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59, Meadow Road, Wolston, CV8 3HL
Tel: 07957589626
Email: clerk@bubbenhallparish.gov.uk



[bookmark: _Hlk215762379][bookmark: _Hlk215762200][bookmark: _Hlk201074165]Minutes of the ordinary parish council meeting of Bubbenhall Parish Council
Held on 15th December 2025 at 6.30pm at Bubbenhall Village Hall

[bookmark: _Hlk152670453]Cllrs present: Cllr Roberts, Cllr Haynes, Cllr Shattock, Cllr Cooper and Cllr Rourke.
In attendance: County Cllr Ben Edwards, and Tracie Ball, Clerk and 3 members of the public. 
The Chairman opened the meeting at 6:40pm, welcoming all those present
87. Apologies: to receive apologies and approve reasons for absence.
Cllr Baker, Cllr Nwachukwu, County Cllr Ben Edwards District Cllr Redford   Accepted
88. [bookmark: _Hlk201074204]Public participation: - 
Representing many residents – questions raised concerning the proposed new bridge over the Avon
Will the bridge be able to accommodate Equestrian traffic, does the Country Park have any bridal ways.
Id this to be used as an overflow from Ryton pools.
The area is flooded at least 10-12 this year, what contingencies are to be put in place>
What will happen to any water run-off from giga factory – Strategic - Pipe from SEGRO bund
There are already 2 bridges across the river.
Public Right of Way, why aren’t WCC not leading rather than WDC.
Parish Council representatives and Cllr Redford will be at the Cosy Café on 15th January to take any more concerns
What are the 2 silos by the bund and what is happening with the trees.
Barrier at the Village Hall – is anything happening – ACTION Clerk to speak to Village Hall
Footpath – by Manor House to the Church Road, this dangerous, can any action be taken
CLOSED 19.05
89. [bookmark: _Hlk201074175]Declarations of interest
89.1 To declare any personal interests or prejudicial interests in items on the Agenda and their nature.
None
89.2 To receive, consider and approve any requests for dispensation relating to Agenda items.
None
90. [bookmark: _Hlk100521233]Minutes of previous meeting: To approve the minutes as circulated. 
90.1 11th November 2025
RESOLVED: that the minutes of the previous meeting held on 11th November 2025 - having been read and circulated be signed as a correct record. Proposed Cllr Cooper Second Cllr Rourke unanimous
91. Progress reports/information from working groups and committees, items of update for Parish Council – to consider/decide matters relating to each as required.
Report on the Water testing on the Green has not been received. ACTION Clerk to chase
92. Planning applications and other statutory and non-statutory consultations: 
92.1 To receive information on planning applications and decide any actions as appropriate.
92.1.1 [bookmark: _Hlk201075429][bookmark: _Hlk176439847]Update on W/25/1451Three Horseshoes, Spring Hill, Bubbenhall, Erection of 2no. gazebos to front elevation, extension to existing front/side patio and associated balustrade and access ramp (part retrospective) 
Application has been called in front of the planning committee as there had been a lot of comments in favour of the application. Cllr Roberts will register to speak in favour of the application.
93. Finance
93.1 [bookmark: _Hlk201075418]To approve accounts for payment.
RESOLVED: Payment schedule confirmed Proposed Cllr Roberts Second Cllr Cooper unanimous
93.2 To confirm payment of Clerk's and Councillors Expenses.
RESOLVED: Payment schedule confirmed Proposed Cllr Roberts Second Cllr Cooper 4 for 1 abstention
93.3 Finance update for approval, to include bank reconciliation.
Noted
93.4 To note payments received.
None
93.5 To discuss budget proposal for 2026-27 
RESOLVED: Defer as Tax base figure has not yet been received by WDC Proposed Cllr Roberts Second Cllr Cooper unanimous

94. [bookmark: _Hlk201075616]Matters relating to the parish from Councillors and Clerk – to consider/decide matters relating to each as required. 
94.1 Any other matters arising.
Professional dog walkers -raised concerns – dog mess an issue –Clerk to circulate on ENews  
Could Fencing around by installed around the play area and a by-law introduced ACTION
95. Future Agenda Items – Councillors are asked to use this opportunity to raise items for future agendas. Councillors are respectfully reminded that this is not an opportunity for debate or decision-making.
Elections WDC and WCC next May  
96. Parish Council Communications (information for sharing) - To receive suggestions for items for the Village website, Parish Council Facebook Page, and Bubbenhall E-news.
How council work and planning page for the website
97. Date of Next Meetings – To confirm Tuesday 27th January 2026 for the for the next ordinary meeting of the Parish Council at the Village Hall at 7:30pm.
[bookmark: _Hlk176442184]If an interim meeting is required, an agenda will be sent to Councillors and be put on the website and in the Parish noticeboard three clear days before the meeting is held.
CLOSED 19:36



Signed …………………………..

Date …………………………………


Supporting notes for Open Forum – 
Suggest Public forum at the Cosy Café 15th January

On 31/07/2025 15:00, Chris Elliott wrote:
Dear All,
 Following our meeting to discuss the feasibility report, we have spoken further with Pick Everard, and they have provided some clarification in the specific areas you highlighted below:
 1.        Congestion with traffic flowing to Lower End -parking/transportation studies were not considered as part of this feasibility report, as this would depend on the parking strategy e.g. how much parking is proposed and whether visitors are likely try to park in Bubbenhall or go to Ryton Pools. This would require a separate transport study. It is likely that a transport statement (TS) / transport assessment (TA) would be required as part of any planning application to ensure that the impact of the traffic flowing to Lower End will be accurately assessed. 
2.        Parking concerns around the Village Hall -again parking was not included in this feasibility study. Using the small field for a car park was not considered when the footpath diversion was considered and would require further consideration eg widening to the gravel access track. A separate transport study would be needed.
3.        North side of the river: heavy construction traffic not being able to access from the north side, only one possibility for access and construction, and that is the use of the south side riverbank, and this depends on Mr Grimes - Detail is at Section 3.4.1(p11) of the feasibility report. The footpaths to the north have been constructed and whilst construction could possibly use this side, subject to discussion with SEGRO, the costs associated with providing heavy construction access and then making the paths good would be significant. Depending on the size of maintenance vehicles and the type of maintenance, it may be possible to carry out additional works to upgrade the paths to access from the north for some maintenance tasks, subject to discussion with SEGRO. Pick Everard met with the field owner and further discussion is required with Mr Grimes should this proceed to the next stage, to confirm construction/maintenance access. 
4.        Constraints: The difference in levels on the riverbank, the bridge being in flood Zone 3 there is no indication of height for the bridge,  to overcome the bridge itself being flooded when in a flooding situation. Concern about flooding and the associated potential for health and safety issues when flooded - Section 7 of the feasibility report p17 and Appendix H for the Flood Risk Assessment report. The Flood Risk Assessment determined that flood water could reach 62.3m AOD during a 1:100 year event and 62.6m AOD during a 1:1000 year event. This will coincide with flows in the region of 153m3/s and 217m3/s respectively, and at this velocity, the water would be classed as a hazard to all. Open-Source LiDAR Data has been obtained which indicates that the site is generally at c.61m AOD across its extent, rising to the north and south up to 63m AOD. The river channel through site is at an elevation of approximately 59m AOD with a historic channel running through the bridge location, to the east at c.60m AOD. Whilst the bridge design has not been completed, it would be designed to be above the flood water level. The bridge design should be at least 2m above the flood water level and is subject to EA consent.
5.        Width of path: Is a 2m wide path is possible/advisable and would it be cheaper to install? Views include whether it could be a footbridge only and not be more than 2metres in width. There was concern that a 3 metre width bridge would potentially enable scramble bikes and rugged terrain vehicles, which is not the objective of the bridge.   A 3m wide bridge is the current preferred option and would enable it to be a shared foot/cycle bridge in the future. It would be possible to include bollards or other measures to deter larger vehicles. The current route to the south of the proposed bridge is currently pedestrian only (depending on any development regarding the footpath diversion and allocating space for a cycleway). The crossing across the A445 is pedestrian only. A 2m wide bridge would be sufficient if pedestrian only, but may not prevent smaller off-road motor vehicles. CTS Bridges noted in their response (Section 3.3, p10) that a 2m bridge would be cheaper, easier to transport (not a wide load) and easier to install (as less heavy).
6.        Potential for a pelican crossing across the road for pedestrians - This would require consultation with the Local Highway Authority (LHA) prior to consideration to understand whether they would accept this. The design standard states “Stand-alone signal controlled crossings for pedestrians and cyclists shall not be provided where the 85th percentile speed exceeds 50mph.” As this road has 50mph speed limit, we are likely to be on the limit of whether a pelican crossing would be acceptable and would require a speed survey as well as Road Safety Audit.It may be possible to discuss speed limit change with the LHA as well. Note – this would be a significant cost increase of project (construction cost in the region of £20k to £30k.)
7.        Consultation with the Parish Council – consultation for this feasibility study was undertaken with the landowner and relevant others on site, and WDC and WCC (PRoW officers). Further consultation would be undertaken at the next stage.
8.        Cost estimate: Refer to feasibility study section 3.6 for indicative costs and Appendix C and D for quotes from Beaver Bridges and Sarum Hardwood respectively.
The indicative cost from Beaver Bridges is:
9.        Phase 1 – Design and Consent - £109,493 
10.    Phase 2 – Manufacture - £220,000 
11.    Phase 3 – Construction - £212,000
12.    Total cost of phase 1 to 3 - £541,493
Note - These costs refer to the works associated with the bridge. The cost of design and construction for the changes to the surrounding footpath network, pedestrian crossing of A445 and any additional parking areas.
The issue now is whether you would wish us to proceed to the next stage.  The study effectively says that a bridge is feasible obviously at a cost.  There are still issues to resolve but which will only be done at the next stage should you wish to do that.

9th September 205
Country Park Liaison. Next meeting 17 September 3pm – Cllr Shattock will contact resident representative, Bob Powell. 
52.9.1 To consider the Parish Council’s position regarding the current proposals for the footbridge 
The chair advised that it would cost £540K estimated to install the bridge Councillors’ concerns are: - 
• the impact of parking in Village Hall carpark, or Lower End. 
• the amount of traffic that will be coming through the village. 
• The width of the path leading to the bridge 
• The width of bridge at the proposed 3 metres • Construction traffic 
• The Pilling required on the Bubbenhall side. 
• Impact on Flood plan 
• Who is going to pay 
• What will the Landowners stance be 
Councillors agreed it was in principle good idea, but the concerns stated will need to be addressed.


	Cash movements from 12/11/25 to 10/12/25
	
	
	
	APPENDIX



	

	Lloyds 
	
	
	
	
	

	Transaction Date
	Transaction Description
	
	Debit Amount
	Credit Amount
	Balance

	03/11/2025
	Opening Balance 
	
	
	
	£39,495.72

	17/11/2025
	Lloyds
	charges
	£4.25
	
	£39,491.47

	03/12/2025
	Eon
	
	£10.20
	
	£39,481.27

	
	
	
	£14.45
	£0.00
	

	Balance as at 
	11/12/2025
	£39,481.27
	
	difference
	£0.00

	Unity
	
	
	
	
	

	Transaction Date
	Transaction Description
	
	Debit Amount
	Credit Amount
	Balance

	03/11/2025
	Opening Balance
	
	
	
	£10,178.63

	14/11/2025
	Gardening & Maintenance by James Ltd
	Oct and Nov cuts
	£240.00
	
	£9,938.63

	14/11/2025
	Heritage
	29/9/
	£192.00
	
	£9,746.63

	14/11/2025
	Turtle
	Defibs
	£150.00
	
	£9,596.63

	14/11/2025
	S Baker
	Tension rod poppies
	£32.89
	
	£9,563.74

	14/11/2025
	S Haynes
	Cosy Café
	£247.73
	
	£9,316.01

	30/11/2025
	Unity
	fee
	£6.00
	
	£9,310.01

	04/12/2025
	T Ball
	Nov salary
	£633.76
	
	£8,676.25

	04/12/2025
	C Goddard
	Nov salary
	£131.29
	
	£8,544.96

	04/12/2025
	HMRC
	Nov salary
	£69.45
	
	£8,475.51

	
	
	
	£1,703.12
	£0.00
	

	Balance as at 
	10/12/2025
	£8,475.51
	
	difference
	£0.00

	Authorised not yet paid
	
	
	
	

	
	B Powell 
	Plantation stakes
	up to 
	£200.00
	

	
	St Giles
	Grant
	
	£1,000.00
	

	Payments to be authorised
	
	
	
	

	
	Supplier
	Details
	inv no
	Amount
	Paid

	
	Gardening & Maintenance by James Ltd
	10/11 full day clear
	£8,161.00
	£240.00
	

	
	Gardening & Maintenance by James Ltd
	Cut 18/11
	8163
	£80.00
	

	
	S Haynes Exp
	Cosy Café
	
	168.31
	

	Performance Against Budget
	
	67%
	
	

	to 10/12/25
	
	
	
	Actual
	remaining

	SALARIES - STAFF
	 
	£8,000.00
	65%
	£5,237.25
	£2,762.75

	OPEN SPACES
	 
	£6,995.00
	67%
	£4,671.65
	£2,323.35

	ADMINISTRATION 
	 
	£2,162.00
	106%
	£2,300.70
	-£138.70

	LIGHTING/ELECTRIC
	 
	£1,500.00
	11%
	£160.68
	£1,339.32

	PC GRANTS - 
	 
	£1,000.00
	0%
	£0.00
	£1,000.00

	SECT. 137 PAYMENTS 
	 
	£200.00
	52%
	£104.09
	£95.91

	Cosy Café 
	 
	£1,200.00
	42%
	£502.22
	£697.78

	Grants received
	
	
	
	
	 

	Total Expenditure
	 
	£21,057.00
	 
	£12,976.59
	£8,080.41

	
	
	
	
	
	




SIGNATURE……………………..

SIGNATURE……………………..
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