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Ashchurch Rural Parish Council 
 

Minutes of Ashchurch Rural Parish Council Meeting o n Monday 24 th July 2017 at 7pm 
at Sherdon’s Golf Centre, Tredington  

 
Present: Clllr J Hargreaves (Chairman), Cllr A Brown, Cllr D Garnett, & Cllr G Shurmer; Environment 

Agency officers M Smith, P Kelkin, S King-Davies; and 16 members of the public.                                                
In attendance:  R A Stone (Clerk & RFO) 

 
         Items 

64 Welcome  by Chairman   - Cllr Hargreaves welcomed fellow Councillors, parishioners, and      
visitors.                                                                             

65 Apologies for absence   - Received from Cllrs D Street & B Cook 

66 Declarations of interest relating to items on the a genda    -    Cllr Hargreaves declared an  
interest in Item 72(ii) in view of his connection with Save our Lanes, and abstained from voting        
on this item.                                                                    

67 Public Participation on agenda items & m atters of mutual interest  
 
i) To receive a short presentation by: 
 

(a) the Environment Agency on the Starveal Chicken Farm Environmental Permit       
Variation  - EA officers Mark Smith (Area Environment Manager), Philip Kelkin    
(Permitting Officer) and Suzanne King-Davies (Environment  Officer for Gloucs)       
spoke on the site specific requirements of this substantial proposed variation, and         
the scientific, legal and environmental impact issues that were considered. It was     
hoped to publicise the decision that the Agency was minded to make in the near       
future. The consultation period may be extended if additional information became 
available.  

 
(b) Richard Tilley of GGMS and colleagues on the proposed development at           

Fiddingdon. – Postponed pending the validation of the planning application by 
Tewkesbury BC. 

 
ii) Councillors who declare an interest in matters on the agenda may address the Council.      
- Not applicable.  
 
iii) County Councillor report to Councillors and residents, and response to questions.  
– No report received apart from Cllr Smith’s forwarded letter concerning the traffic congestion   
around Junction 9 of the M5 and the A46. 
 
iv) Borough Councillor reports to Councillors and residents, and response to questions.                       
– No reports received. 
 
v)  Members of the public who wish to raise issues or concerns. – Ian Parker of Save our           
Lanes asked the Council for its support to fight the biomass appeal by Ecotricity.  He noted that 
Tewkesbury BC, the Planning Authority, had already refused approval for the development         
twice and that they would be maintaining their stance against the appeal.  A draft statement          
had been prepared with the help of a planning consultant who had also advised on the     
appointment of a transport consultant to focus on the traffic issues.  SoL’s survey of local      
residents had shown that the lanes in Fiddington were used for walking, cycling and horse         
riding. Residents were delighted to receive support against the proposed scheme from a wide      
area from individuals who were concerned about the loss of amenity.   A consolidated report     
would go to the Government Inspector, and a request made for the appeal to be resolved by          
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an informal hearing.  The deadline for comments was 3rd August 2017.  

68 To confirm the minutes of 26th June  2017 – Resolved to approve, and signed by the                    
Chairman. 

 
69 
 

Matters arising  (other than those  appearing later within the agenda):                                                                         

 i) Public rights for the year ending 31st March 2017 – The Clerk advised that the period of          
public inspection of the accounts would end on 25/7/17.  The Annual Return would be       
despatched for External Audit shortly after this. 

ii) Letter to the National Westminster bank to transfer monies and advise of change of Clerk             
– The Clerk reported that NW had carried out the transfer, and updated their records.  

iii) Notice of Co-option advertising the vacancy for a parish councillor – This had resulted in one   
applicant, who lived in Walton Cardiff.  The Council requested that he should be invited to          
attend the next meeting to enable Councillors to meet him.                             Action: Clerk      

iv) The Clerk was requested to progress the development of the new website with a view to 
providing agendas and minutes of meetings as soon as possible.                   Action: Clerk      

v)   Pamington Residents Association request for improved signage – The Clerk advised that 
Highways had yet to report on the feasibility of a scheme to reduce the width of the road from        
the B4079 into Pamington.     Action: Clerk to make inquiries of GCC regarding progress.   

vi) Public rights of way – Two or three suggestions had come forward for the monies           
advertised by  Cllr V Smith (GCC) at the June meeting.  

70 Finance   

i) Resolved to approve the following payments to 24th July 2017:  

Payee 

 

Description of item £ Cheque No. 

R A Stone Salary (July) 442.16 413 

R A Stone Expenses                                                         
Giff gaff mobile top up £10.00 (x2) = £20                       
Travel 17m @ 45p/mile =  £7.65     
Stamps  £3.00 

30.65 414 

Tewkesbury Borough 
Council 

Supply & installation of two dog bins at 
byway in Walton Cardiff (£222.28 + 
£44.46 VAT) 

266.74 415 

Jeremy Brookes Garden & 
Landscape Service 

July grounds maintenance – Church, war 
memorial & bus stop 

880.00 416 

Jeremy Brookes Garden & 
Landscape Service 

July grass verge cutting outside the 
village hall                                                                                                                 

300.00 417 

Tewkesbury Trophies Engraving regalia      8.00 418 

 Total  
 

 £1972.55  
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71   Administration & Correspondence   

i) Electoral Review of Tewkesbury: Draft Recommendations – Cllr Shurmer advised that  
             The Local Government Boundary Commission’s proposals for Ashchurch placed it           
             within a new ward called Isbourne together with Oxenton, Teddington, Buckland &    
             Snowshill.  It was agreed that Ashchurch had little in common with these other    
             communities and that this should be stressd in ARPC’s comments to the Commission.  
                                                                                             Action: Clerk and Cllr Shurmer             
 

ii) Winter maintenance – The Pamington salt bins needed to be filled.         Action: Clerk 
iii)  GAPTC consultation on areas of improvement – Noted. 
iv) Communication with TBC Councillors – The Chairman agreed to consider writing to 

Ashchurch’s representatives about their non attendance at ARPC meetings.                    
                                                                                                    Action:  Cllr Hargreaves 
v) Ashchurch Rural Parish Council, Chain regalia – Cllr Shurmer presented                                   

Cllr Hargreaves with the chain following its updated engraving. 
vi) Advance notice of Town and Parish Council Seminar on 20 September 2017. – Noted. 
vii) Highways Customer Satisfaction Survey – The Chairman requested sight of the survey        

in view of the poor state of the county’s roads.                            Action: Clerk                                                                          
viii) Tewkesbury Ashchurch J9/lA46 Place Visioning – An invitation to attend a meeting on 

Wednesday 23 August 2:00pm at 3:30pm on TBC’s vision for Junction 9 area as         
a priority area for growth. (Clerk – See the background to this at Annex C)                                    
– The Chairman volunteered to attend and report.       Action:  Cllr Hargreaves 

                                                                                                        
72 Planning  

i) Update on the JCS hearings of 11th and 19th July 2017 –  Councillors noted Annex A                    
detailing the hearing of 11th July; and approved the JCS submission at Annex B                              
following the insertion of Cllr Shurmer’s contribution at paragraph 5.                                            
Action: Clerk to thank Julie Newton of Carver Knowles for her expert assistance. 

ii) To discuss the Ecotricity Appeal against TBC for AD plant at Fiddington; draft letter to            
Tewkesbury BC; and possible financial assistance to the Save our Lanes Appeal. 

- Resolved to pay for the traffic consultant’s report (£2995 + vat) on the effects that              
the proposed biomass plant would have on narrow lanes of Fiddington, and to raise                           
queries on the traffic forecasting within the appeal documentation.  Action: Clerk 

iii) To  consider 17/00717/FUL: Conversion of outbuilding into ancillary residential                             
accommodation at Grange Farm, Monks Lane, Fiddington – No objection. 

                                                                                                                  Action: Clerk                                                                          
iv) To consider Cost Effective Planning Training for Local Councils – Resolved to                             approve 

GAPTC’s offer of training & advice at £100 per annum. Action: Clerk                                                                          
 

 

73 Environment  

i) Update on new Walton Cardiff dog bin. – The Clerk reported this was now installed. 
Councillors suggested that TBC may be prepared to provide signage to the new bin.                                                                                                      
Action: Clerk to inquire. 

74 Items for future meetings  

It was agreed that the way forward on the NDP was to invite Jon Harris to the next ARPC 
meeting to discuss the route map and timing before liaising with Matt Barker at TBC. 
                                                                                                             Action: Clerk 

The meeting finished at 9pm.     Date of next Council Meeting:  21st August 2017  



 

4 

 

                                                                      Annex A  
 

Report of Tewkesbury JCS Hearing of 11 July 2017 

Q1. Should there be reference in the vision to the wider Tewkesbury Town area being a 
significant for growth? 
 
HE Comment - Majority of stakeholders agree that it should be included in the vision, as part of / to 
support the emerging masterplan process. This should ‘set the scene’ and role in which Tewkesbury 
and the wider area plays in meeting the JCS specifications.  

JCS Response - There are already references to the role of the wider Tewkesbury town area in the 
supporting text for Policy SP2 and in Monitoring and Review section. This text could be included 
within the vision section of the plan to emphasise this. 

Q2. Is Tewkesbury’s housing shortfall too significa nt to leave to a review of the JCS? 

HE Comment - JCS team stated that current shortfall for Tewkesbury = 2450 dwellings (excluding 
LAB rate) at the midway point. This raises the question of how the council will deal with the shortfall 
and whether the addition housing need could be met through the Tewkesbury Local Plan. It was 
agreed that flexibility was needed in the JCS to meet housing numbers through other means i.e. rural 
service villages, however a review process would be time intensive and might not address the issues 
or fully understand the implications on the wider area e.g. greenbelt land.  

JCS Response - Tewkesbury has a 5.3-year supply at current (based on  the June 2017 statement) 
and at JCS adoption will have a 6.3-year supply – this is with a 20% buffer applied. If not considered a 
‘5%’ authority now (4 consecutive years of delivery over JCS annual requirement and 254 dwelling 
oversupply over the plan period to date), Tewkesbury would be in the near future which would 
significantly increase the 5-year supply further. Delivery significantly over the annual JCS requirement 
is set to continue for the next 4 years where Tewkesbury would have delivered over the requirement 
for 10 consecutive years. There would also be an oversupply against the cumulative requirement for 
that period (to 2020/21) of 1,432 dwellings. This is without a stepped trajectory or the application of 
the Liverpool approach being necessary. This strong delivery patterns means that Tewkesbury will 
have sufficient supply to meet its cumulative requirements until 2024/25 and would fall short in 
2025/26. 

This early delivery provides adequate time for an immediate review to take place without 
compromising the delivery of sufficient homes in the borough. Furthermore, the masterplanning and 
delivery planning work around the Ashchurch area, which will inform the review, is already taking 
place and a consultant team has been commissioned in June 2017. Addressing this shortfall in a 
plan-led way will take some time to do whether as p art of review or as part of a delayed JCS 
process.  The review process means that an adopted plan can be put in place, aiding vital delivery in 
all other respects of the plan, while work is undertaken. The alternative option would be to delay the 
JCS for this work to be done, taking the same amount of time, but leaving the three areas with no 
plan. There is no benefit in delaying the adoption of the JCS. 

It should also be noted that at submission of the JCS the OAN for Tewkesbury was to be delivered in 
full – with a higher requirement than is in the Main Mods JCS now. However, through the examination 
the housing requirements have changed, the apportionment of allocations has changed (reducing 
Tewkesbury’s supply), and the MoD Ashchurch site has been removed from the plan . These are 
all significant changes for Tewkesbury  that have led to the shortfall to which the authority has had 
no real chance to respond to. Tewkesbury must be given the opportunity to address this in a strategic 
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and plan-led way to make sure the most appropriate, sustainable, locally driven and politically 
acceptable strategy is established. This can only really be achieved through the review process. 

Q3. What is the potential for development at A8/Ast on Fields within the Plan period and 
should it be retained as a strategic allocation? 
 
HE Comment -  The primary concern for any development at A8 / Aston Fields is the access onto the 
A46 and the subsequent highways improvements that would be needed. It was argued that options 
need to be explored in greater depth to ensure that the road infrastructure is suitable for any proposed 
development; the current accessibility, width and alignment issues.  

JCS Response - It is clear that there continues to be development potential at the former MoD 
Ashchurch (A8) allocation even if in part. There are sites that remain available now and the land in the 
control of the MoD is likely to be available in the future. However, as it stands, there is uncertainty of 
the deliverability of all parcels of land within the former allocation area in a sustainable way.  

The biggest uncertainties remain around the means of access to parts of the site and how a suitable 
design can be achieved while the army camp remains on site. Without this certainty, it is not felt that a 
site could be considered as a strategic allocation at this stage. As such this would be best left for a 
review where it could be considered as part of the Ashchurch masterplanning work. Part of the 
masterplanning work will be looking at the short-term delivery options within the A8 area, including a 
short-term access strategy to see how best to provide adequate transport infrastructure. 

Q4. Are there robust reasons for not allocating Fidding ton? 

HE Comment – (See Q2.) – Primary concern would be access and increased road congestion as a 
result of the developments, if suitable infrastructure was not put into place.  

JCS Response - I refer to my answer to question 2. Development in the Ashchurch area to meet the 
shortfall should be considered in a strategic and plan-led way to achieve the most sustainable 
approach to growth. The allocation of a site at Fiddington now would be a short-term approach to 
meeting numbers which could have an impact on the successful delivery of longer term growth of the 
area. The transport issues are an important consideration in this, however, it extends far beyond this 
and into the provision of infrastructure more generally across Ashchurch. The provision of community, 
education, and open space need a larger scale approach if we are to maximise growth potential. 
There is also a greater need to consider land-use arrangements in the wider area which is not only a 
focus for housing but also employment being part of LEP M5 Growth Zone. Allocating a site at 
Fiddington now would significantly reduce the scope of the Ashchurch masterplanning work, as part of 
the immediate review, to plan comprehensively, taking all these factors into account. Therefore, 
allocating Fiddington would mean the inclusion of 900 dwellings against some of the housing shortfall, 
but to the detriment of a wider plan led approach to the entire housing shortfall, meeting employment 
needs and longer-term development post plan period. The JCS authorities consider this an action that 
does not need to be taken considering Tewkesbury’s housing land supply in the short to medium term.  

Transport is a key issue in this area and the latest JCS transport modelling work has included an off-
line solution to the A46 which brings a significant improvement to traffic flows in the area and provides 
the capacity for future growth at Ashchurch. Without an off-line solution, there is a limited amount of 
improvements that can take place on the existing road which will only serve to ultimately constrain 
growth. This is not just a local issue, but a regional infrastructure priority with this part of the A46 
providing a significant constraint on the highway network linking the M5 to the M6 – it therefore 
impacts upon growth along the whole of the route into Worcestershire and Warwickshire. 

This is recognised through Highways England’s South Midlands Route Strategy which highlights the 
traffic issues around M5 J9 and the A46 through Ashchurch, the growth planned along this corridor 
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and also the regional importance of the A46 between M5 junction 9 and the M6 in providing an 
alternative to the ‘Birmingham Box’ of motorways. This is also reflected in the Midlands Connect 
Strategy which sets out as one of its early priorities as being a strategic study for a potential 
expressway route on the A46 between the M5 and M40. This highlights the importance of this route 
for the Midlands region also, adding to the resilience of the ‘Birmingham Box’ network of motorways. 
The Midlands Connect Strategy states: 

“Improvements to the A46 corridor will provide a strategic alternative to the M5 north of Tewkesbury, 
through Worcestershire up to the Midlands Motorway Hub, therefore relieving congestion and 
reducing the cost of travel in this vicinity”. 

There is no detail on the exact route for any such improvement or a safeguarded line on a map. 
However, it is clear that that is a need and a requirement for significant improvements that goes 
beyond just the JCS area. While the best solution to this infrastructure issue is still being established it 
could be an unnecessary risk to allocate a site which could impact its delivery, particularly when 
housing needs are being met without the site in the short to medium term. 

Q5. Does Highways England object to Fiddington bein g allocated on the basis that some of the 
land might be needed for offline road improvements?  Would Highways England please 
comment on their position regarding Fiddington? 

HE Comment - Highways England stated that any proposed road infrastructure schemes are put to 
the DfT who then decide which schemes should be prioritised nationally. Whilst Highways England 
can support this process by presenting a comprehensive evidence base / feasibility studies, they 
cannot directly influence the DfT decision over which scheme gets priority.  

It was suggested by stakeholders that other options should be explored, however, the uncertainty of 
whether a scheme will go ahead might have cost implications on Ashchurch. With regards to the 
Fiddlington development, it was argued that it is crucial to keep a road ‘corridor’ open, for future 
developments.   

Q6. Should the potential scale of development and c apacity of Service Centres and Service 
Villages be more flexible? Are exact figures too pr escriptive? 

HE Comment – Flexibility is needed in the JCS in order to meet the shortfall that has been identified 
at this mid-way point, particularly in Tewkesbury, because of the removal of the MOD site from the 
JCS allocation. 

It was argued that shortfall should be identified and that the JCS should allow Service Villages to meet 
some of that housing need i.e. 2 x 300 dwelling sites would account for a similar strategic growth site 
in the JCS. Dispensation should also be given to those settlements where there is a need for growth.  

JCS Response - Policy SP2 is a policy on approach, by the JCS authorities, to determining how the 
overall housing need is to be distributed in their areas. The requirements set out for the villages in 
Tewkesbury are not expressed as a maximum but it is important to provide certainty to the Borough’s 
villages and to guide what is being planned for in the Borough Plan and NDPs. 

Many Parishes are preparing or have prepared NDPs and are extremely conscious of the housing 
requirements set out in the JCS. The Borough Council has been working with the NDPs to ensure a 
flexible approach to the provision of housing is taken, through the plan-led system. However, there 
needs to be a level of certainty that indicates the level of housing to be delivered at the villages. 
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                                                                   Annex B  

Carver Knowles submission to the JCS on behalf of A shchurch Rural Parish Council  

Following the publication of the Do Something 7 Strategy and the 
subsequent responses and updates from the JCS team, Highways 

England and Gloucestershire Highways, Ashchurch Rural Parish Council 
would like to raise the following points: 

1. Funding –The JCS Transport Implementation Strategy list of mitigation 
measures and cost assumptions indicate the funding for Junction 9 
extension and dual A46 offline route will be from Highways England (DfT). 
During the hearing Highways England confirmed they are putting together 
proposals for funding from 2020-2025 and the proposals for the A46 
currently held no status with them. Therefore the next round of funding 
would be 2025-2030. The Strategic Allocation A9 already has planning 
consent, a further application for 850 homes has just been submitted to the 
south of this and it is understood that part of allocation A8 is being re-
submitted in the near future i.e. the next twelve months. The development is 
all likely to take place in the next five years or so but the road required will 
not be started until at least 2025, probably later given the road design and 
CPOs likely to be required.  

2. Cost estimates –The Parish Council are concerned over the cost 
estimates of the proposal. Although the route has not been identified a 
number of additional physical constraints have been added to the area 
between Teddington Hands and the M5 since the 1993 proposal was 
drafted, not least a National Grid Transmission Gas line and a Severn 
Trent Water main that may both criss cross or run adjacent the proposed 
A46 route which would no doubt significantly add to the cost of 
construction.  

3. Deliverability –The above concerns lead the Parish Council to be hugely 
concerned over the deliverability of the scheme. The plan was first outlined 
in 1993 and was not constructed due to costs and it is a huge concern that 
the council will be left in the Do Nothing scenario which is not acceptable. 
The proposed JCS is to 2031 and given the lack of preparation in terms of 
route planning and funding to date it is unlikely that this project will be 
delivered within the plan period.  

4. Routing –The offline A46 is remotely located from the A8 Strategic Allocation 
and although that is no longer being actively promoted it is likely to come 
forward for housing in the future. No connection has been identified between 
Strategic Allocation A8 and the new offline A46, we believe this provision is 
a strategic requirement. We appreciate the strategic plan needs to take 
account of the overall increase in the amount of homes in the area but to do 
this and ignore the Strategic Allocation seems to give little foresight.  

5. Alternatives –A route had been suggested during the consultation of a new 
motorway junction to the north of Junction 9 connecting though to 
Teddington Hands or running up to Junction 8. Ashchurch Rural Parish 
Council believes this would be the only viable option to address the future 
Strategic Allocation of the Ashchurch MOD Site. (It should be noted that 
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the suggested road plan first outlined in 1993 would NOT address any 
traffic issues from the future development of the MOD site)   

 
                                                       Annex C 
 

Tewkesbury Ashchurch J9/A46 Project Place Visioning – Focus Group Invite: Community 

The council along with partners has commissioned a visioning exercise and delivery masterplan for J9 
area of the M5, which is a priority location for growth.    

To ensure it maximises the benefits for businesses and residents alike, we would like to engage with 
the local community and businesses in the area, as well as representatives of the key delivery 
agencies.  To do this effectively, we would like you to be involved and very much hope you can 
contribute to this vital piece of work.  

Economic success is good news for everyone. A more successful economic area means more jobs, 
more visitors, increased investment, improved skills and more money in the local economy. 

One of our priorities is to review the future development prospects of the area, building on the 
success of previous work to develop the ‘story’ and vision for the place. This will identify what makes 
us distinctive and will create a competitive, coherent and compelling narrative that we can all use as 
ambassadors for the area.  

We would therefore very much welcome your insight and opinions in support of this piece of work to 
help us shape the vision and would like to invite you to contribute to this important piece of work by 
being a member of the community focus group. This will involve one meeting.  

We have appointed a specialist company called ‘thinkingplace’ http://thinkingplace.co.uk/ to work with 
us on this who will facilitate the meeting. 

The meeting is being held at Basepoint in Tewkesbur y: 
http://www.basepoint.co.uk/locations/tewkesbury 

Date: Wednesday 23 August 2:00pm – 3:30pm – focus g roup ‘Community’ 
Could you please confirm your attendance via email to jonathan.dibble@tewkesbury.gov.uk 

If you have any further questions about this work please contact Jonathan on 01684 272237, or via 
the above email address, or Sarah, Project Lead at thinkingplace on 07792 975883 
sarah.perry@thinkingplace.co.uk 

We look forward to seeing you at the meeting. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Robert Weaver 

Deputy Chief Executive 
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