, Strategic Growth Team Manager, outlined the work of his team to drive forward 

growth in the key regeneration areas of the city i.e. Waterfront and City Centre; Derriford and 

northern corrider; and the eastern corridor, emphasising that the team’s focus was on delivery 

and proactive working through the Plymouth Plan and management of relevant key planning 

applications in the Plymouth Plan growth areas. 

ACTION: PRF members to note role of the Strategic Growth Team. 

 

4. Hazardous sites constraints 

Simon Osborne, Planning Officer, gave a detailed presentation on the work undertaken by Arup 

consultants to plot the key hazardous constraints within Plymouth as part of the Plymouth Plan 

evidence base.  Simon then outlined the significance of these constraints in the planning process 

and the consultation arrangements with internal and external partners. 



 

 

ACTION: PRF members to note implications of hazardous constraints on 

development proposals and engage early with the Local Planning Authority through 

the DES process where this is likely to be an issue. 

 

5.  DES pre application review 

Peter Ford outlined the work being undertaken in association with the Planning Advisory Service 

to review the current pre application process.  The work is at an early stage and forum members 

will be asked for their formal comments in the coming weeks.  Peter Ford also highlighted that the 

fees would be being increased shortly. There was then a general discussion on DES issues.  Key 

points raised in discussion included: 

 Positive experience of the process and not an issue with paying for the service because it 

means that a comprehensive response can be expected. 

 Officers need to be more aware that the applicant is the client and will expect to get value 
for money. 

 Officers have a good understanding of the issues and generally give a good service.  Better 

than other Councils where pre apps seem to go into a “black hole”. 

 There needs to be a better understanding at the beginning of the process of timescales as 
this is critical to the client.  Use of Planning Performance Agreements and introductory 

scoping meetings are very helpful. 

 The value of the Design Review Panel was debated and how much importance should be 

given to the Panel views by both officers and Planning Committee. 

 Involvement of Members was considered important but they should only get involved once 
the ideas have been discussed with officers. 

ACTION: Peter Ford to circulate questionnaire shortly and consider the views 

expressed at the meeting in bringing forward improvements to the DES service. 

 

6. Other improvements that the department can take forward 

There was a short debate about other issues with regards to the department’s work.  These 

included: 

 Members should be more responsible in the comments they make at Planning Committee. 

 The information asked for at validation is often inconsistent depending on the officer 
involved and sometimes applications are not validated for questionable reasons. 

 Good experience of the Plymouth Plan process. 

 

ACTION: Peter Ford to consider the issues raised by PRF members and report to a 

future meeting.  


