Rudford and Highleadon Annual Parish Meeting

Notes from the meeting held on Monday 18th May 2026 at 6.30pm in Rudford Village Hall. Attendance was recorded as the Chair and the Clerk of the council and 4 residents. The meeting closed at 6:50pm.

1. The Chair of the parish council opened the meeting
2. The meeting approved the notes from the 14th April 2025 parish meeting. 
3. A verbal report from both of the Chairs was given. 
4. County Councillor Graham submitted a report which was read out
5. One resident commented on the blocked drains in Buttermilk Lane. The drains have been jetted but are still blocked. 
6. The village representative reported that around £30,000 is in the account. There has been a reduction in activities but there is regular income from activity groups such as dance, yoga and craft, private hire and the markets. 

Chairs report
This report summarises the work of Rudford and Highleadon Parish Council from May 2025 to April 2026. The Council held five ordinary meetings and one additional meeting on the FoDDC Local Plan, continuing to focus on good governance, sound financial management, and responding to local planning and community matters.

1. Council Membership and Governance

The Council welcomed Amanda Bye following co-option in April 2025 and confirmed Jill Deane as Chair at the Annual Meeting in May 2025. The four serving councillors throughout the period were Cllr Mark Deane, Cllr Jill Deane, Cllr Amanda Bye, and Cllr Jonathon Tydeman. We recorded our sincere thanks to Cllr Wolfson, who resigned in summer 2025 after many years of service. The vacancy has not been filled; a recruitment campaign is a priority for the coming year.
The Council confirmed its eligibility for the General Power of Competence and adopted updated Standing Orders, Financial Regulations, and a Scheme of Delegation. Insurance, subscriptions, annual accounts, AGAR documentation, and the Internal Audit report were all approved in the normal course of business. The Council also reviewed representation on outside bodies and maintained arrangements for parish assets and the community defibrillator.

2. Planning and Development

Planning pressures remained significant throughout the year. The Council monitored wider development across the Forest of Dean, noting concerns about the district’s limited housing land supply and the increased likelihood of planning approvals. Key matters included:
1. The Lodge, Whitehall Lane – three retrospective applications relating to a shepherd’s hut holiday let, shipping containers, and solar panels. The Council objected to the containers application and submitted neutral comments on the others, noting its concern at retrospective working.
1. Burway Farm (outline for 4 dwellings) and access to The Mount caravan/motorhome site – both refused by FoDDC.
1. Moat Farm Solar Farm, Newent – planning appeal (up to 49.9MW); hearing scheduled 29 April 2026.
1. Rectory Meadow – This site has been a significant concern throughout the year. The Environment Agency issued a section 59 removal notice in December 2025 requiring all waste to be removed within 21 days. This has not been complied with, and the EA continues to consider its next steps. The landowner has also lodged an enforcement appeal against the enforcement notice issued by FoDDC.
1. The fly-tipping investigation, which involves the site near Over Farm at Highnam, is a criminal matter and further details cannot be disclosed. The EA has taken soil samples as part of its investigation. Run-off from the site into the river is not currently considered a pollutant at the point it reaches the river.

3. FoDDC Local Plan and Housing

The FoDDC Local Plan options consultation was a major focus this year. The Council rejected Option 4 (a new settlement at Churcham/Redmarley) in September 2025 and held a dedicated meeting in March 2026 to collate further comments. District Councillor Burford and County Councillor Graham both raised concerns about increased Government housing targets and the pressure on FoDDC to deliver them.
In September 2025 the Council received a GRCC housing survey report. The average house price in the parish is approximately £490,000 against an average income of £31,000. Three residents identified a housing need. GRCC recommended a development of 5–15 affordable homes under the Community Led Housing scheme; the Council noted this recommendation and awaits GRCC’s site identification.

4. Laynes Wood Community Benefit Fund

Administration of the Laynes Wood Solar Farm Community Benefit Fund continued throughout the year. From 21 live applications in July 2025, the fund has been progressively paid down. By April 2026, £14,294 remained ring-fenced, with three applicants completing work by September 2026 and an estimated £8,000 thereafter available. Four late applicants were invited to apply in February 2026, subject to a valid EPC and invoices by 1 October 2026.  To date, there is approximately £4,000 remaining and the Council are intends to use this to fund energy-saving within the parish; proposals are to be developed.

5. Community and Road Safety

The parish speed camera has required ongoing attention. In February 2026, Cllr Bye took over responsibility for managing and moving the camera between locations. The Clerk investigated the purchase of solar-powered Speedwatch cameras as a replacement, potentially funded through the Community Benefit Fund but the scheme was no longer available. The Clerk reported faded 40mph signs and missing Hartpury direction signs to Highways.

5. Council Website

The Council’s new website progressed during the year and councillors transitioned to new parish email addresses by February 2026. A parish report for The Link newsletter was requested by a member of the public and will be pursued.

6. Finance

The Council maintained careful oversight of expenditure throughout the year, monitoring spend against budget, reviewing reserves, and approving audit arrangements. The Clerk’s salary was increased following completion of the CiLCA qualification. Key figures:
1. Account balance at September 2025: £56,262; at January 2026: £30,231; at April 2026: £16,214.
1. Year-end closing balance (31 March 2026): £18,317, of which £14,294 is ring-fenced for the Community Benefit Fund, leaving £4,022 for further Community Benefit spend.
1. A forecast deficit of approximately £2,696 against a reserves target of £3,240 was noted at the September 2025 review; the precept was raised for 2026/27.
1. GAPTC appointed as internal auditors for the 2025/26 accounts.

7. Other Matters

The Council was invited to comment on the FoDDC Nature and Climate Emergency Strategy consultation, noted but took no further action on the ‘20 is Plenty’ campaign, and is tracking the implications of Local Government Reorganisation. Blocked drains on Buttermilk Lane have been reported to the relevant authority on multiple occasions.

The Chair would like to thank fellow councillors, the Clerk, District Councillor Burford, County Councillor Graham, and members of the community for their continued support throughout the year.

Annual County Councillor’s Report to Mitcheldean County Parishes

I was elected in May 2025 to Mitcheldean and Cinderford East. During the past year, I have been mainly involved locally with the following projects. 

Full Council
I have attended all but one of the GCC Full Council meetings since May 2025. I have attended training on being a councillor, on the LGR, Local Plan 2025, Corporate Parenting, and biosphere training at FODDC. I have sat on GCC scrutiny committees of Appeals, Appointments, and Children’s Services. I now sit on the Corporate Overview and Scrutiny group, Planning Delegation Committee, and the Planning Committee, having attended several site visits and votes. I’m also on the Planning Committee at FODDC. 

Parishes
I am grateful to all parish councils for their welcoming assistance, knowledge and humour during my first year as a county councillor. Alongside being able to assist residents with some issues, you have made the journey a pleasure. I consider parish councils to be an integral part of local democracy that needs strengthening. It is my view that if District Councils are to fall away as part of LGR, then parish councils must take a more forward role. 

There are eleven parishes in the Mitcheldean area, and some have meetings on the same evenings. It has taken some time but I have attended most of not all parishes and will continue to do so. I may not be able to visit as regularly as I would like but invite any parish councillor or resident to contact me at stuart.graham@gloucestershire.gov.uk or 07415419790 and I will happily travel to see you to discuss any issues you have. 

I note what seems to be a disconnect between some of the parishes and GCC that I would like to correct. I stress to you that I am your willing servant and conduit. Please feel free to use me to raise relevant issues with at GCC. Issues can be raised directly by questions to the Full Council, independently or through me, or both. I invite parishes also to prepare motions for me to present at GCC. I will also consider FODDC motions.  




Policy comments
My opinions are that the LGR is unnecessary and will likely curtail local democracy. FODDC was the only Gloucestershire council that gave councillors the option to vote for no LGR change. I was one of the majority that voted for no LGR change for the Forest of Dean. 

I am opposed to the 13200 home uplift for the Forest of Dean, regardless of where the houses are to be built. It is obvious that the new homes will not provide the requisite development of every necessary aspect of infrastructure. The new house process will cut out locals and attract commuters. Not enough affordable or social housing will be provided under the NPPF’s rules. 
There does seem the possibility that increased building material costs may scupper the government’s plans for development, but I note that in one instance the consequent withdrawal of private funding for one local development resulted in a national government refinance plan on the condition that 40% of the new homes were social housing. Perhaps this could be a positive, unintended benefit of the hike in prices, albeit with the public carrying the costs. 

I am of the view that we should revert to the allocation reflected in the 2024 Local Plan. I am staunchly against the larger developments at Glynchbrook and Churcham, and the neighbouring proposal at Highnam. 

Activity
I have been active in supporting and attending meetings at parishes and protest groups against the 2025 Local Plan. 

I have helped to resolve issues of local police and FODDC policy in processing and recording some community issues that apparently carried significant risks to some residents’ Advanced DBS, with related, potential employment prospects, without proper evidence or due process being followed. 
I have been active in opposing the sale of Townsend House to bidders that did not, in my view and on the evidence presented to me, comply with the relevant law, GCC policies and the specific criteria for that particular sale. GCC conducted a fraud investigation without my knowledge that concluded there was no fraud. But I had not alleged fraud, and fraud would be a higher barrier to achieve. The allegations I made were aggressively rebutted at GCC but my documentation cross referencing the law, policies and sales criteria were not addressed. I am pleased to state that the successful bidder then withdrew and I am hopeful that the return to bidding stage will result in the rightful bidders prevailing. 

I am also persisting in pursuing workable remedies to the traffic issues on the C67 near Hartpury College and the A48 bridge at Westbury. It is unreasonable of GCC to take no action regarding the C67. To my mind, the 20-year justification that the lack of injuries on the C67 leads to no action being necessary because of budget constraints is morally and legally wrong. The 30mph sign placed a few feet from the A48 bridge is similarly no solution to that longstanding issue. 

I have enquired about motions at GCC to force these matters but am informed it may be quicker to raise them with the Cabinet directly. I will do so. If that gets nowhere in either case, I will consult with the parishes on using the statutory provisions to apply to the national government to enforce the necessary work, or undertake the work themselves and provide the bill to GCC. 

I am in the process of complaining to the relevant ombudsman over a local sewage spill that’s been ongoing for weeks. 

The Grassroots fund
The £20,000 of Grassroots funding is now fully allocated amongst several local charities operating in the Mitcheldean area. 

The Biosphere
I have been engaged with researching the proposed biosphere for several months and met with the Commoners in their recent, public engagements. I have also been in talks with several parish councils, including West Dean. 

The economic report filed in support of the biosphere did not, to my mind, appear to have been prepared by relevantly qualified persons. The arguments it asserted in support were questionable. The production of the report, for such an important change to the Forest, was not put out to tender. 
The local Green Party and the FODDC administration claim support for the biosphere from two motions that were proposed and voted through at FODDC and GCC. I was of the opinion then and expressed at GCC Full Council in Shire Hall last year that there was insufficient consultation with relevant parties, and insufficient information provided to the public and councillors, for both motions to have been raised and voted on. 

I expressed when debating the biosphere motion at GCC Full Council that none of the Town and Parish Councils had been consulted, nor the Commoners or Verderers. The public consultation relied on by the Greens appears too inadequate to bear the term ‘consultation.’ 

I was at that time a member of Reform and encouraged those members to abstain in the vote (I am now an Independent councillor). All other GCC councillors, most of whom I’m sure had no idea what a biosphere was or whether the Green’s economic argument was sound, voted in favour. I believe this appraisal applies to both the FODDC and GCC votes. 

It is my view that the voting should be void on the grounds of councillors not being adequately informed. I feel that raising these premature motions was an abuse of the democratic process, and that the votes should not be relied upon by FODDC or GCC as part of the justification for proceeding with the biosphere application. 

The motions, in any case, were only for FODDC to investigate the prospect of the biosphere but subsequent actions by FODDC have gone beyond the scope of what the motions proposed and what the councillors in both chambers voted for.  The Commoners have taken the concerns I had into further research and fully engaged with FODDC. 

FODDC have not, in my view, adequately processed the potential application for the biosphere. Realistic alternatives such as national Landscape or National Park have not been explored. Last year, I demanded some training from FODDC before the GCC vote. The trainer could not answer some of the questions we raised. My requests to extend that online training to parishes was refused. FODDC have recently provided belated training in short visits to parish councils that does not compensate for the lack of engagement to date, nor is that training extensive. Meaningful engagement with the parishes was retrospectively refused when I requested it at a FODDC training event. Public meetings have been held in Littledean that the Greens and FODDC did not attend. Questions over commoditising the Forest within the biodiversity net gain industry and the implications for the Forest have not been adequately responded to. The governance of the biosphere is vague and appears to be made up on the hoof. Claims that freedom to graze or roam, and restrictions on activities and development will not be affected, are contradicted in the documentation of how the biosphere zones are proposed to operate. Claims of support for the biosphere by a Green councillor have been rebuked by the Commoners and the Verderers. A recent councillor meeting at FODDC where one councillor had submitted a request for the meeting to solely focus on the biosphere was vacated on the grounds that ‘there was nothing to discuss.’ 

The conduct of the Commoners, in contrast, has been exemplary. They approached the prospect of the biosphere with an open mind. Their expertise and historical contribution to local life and its ongoing quality is unquestionably significant. They and West Dean Parish Council have done high quality work to jointly appraise that it would be unwise to continue with the biosphere proposal. I support their justified conclusions. Likewise, I have switched from an independent but curious view to one of opposing the biosphere proposal. 

I am of the opinion that any proposal to place an environmentally-protective program around the Forest of Dean is welcome, but must be by established, transparent and statutory process such as a National Landscape or National Park. 

Cllr Stuart Graham
stuart.graham@gloucesterhsire.gov.uk






 


