Down Hatherley Parish Council

Draft minutes of meeting held on

19th July 2023 at 7pm

In Down Hatherley Village Hall

http://downhatherleyparishcouncil.com 

	1. 
	Welcome 

	2. 
	Attendance recorded as Parish Councillors Dave Evans, June Watt, Lesley Jones, Martin Cole & Rick Minter, and 6 members of the public.   County Councillor Mclain arrived at 

	3. 
	Apologies for absence received and accepted /recorded Borough Councillor Mark Williams


	4. 
	Public Participation was invited 

Following STWA meeting, to seek support/action from Borough/County Council on ditches

Email from resident regarding Brook Lane noted, 

Also noted that the new Bridle Way surface on MOT type 1 not suitable for horses



	5. 
	Declaration of Interest for matters on the agenda were invited - none

	6. 
	Minutes of the previous Parish Council Meeting held on 17th May 2023 approved

Matters arising- add Cllr Jones to bank mandate

Quad bike problem – PCSO contacted and situation has eased.  

Coaches using Down Hatherley Lane has been followed up.

	7. 
	Council approved the payment list as discussed

Council noted that standing order for salary is to be reduced.

Expenses is to be paid as part of standing order for July 23

Council approved financial reports as attached



	8. 
	Council considered email from Twigworth PC regarding Local Parish Council Network (LPCN). - see attached- Council confirmed it would be interested in this local Network

	9. 
	Council considered update from CIL working group 

Target: To investigate potential projects 

Other matters still outstanding 

Membership: update on potential to invite some members of the public to sit on the working group 

a) PROW for stiles and bridges -agreed and set up with PROW Officer, new bridge has been replaced at back of EDH4 (no cost to DHPC).  Reported Footpath has been inspected and is being prioritized as it unusable (due to surface and hedgerow) at present time.  This is one of the locations agreed for the new Kissing Gate
b) Speed reduction projects update and Council to confirm if it still wishes to consider this under CIL projects (see item 9)
c) Council have agreed to purchase a replacement notice board for Broad Close Road, Clerk has emailed details of one potential supplier.  Residents to be asked for ownership of land that the current one is on.  Double A4 size.  Installation to be part of project costs.  It was agreed to use CIL up to £1000.  Supplier and design to be agreed at next meeting.  (example prices oak £1500+       Classic range double door £816 1500x1200mm )
d) Publicity and public consultation for projects


	10. 
	Council received update on the balance from the Village events bank account – not yet deposited into DHPC bank account

	11. 
	Council considered updates on assets

Glebe Field activities update- (Cllr Minter) – remove from agenda
Change of Church PCC organisation noted

Cllr Minter suggested a note for archive records on the acquisition and management of the Glebe Field.  It was suggested that it would need registering with Land Registery Office.  
Clerk to chase insurance claim for tree damage (done via email at meeting)


	12. 
	Council noted report on STWA public meeting organised by Ash Lane Residents Association. held on 19th July 2023

· It was noted that it was well attended by public and representatives of STWA

· It was noted that whilst STWA cannot stop a planning application but as consultees (not statutory).  it was expected that they should make meaningful comments where it the systems are not able to cope with new developments

· It is a planning authority role to impose conditions, and would be expected to take in account advice from other agencies.

· Sprays from system in Down Hatherley Lane was brought to the attention of STWA representatives.  This matter has been referred numerous times by different agencies. A resident has logged a formal complaint. 

· Concerns are being raised by STWA with GCC and LFA specifically to this area, with a meeting to be held on 25/7/23



	13. 
	Council invited reports from representation on outside organisations 

a) Cllr Dave Evans -flood response group: - see above
b) Gloucestershire airport – Phil Drew (resident) noted

	14. 
	Report from Borough Councillor Williams not received

	15. 
	Planning matters considered 
a) 23/00605/APP -Application for the approval of reserved matters pursuant of outline 21/00976/OUT for residential development (up to 160 dwellings) Land Off Brook Lane (noting response from developers our response to the question regarding Brook Lane is Brook Lane is unregistered so we are unable to establish who the owner is. “We understand that Brook Lane has a highway classification as a bridleway allowing works to be carried out to it via the Section 278 process”- submission date extension to 18/8/23 
Plans were not able to be printed off.  

Application focus on Access, Design, Layout, appearance, landscape, scale

Concerns over 

shared ownership/rented location & height and scale of proposed flats
Hedgerows and Boundaries planned removal in some parts.

Crossing of Brook Lane without residential conversations, tactile paving and give way signs, gap between bollards would allow some vehicles through.  

Impact on Ash Lane residents.

Sewage & Drainage system

Type 1 MOT aggregates not suitable for horses on bridle way

Street Lighting
Council agreed to object through comments on ongoing concerns
b) 23/00391/FUL- Glenavon- comments submitted


	16. 
	Council received update on street naming process as distributed via email
Council also complained that the Athelai Edge development name states that it is Twigworth, whilst it is in Down Hatherley



	17. 
	Council noted update regarding Oak tree (with preservation order) on site at corner of Down Hatherley land & A38.
Council has been informed that no enforcement action would be appropriate at this time as the developer has worked within the agreed plans

The tree has a TPO on it. 

It was agreed that the PC pay for independent advice on care and maintenance of tree.  It was agreed £500 to be used from CIL funding, 3 quotes to be provided and Council agreed to give RFO delegated authority to place the order based on best value criteria. 

	18. 
	Verbal report from County Councillor McLain received
New Highway policy on repairs. 

Visibility verge cuts completed, further cuts start in August, weed spraying taking place during summer also

Grit bins to be requested via County Councillor

Ash Dieback programme update

Planting scheme of trees, whips and saplings update noted and can be requested via County Councillor

Current financial year (23/24) expenditure has been committed. 

Social care budget including young people update.  

Unpaid carer scheme for respite care signposting via County Councillor. 
Education inspection update

Question on verge cutting and wildlife management from Cllr Minter

	19. 
	Council agreed to suspend standing orders to allow meeting to continue over 2hrs

Council considered approving expenditure for TRO as detailed by Cllr Minter, and if approved, 
Proposal for £1500 for feasibility study from CIL to assess moving speed limit from 50 to 40mph with double white lines indicating no overtaking.  Safety of turning out of/into properties and side roads is principal concern and does not fit the criteria for the feasibility study. 
If the feasibility study outcome was positive, Council would need to make a commitment for TRO would be £20k and would need to be ringfenced in CIL budget with no guaranteed outcome 

Council approved public consultation programme via social media to residents to contact the TRO officers. 

Borough, County Councillors and MP have indicated their support. 
Points raised /discussed
Public support evidence

Twigworth resident concerns request reduction of 40mph to 30mph
Speed issues in 40mph

Specific start points of requested “zone”

Enforcement issues

Other VAS signs in the locality

Support from “blue-light teams” and other Highway agencies would be desirable

Anticipated support from Norton PC

Impact on CIL projects

Proposed and seconded for feasibility costs of £1500- agreed by a majority
Clerk to contact Norton PC for their support, and to send these minutes and briefing note to TRO Officer. 

	20. 
	Council received updates/consider on Highways and footpath matters
none


	21. 
	Council considered update on road safety partnership bid

in the second Community Speed Watch Fund for VAS (Cllr Minter)
Noted no update available and Cllr Minter will follow up.


	22. 
	Council confirmed that its next meeting commencing at 7.00pm is scheduled for 

September 20th 2023

November 15th 2023 (budget/precept)

January 17th 2024
March 20th 2024

	23. 
	Meeting closed at 21.33


I am writing on behalf of Twigworth Parish Council to each of our neighbouring Parish Councils, to enquire if there would be any interest in creating a Local Parish Council Network (LPCN).

Having a LPCN  would enable us to be better informed of the common issues that affect our Parishes.

The LPCN would benefit our local communities by:

· encouraging community engagement and development

· raising/sharing of information of common interest

· listening, sharing and working together on common issues

· improving outcomes for all our residents 

· providing a strong connection between each PC with our residents, businesses and partners 

· being the collective voice of local communities. 

All our Parishes are within the Tewkesbury Borough, most of us:

· have a shared boundary with one another

· are affected by flooding and sewage issues

· have new housing developments taking place

· will see a substantial increase in the local population

· lack infrastructure to support our growing communities

Twigworth PC would also like to share links with your websites and newsletters.

Twigworth PC produces a newsletter called "Twigworth News" which we publish monthly both on our website, social media page and directly to e-subscribers, see links below:

Website: www.twigworthparishcouncil.wordpress.com
Facebook: https://www.facebook.com/profile.php?id=100092602817855
Note for Down Hatherley PC 19 July- TRO
Proposals to seek a TRO for 40mph on A38 through Down Hatherley and Norton parishes

Set out below are suggested steps to seek a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) for

the above change of speed limit. 
At all stages we should emphasise that ‘no overtaking’ double white lines should be an integral measure.
Background and political backing

Safety of driving and turning onto the A38 has been a long-running concern of local

residents and the PCs. Correspondence with police and with Highways has occurred

several times over the past 15 years, and at one stage over 10 years ago, Glos CC

Cabinet addressed the matter and agreed action should be taken to improve safety

on this part of the A38.
Recent accidents of different types have occurred to heighten the profile of the issue.

Local councillors, and our local MP Laurence Robertson and his researcher have

also backed the proposals and represented community concerns on this matter at

meetings with Highways and the police.
As well as information on accidents, speed data has been collected by Highways

and the police. The speed data apparently shows reasonable compliance with a 50mph limit, with some worryingly high outliers.

The main additional factor we would need to provide data on goes to the heart of the

community concerns:
Users of the road are worried and inhibited when turning onto it, from driveways and

side roads, because of two factors:

-Overall speed is too high. Such that 40mph levels would help drivers make safer

judgements for turning out

-However clear the carriageway is to turn into, on the other carriageway, overtaking

could occur and impact a turning out vehicle, causing a serious accident
In January 2023 the PC applied for a mobile VAS speed indicator sign for use on the

A38 through Down Hatherley and Norton. As at June 2023 no response has been

received to this application
Resource implications

The TRO application process is set out further below.

The resource implications are:

-onerous on our voluntary time commitments

-require significant allocation of funds from our CIL monies, but could be justified due

to the level of concern amongst people

-have no guarantee of achieving the outcome we require, as Highways cannot

predict the conclusions which will be reached

Risks of wasted time, unrewarded funds, and raised expectations
We risk the following:

More of our time committed (on top of much previous time spent on this) without the

desired outcome

A large sum allocated with no rewards

Two stages of public comments required, within a few months

Expectations raised but not fulfilled amongst local residents

The process and possible timing

Assuming Down Hatherley and Norton PCs agree this approach in their respective

July meetings, the process is likely to be as follows.
Feasibility study

Formal request put to Highways for a feasibility study, and all existing speed

recording data and traffic accident data conveyed to Highways.

The cost would be £1.5k. Allocated by Down Hatherley PC from CIL monies.

Glos Highways can conduct the feasibility study within 6 weeks of all

evidence/data/funding for the study being received.

During the feasibility study the PCs facilitates the collection of residents’ comments

on the proposals, for both the speed reduction and the proposed double white lines.

These could be requested and collected by FB and social media, and the

coordination residents be asked to collect any further comments directly from

neighbours who are not on FB.
The structure for comments could be as follows:

Do you support a speed limit reduction from 50 to 40mph?

Do you support the associated no overtaking marks also to be requested ?

Are there any other things that could be done?

The residents’ comments and demonstrable levels of concern are an influential part

of the feasibility study.

According to Glos Highways the feasibility study addresses the following scope:

 Setting Local Speed Limit Guidance

 Speed data

 Collision data

 Environment of the road

 Police opinion (as the enforcing body)

 Local concerns

 Practicality of sign locations along with visibility extents

 Priority against other requests

 Cost/funding

“This will all be looked at by experienced traffic engineers with the result being a

report written which will include recommendations on how to proceed.  If the decision

is to proceed with a proposal, funding for the traffic order will need be sourced along

with funding for the necessary signs/illumination/posts should the traffic order be

successful.  The traffic order will be subject to robust public consultation where all

representations received are considered before a final decision is made”.

Assuming the feasibility process concludes that a TRO process should occur, the

TRO process involves the following:
£10k initial input from the PCs (minus the £1,500 that would already have been

paid for the feasibility study).
It would be expected that DH would contribute a larger amount than Norton to this

because more adjacent residents are from Down Hatherley, and Norton has no CIL

funds available.
And a further £10k according to Glos Highways:

“The necessary signage works will be on top of that which varies depending on how

many signs/posts are required and whether illumination is applicable.  
I would say this would be a further £10k to be on the safe side.  The Parish Council(s) could

apply for a community match fund. This would mean that they pay £10k and apply

for GCC to pay the other £10k.  This has to be approved by Cabinet and is not

guaranteed.  This cannot be applied for until the feasibility study has been carried

out and the GCC officer recommendation is to proceed with a TRO.”

The TRO consultation

The consultation is part of the legal process that has to be followed to implement a

TRO.  There are usually 3 steps to it:

1. Informal consultation – this is with directly affected residents that the Parish Council will

undertake and supply the response information to GCC.  This is to ensure at an early stage that there is enough local support for the proposal.  If not, GCC would unlikely proceed with the TRO process.

2. Statutory consultation – this is with stakeholders that legislation say we have to consult with, such as the emergency services, road haulage association, district council etc.  This is to ensure GCC’s legal obligations have been met and that any issues can be ironed out at any early stage.

3. Formal public consultation – this is with the whole of the public and is the part of the

consultation which is crucial for the residents to respond to in writing.  This is part of the legal process and it is these responses that will be considered when making a decision on whether to bring the TRO into effect or not.

Recommendation: Down Hatherley PC is requested to…

Consider the issues above, noting the expenditure, the time commitment, and the

risks of unrewarded time and expenditure.

Subject to joint agreement from Norton PC, agree to requesting Glos Highways

proceed with a feasibility study.

Work with local residents to gather public comments to convey to Glos Highways for

the feasibility study.

If the feasibility study concludes a TRO process is put in motion, contribute the

majority funding share to that process, using CIL monies.
Financial reports

Reconciliations

	OPENING BANK BALANCE
	
	33108.82

	EXPENDITURE FOR PERIOD
	-1531.58
	

	INCOME FOR PERIOD
	
	5580.00
	

	NET income/ EXPENDITURE
	
	4048.42

	BANK BALANCE AS ABOVE
	
	37157.24

	
	
	
	

	BAL PER S/M   
	30/06/2023
	
	37653.45

	LESS U/P CHEQUES
	
	
	

	
	378
	220.20
	

	
	s/0
	186.01
	

	
	377
	90
	496.21

	reconciled balance
	
	
	37157.24


	expenses
	May-23
	Jul-23
	
	

	mileage
	6.21
	6.21
	6.21
	
	

	stamps
	8.64
	8.64
	8.64
	
	

	year end stationery
	6.5
	
	
	

	printing
	1.3
	2.6
	2.6
	
	

	
	16.15
	23.95
	17.45
	to be paid as part of s/o


	payroll
	per cb
	pata
	differ

	net pay
	695.39
	662.24
	33.15 to be taken as expenses (PAYE increased) S/o to be reduced 

	hmrc
	220.2
	220.20
	0.00

	due to 
	
	
	

	gross
	915.59
	882.44
	


	Reserves 
	
	at 1/4/21
	01/04/2022
	31/12/2022
	31/03/2023

	Cil reserves
	
	8190
	17012
	26609
	26609

	general 
	
	20919
	1612
	3291
	2110

	precept reserves
	
	4000
	4000
	4000
	4000

	events 
	
	
	
	
	90

	assets
	
	
	
	300
	300

	bank balance 
	
	33108.82
	22623.81
	34200
	33109


Financial reports for year ended 31/3/23
	DATE   
	PAYEE
	CHQ NO
	AMOUNT
	CURRENT A/C  balance

	opening current account balance
	
	
	22623.81

	28/04/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	22437.80

	28/05/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	22251.79

	28/06/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	22065.78

	28/07/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	21879.77

	28/08/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	21693.76

	28/09/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	21507.75

	28/10/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	21321.74

	28/11/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	21135.73

	28/12/2022
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	20949.72

	04/04/2022
	precept
	receipt
	4725.00
	25674.72

	05/05/2022
	CIL
	
	9597.07
	35271.79

	11/05/2022
	b holder salary b/p
	351
	-36.11
	35235.68

	11/05/2022
	b holder expenses
	352
	-23.70
	35211.98

	11/05/2022
	gaptc
	353
	-114.48
	35097.50

	11/05/2022
	hmrc
	354
	-122.40
	34975.10

	11/05/2022
	community first
	355
	-172.03
	34803.07

	30/06/2022
	dhvh
	356
	-144.00
	34659.07

	14/07/2022
	b holder expenses
	357
	-27.80
	34631.27

	15/11/2022
	cllr watt printing
	358
	-36.25
	34595.02

	15/11/2022
	b holder expenses
	359
	-27.80
	34567.22

	15/11/2022
	pata
	360
	-100.80
	34466.42

	15/11/2022
	hmrc
	361
	-166.40
	34300.02

	16/11/2022
	b holder b/p
	362
	-99.94
	34200.08

	31/12/2022
	hmrc
	363
	-116.60
	34083.48

	11/01/2023
	b holder b/p & expens
	364
	-61.64
	34021.84

	18/01/2023
	b holder expenses
	365
	-27.80
	33994.04

	18/01/2023
	dhvh
	366
	-72.00
	33922.04

	01/03/2023
	gaptc training
	367
	-35.00
	33887.04

	28/01/2023
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	33701.03

	28/02/2023
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	33515.02

	28/03/2023
	b holder salary/wfh
	so
	-186.01
	33329.01

	28/03/2023
	HMRC
	369
	-132.20
	33196.81

	28/03/2023
	b holder sal/expenses
	368
	-65.75
	33131.06

	28/03/2023
	j watt wordpress
	370
	-100.80
	33030.26

	13/03/2023
	j watt ink cartridges
	371
	-11.00
	33019.26

	24/03/2023
	closure of events account
	receipt
	89.56
	33108.82


Reconciliations

	BANK RECONCILATION
	
	
	

	01/04/2022
	OPENING BANK BALANCE
	
	22623.81

	
	EXPENDITURE FOR PERIOD
	-3926.62
	

	
	INCOME FOR PERIOD
	
	14411.63
	

	
	NET income/ EXPENDITURE
	
	10485.01

	31/03/2023
	BANK BALANCE AS ABOVE
	
	33108.82

	
	
	
	
	

	
	BAL PER S/M   
	31/03/2023
	
	33108.82

	
	LESS U/P CHEQUES
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	0.00

	31/12/2022
	reconciled balance
	
	
	33108.82

	
	
	
	
	


	expenses
	May-23

	mileage
	
	6.21

	stamps
	
	8.64

	year end stationery
	6.5

	printing
	
	2.6

	
	
	23.95


	payroll
	per cb
	pata
	differ

	net pay
	2151.36
	2151.36
	0.00

	hmrc
	537.6
	537.60
	0.00

	
	
	
	

	gross
	2688.96
	2688.96
	


	Reserves 
	
	at 1/4/21
	01/04/2022
	31/12/2022
	31/03/2023

	Cil reserves
	
	8190
	17012
	26609
	26609

	general 
	
	10434
	1612
	3291
	2110

	precept reserves
	
	4000
	4000
	4000
	4000

	events 
	
	
	
	
	90

	assets
	
	
	
	300
	300

	bank balance 
	
	22623.81
	22623.81
	34200
	33109


Payment list 

B holder expenses (May 23) £23.95

Underpayment of salary for April and May £36.40 x 2 = £72.80

GAPTC £117.27

Community First insurance £155.12

Down Hatherley Village Hall (May onwards)

	budget  against actual to 31/03/21
	BUDGET
	ACTUAL   YEAR TO DATE
	BALANCE AVAILABLE TO SPEND

	PRECEPT
	4725
	4725
	

	CIL RECEIPTS
	
	9597
	9597

	wayleave
	
	0
	

	other receipts
	
	90
	90

	
	
	
	

	
	
	0
	

	
	
	0
	

	INCOME
	4725
	14412
	9687

	employment costs
	2518
	2689
	-171

	use of home/ admin expenses
	340
	499
	-159

	speeding resources
	200
	0
	200

	hire of venue
	120
	216
	-96

	subscriptions
	275
	114
	161

	training
	250
	35
	215

	insurance
	200
	172
	28

	s137
	300
	0
	300

	general maintenance
	200
	0
	200

	bus shelter
	100
	0
	100

	IT costs
	50
	101
	-51

	payroll admin  fees
	100
	101
	-1

	audit fees
	100
	0
	100

	CIL expenditure
	
	0
	0

	ICO 
	35
	0
	35

	from reserves
	-63
	798
	

	expenditure
	4725
	4725
	861

	
	
	
	


AGAR

	
	
	2022
	2023
	Sub totals

	
	
	
	
	

	balances bfwd
	box 1
	13562
	22624
	

	precept
	box 2
	4500
	4725
	

	other receipts
	box 3
	8822
	9687
	14412

	staff costs
	box 4
	2318
	2689
	

	loan repayments
	box 5
	0
	0
	

	all other payments
	box 6
	1942
	1238
	3927

	balances cfwd
	box 7
	22624
	33109
	

	bank and cash balances
	box 8
	22624
	33109
	


