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Parish Council Meeting 
St Edward’s Church Rooms, Stow on the Wold, Monday 3rd December 2018  

D R A F T  M I N U T E S  
 

 
Present:  Cllr R Fisher (Chair), Cllr H Webb (Vice Chair), Cllr H Totham, Cllr J Bartlett, and Liz 
Sajewicz (clerk). 

In attendance:  County Cllr Nigel Moor, Stow on the Wold Town Cllr Jenny Scarsbrook, and 
16 members of the public. 

1. Apologies: Apologies were accepted from Cllr B Russell, District Cllr D Neill, Mr D Brown 
and Ms C Wilkinson. 

2. Declarations of Interest: It was noted that Councillors must declare any personal or 
prejudicial interests in items on the agenda and Councillors with prejudicial interests must 
leave the room at the relevant time. Cllr Bartlett declared interest in item 11(c). 

3. Minutes: The minutes of the Parish Council meeting held on 3rd September 2018 were 
unanimously approved as an accurate record and were signed by the Chairman. 

4. Matters Arising: There were no matters not covered on the agenda.  

5. Elections May 2019:  It was noted that next year would be election year.  All existing 
councillors would be standing down as their terms of office would have come to an end, and 
could stand again if they wished.  Cllr Fisher reported that after 8 years as chairman/vice 
chairman he had not intended to stand for re-election, but wanted to continue until the 
Richborough proposal had been clarified one way or the other.  He asked existing 
councillors to advise their position to the clerk, and anyone else who wished to stand to 
contact the clerk. 

6. Review of Documentation:  Draft documents had been circulated and the following were 
unanimously approved and adopted:  Asset Register, Financial Regulations, Risk 
Assessment Statement, Statement of Internal Control, Data Protection policy, Standing 
Orders, Village Fund policy, Charity Donations policy.  Proposed Cllr Webb, seconded Cllr 
Fisher. 

(Agenda items 7 and 8 were discussed in reverse order because Cllr Moor was not available until 
later.) 

7. Gypsy Gathering (agenda item 8):  Chairman read out a report from Cllr Russell saying 
the October fair had been held a week early at short notice.  The owner had said it was 
because he was fed up with Stow, the new surgery, footpath, etc.  There were 15 caravans, 
32 stalls, 3 food stalls, no toilets (again).  42 shops were open, the rest closed.  On 25th Oct 
when the event was supposed to take place, one pony and trap was trotted down the 
Maugersbury Road, and the previous evening Gypsies went into a number of pubs in Stow 
which upset the owners.  It remained to seen whether next May would see increased 
numbers as Kenilworth’s three events a year had been stopped by Warwickshire Police and 
county council because Kenilworth wanted them stopped. 

It was noted the Silver Group had met this year after a period of not meeting.  A resident 
said it was important that the Police and CDC were on their toes. 

(Cllr Moor arrived during above item with apologies for late arrival.) 

8. County Councillor’s Report (agenda item 7) 
Cllr Moor gave the following update. 
a) Road resurfacing – £7m was being spent in the Cotswold district, on 45 schemes.  No 

further work was envisaged around Stow over the next few months.  Fosse to 
Cirencester work was coming up.  The Amey contract had been split into  

• Structural maintenance – awarded to Tarmac 
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• Local maintenance – awarded to Ringway, already mobilized.  This covers snow 
ploughs, gullies, verge/grass cutting, cleaning signposts.  Cllr Moor was hopeful of 
improved performance.   

b) Environment – Cllr Moor said he had a new role responsible for Environment & Planning.  
Gloucestershire had signed up to Government’s emissions reduction pledge across the 
public sector, aiming to reduce carbon emissions by 60% from 2007 to 2021.  Also 
working on air quality and electric car charging.   

c) Cllr Moor said he is involved in reviewing the Local Transport Plan for next 10 years, 
with the opportunity to review the Fosse being designated a major transport route.  

d) Police & Crime Commissioner (PCC) proposal to take over Glos Fire & Rescue Service 
– not supported by Cllr Moor or Sir Geoffrey Clifton-Brown MP.  Fire Service normally 
gets there first.  Don’t want to see it “rationalised.”  PCC intends to consult parish 
councils. 

e) Save North Cotswold Hospital X-ray petition – Cllr Moor supported the campaign.  He 
said there had been a partial reprieve and it would go to GCC’s health scrutiny 
committee.  Clerk to circulate link to petition by email. 

f) GCC budget – consultation under way, Cllr Moor encouraged participation as more than 
half of GCC’s funding comes from council tax. 

g) Burford Bridge 7.5 tonne weight restriction going ahead, meaning long distance traffic 
may divert through Sheep Street.  GCC is required to monitor impacts particularly 
around Stow.  There are concerns for the safety and fabric of the town.  Cllr Moor hoped 
Stow Town Council would petition for agreement on a Sheep Street weight restriction to 
be in place ready for Burford’s, and hoped MPC would support it.  Noted it would apply 
to lorries only, not coaches.  Asked about reporting transgressions, Cllr Moor said 
currently it was best to take a photo and send to him or to GCC. 

h) Highways work in Maugersbury parish 

• New gullies had been installed for Maugersbury Road. 

• Work list for lengthsmen - Cllr Moor understood most tasks had been done, but 
councillors were unsure.  Cllr Moor to confirm with local Highways manager that they 
had been or very soon would be.  

• Stow Hill footpath and gulley clearing – Cllr Moor said the work would be done 
before Christmas or early in new year at a cost of £7500.  It would be cut back and 
made much safer.  Cllr Bartlett expressed MPC’s thanks to Cllr Moor for pushing for 
this on the parish’s behalf. 

• A resident said the triangle just before the traffic lights couldn’t be mowed because 
of cones, etc, left on it, and there were saplings and brambles needing attention.  Cllr 
Moor thanked him for the information and undertook to get it dealt with. 

• A resident asked about the plethora of signs left in place for too long.  AA signs -
presumably the responsibility of AA or the business concerned.  Highways works 
signs – these are done by a separate agency, who sometimes say they have to 
come back to do line-marking so the signs are still needed. 

• A resident asked about different systems for electric car charging points.  Cllr Moor 
said GCC was still looking at this question and he would report back in the new year. 

Chairman thanked Cllr Moor for all his continued support and efforts on behalf of the parish. 

9. Village Environment: 
a) To give an update on Highways/Amey work including Lengthsmen projects – Cllr 

Bartlett thanked Cllr Moor for the update on Highways and Lengthsmen work.  She said 
there had been two cases of dumping rubbish on Maugersbury Road recently, both dealt 
with by CDC.  Cllr Moor said there is a £400 fine for fly-tipping and he encouraged CDC 
to open the bags to try to identify the person responsible.  A resident advised wearing 
gloves when opening bags. 

b) Telephone kiosk – update on painting and lock – Cllr Bartlett said Graham Golby had 
kindly offered to fund the painting.  Mr Golby said the painting and tidying up had been 
completed.  Some of the glass panels were in poor condition and he intended to have 
them replaced.  Cllr Russell was arranging for a lock to be fitted.  Cllr Webb said the 
glass and the lock should be paid for from the Village Fund and asked for MPC to be 
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invoiced.  A vote of thanks to Mr Golby for generously taking this on was proposed and 
enthusiastically supported. 

c) Lower House light – Cllr Moor suggested contacting Skanska to find out when the new 
light will be installed. 

10. Finance (Cllr Webb): 
a) To approve payments.  Payments were approved as per the payment schedule: 

Information Commissioner registration £35, Stow Poppy Appeal remembrance wreath 
£29, Clerk reimbursement for grit bin £108.95, Clerk salary £457.70, HMRC PAYE on 
salary £104.80.  Income for the period was Precept instalment 2 £825 and Clerk 
reimbursement of PAYE £100. 

b) To approve draft budget for 2019/20.  The draft budget showed the precept increasing 
from £3,300 to £3,400, and no other significant income. Expenditure totalled £3,530, 
plus the following additional expected expenses which would come from general 
reserves or the Village Fund: defibrillator running costs, planning advice and 
replacement of stolen grit bin.  Deficit at year end would be £87.  Reserves at year end 
would be £4029.  Proposed Cllr Totham, seconded Cllr Bartlett that the draft budget be 
approved.  Record of voting:  All in favour, motion carried. 
 

11. Planning (Cllr Totham): 
a) To consider current planning applications 

Cllr Totham reported that the only significant planning application since the last meeting 
was the Byrig House extension.  MPC had submitted comments about loss of privacy 
and light for Rock Cottages.  Since then there had been discussions with the architect, 
who had just submitted revised drawings showing a reduced gable height with hit-and-
miss timber boarding at the top which appeared to be a good compromise.  There was a 
new deadline for comments.  A resident asked whether the hit-and-miss cladding would 
solve the problem, and suggested MPC ask that it be made a condition. 

b) Decisions have been received for the following planning applications 
As per planning register. 

c) Land South of Bartletts Park 
Having declared an interest, Cllr Bartlett was given an opportunity to speak before 
discussion began, which she did not take.  Cllr Bartlett left the room.   
 
i. Update on decisions taken at last meeting – Cllr Fisher 

Decision to appoint a planning consultant - there was no planning application yet, only 
an informal proposal.  Cllr Totham had been in discussion with the consultant who 
had confirmed CDC had an adopted Local Plan in which it had more than met the 
target for delivery of new homes.  He had advised that the site was outside the 
development area of Stow meaning it would be very difficult to get permission for 
market housing.  It would be possible to go for “rural exception” but that would have to 
be 100% affordable housing. 
Decision to set up an initial budget of £1000 for fees and costs of planning advice – 
council was coming to conclusion that this amount would be insufficient and was 
thinking of approaching residents to help fund preliminary advice from consultant. 
Decision to correspond with Richborough Estates – in response to MPC’s questions, 
Richborough had said the mix could be 60% open market homes and 40% affordable 
homes, which they defined as 80% of market value. 

ii. Report on meeting with Richborough Estates on 12th November and 
subsequent correspondence – Cllr Totham 

Cllrs Fisher and Totham and the clerk met with three Richborough representatives, 
one of whom was from an external PR consultancy.  They confirmed Richborough 
bore the risk of planning costs and if successful would share the uplift in land value.  
Richborough talked about a recognised issue of lack of affordable housing in Stow.  
Richborough said their plans were very loose and described them as a starting point.  
Said they wanted to work with the parish council.  They didn’t want to give the 
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impression that the plans were phase 1 of developing the rest of the site.  They had 
an updated plan (circulated) which showed the “leg” no longer included (but it is still 
within the land over which they have an agreement).  Richborough said their initial 
planning application would be outline only, not dealing with design.  The land would 
be sold on at that point, with a developer taking the site forward and making the 
reserved matters planning application.  Richborough said the mix of housing was not 
known, and regarding affordable housing Richborough said CDC would specify the 
mix.  Cllr Totham explained the difference between 'affordable' housing and 'low cost'.  
Low cost could be delivered through the Community Land Trust (CLT) and ring 
fenced for local people.  Affordable would be allocated via the district housing waiting 
list and would be a discount from market rate.  Richborough said they envisaged 3 or 
5 of the affordable homes being allocated to the CLT. 

MPC asked Richborough for copies of the new plan (circulated), for their argument for 
“exceptional circumstances”, and for a redacted version of the promotional 
agreement.  These have been provided and MPC needs to work through them and 
potentially seek advice from the planning consultant. 

iii. Report on meeting with Stow Town Council on 13th November – Cllr Fisher 

Cllrs Fisher and Totham and the clerk met with six members of Stow Town Council 
and the clerk, including the Mayor and the chairman of the neighbourhood plan 
steering group.  Stow councillors were unanimous in not supporting the proposal 
because of the location and detrimental effect, and had no plans to engage with 
Richborough.  MPC undertook to keep in touch with Stow Town Council on the 
matter.  Stow said they had met the CDC cabinet member for housing to discuss 
affordable housing and rural exception sites, which he saw as 6-10 homes, 100% 
affordable housing, very different from the Richborough proposal. 

Stow Cllr Scarsbrook said she didn’t think Stow Town Council was unanimous about 
not supporting the proposal, as several council members had not been present at the 
meeting.  She said the neighbourhood development plan needed to make the 
decision and go to the town for a vote. 

iv. Update on proposed meeting with CDC Cllr Dilys Neill and CDC Planners – Cllr 
Fisher 

Councillors had discussed with Cllr Neill who is opposed to the proposal.  She is 
arranging a meeting in the new year with Cllrs Fisher, Totham and Webb, herself and 
a CDC planning officer. 

v. Chairman invited comments and the following were made 

• A resident said he had met the CLT and shared concerns about allocation of 
affordable housing to non-local people.  He had communicated with Stow Town 
Council and received feedback that they were opposed and did not plan to 
engage with Richborough.  He had feedback from CDC that they stood behind the 
Local Plan which took into account the National Planning Policy Framework.  His 
conclusion was that Richborough had the wrong product, wrong reasons and 
wrong site.  He believed that residents did support truly low-cost housing in the 
right place.  The Local Plan provides enough affordable housing over six sites.  
Richborough’s proposal is contrary to at least six policies and fails to fit into any of 
the narrow exceptions. 

• A resident said it was important to be aware that Richborough was commercially 
focused and would sell on once it had outline planning permission.  New owner 
would resubmit, probably with 100% market housing, usually saying the previous 
plan was not viable.  If low-cost housing was supported by residents, this was not 
the way to deliver it. 

• Cllr Moor said he had been involved with Stow Town Council in opposition to the 
Bovis scheme which had a similar policy situation.  At the enquiry, a very high-
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powered barrister chipped away at CDC’s position on land supply.  It was only the 
Stow Town Council speaker on importance of AONB that swayed the inspector.  
Cllr Moor said MPC was doing the right thing by retaining a consultant and 
seeking public support. 

• A resident wondered why the scheme was being pursued given its complete lack 
of merit.  Cllr Fisher said Richborough said they had 90 projects so they would 
view it on a portfolio basis.  Cllr Moor noted central government was committed to 
building 300,000 homes a year and might give them the benefit of the doubt.  
Another resident added that recent amendments to the National Planning Policy 
Framework had some very loose language that could encourage “flying kites”. 

• A resident said Richborough’s statements shouldn’t be relied on because the land 
would be sold on. 

• Cllr Fisher said MPC asked Richborough about the nature of their interest.  A title 
search describes it as an option, but both Richborough and Cllr Bartlett say that is 
a mistake on the part of the Land Registry.  Richborough had forwarded a 
redacted copy of their promotion agreement however they would not divulge the 
term of the agreement but indicated they are in it for a number of years.  
Richborough also stated that once the site was sold, the rest of the land would 
return to the landowner.   

• A resident asked about the land titles.  MPC said there are two titles, both subject 
to the same option/promotion agreement. 

• A resident thanked the parish council for the all work and research that had been 
done, and said on behalf of residents of the west of Maugersbury that they were 
opposed to the proposal. 

• A resident said the high-level question to be asked was what was the idea of 
developing a site rejected by CDC in its Local Plan?  Was it about relying on 
some form of exception related to affordable housing as a plan B for 
Richborough?  A bare minimum, to pass muster?  And would it solve the problem 
in Stow? 

He considered it was important MPC had advice from a planning expert as this 
was essential to enable it to fulfil its duties as a statutory consultee.  He was 
pleased to hear the request for contributions. 

About engaging with CDC, he noted that CDC were authors of the Local Plan, and 
that (rather than the NPPF) was binding as a matter of law. 

He suggested MPC seek to ascertain the mood of parishioners and how that 
translated into dealing with Richborough. 

Cllr Fisher thanked him for the advice, and said planning advice would be sought 
and then possibly a special meeting held to discuss it. 

• A resident asked about the implications of access off the A429 for planning 
permission.  This would be a question for the advisor. 

• A resident said it would be useful to pursue an alternative approach for locally 
genuinely affordable housing for local people and be able to say that there was a 
preferred course of action.  He encouraged talking to Hugh Chapman or the other 
group. 

Cllr Fisher thanked everyone for their input and support, saying this was a difficult time 
for the council and suggestions, advice and input were very welcome.  Council members 
would have discussions and report back. 

12. Correspondence for information: Clerk reported that there were no significant items of 
correspondence, apart from a request to support the North Cotswold Hospital X-ray 
campagn already discussed. 



6 | 6 
 

13. Date of next meeting: Monday 4th March 2019 – at St Edward’s Church Rooms. 

Meeting closed at 7.55pm. 

 

 

Signed:  _______________________________ Chairman 

 

Date:  _________________________________ 


