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  PERSHORE TOWN COUNCIL  
TOWN COUNCIL MEETING 

 

12th December 2019 
 

Minutes of the meeting of Pershore Town Council, held at the Town Hall, 34 High Street, Pershore, 
Commencing at 7.30pm. 

 

 
Present:- Cllr Chris Parsons MBE (Chairman) 
  Cllr D Annis 
  Cllr M Chapman Pincher 
  Cllr R Gillmor 
  Cllr J Hemming 
  Cllr A Lavelle 
  Cllr J Palfrey 
  Cllr V Smith 
  Cllr E Turier 
  Cllr M Winfield 
  Cllr V Wood 
   
Items referred by members of the public 

 

At the invitation of the Chairman the Clerk read the Town Council’s draft response to the SWDP 

preferred options. A member of the public asked that the date of the landslip be changed from 1991 to 

1990 for accuracy and a comment was made about housing numbers which would be considered 

during the meeting. 

 

188.  Apologies 

 

Cllr Brookbank’s apologies were accepted as he had a family commitment,  

 

189.  Declarations of Interest 

Cllr Gillmor declared a disclosable interest in the SWDP item as he was a trustee of Worcestershire 
Wildlife Trust which owned Tiddesley Wood the SSSI adjacent to the Orchard Farm site. 
 

190. Mayor’s Announcements 

 

There were none 

191.  Items brought to members attention by the Town Clerk 
 
There were none. 
 
192.  South Worcestershire Development Plan – Preferred options consultation 
 
Members agreed the draft as had been read at the start of the meeting. The Clerk then advised that 
some amendments had been suggested, including those at the start of the meeting and it was 
proposed by Cllr Wood, seconded by Cllr Smith with the abstention of Cllr Gillmor that the  
response to the consultation be as follows:- 
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Pershore Town Council would like to draw the SWDP teams attention to the following:- 
1. The Traffic report included in the evidence base is incorrect. It assumes traffic from 600 

houses will join the B4084 at Besford Bridge Road (formerly Rebecca Road) when proposed 

allocations would direct 112 onto Holloway and 450 onto Defford Road A4104. Members 

believe a new report covering all these aspects must be prepared and published well before 

the submission draft is produced. 

2. The Traffic report takes no account of traffic generated by the proposed Throckmorton New 

Town or the Parkway development and members would draw the teams’ attention to the 

recently commissioned report by Bishampton and Throckmorton, Hill and Moor and Pinvin 

parish councils which highlights concerns as to the increase in traffic in Pershore as a result 

particularly of Throckmorton new town. 

3. Members have concerns over the impact of an additional 662 homes in the town. Growth of 

this size would mean the town increasing in size by some 1600-1700 houses (50%) from the 

position in 2010.  In fact as the proposals in the review cannot be phased this additional 

housing could be built relatively quickly. Members consider that to expect a small town to grow 

to this extent is excessive and feel the proposed number of houses in this review should be 

reduced to no more than 400.  Pershore was designated a “Gem” town, one of 51 in the 

country, in 1964 as “so special that their preservation should be seen as a national rather than 

a local concern.” Members believe these proposals are contrary to policies SWDPR 5 and 

SWDPR 28 

4. Members have concerns that the proposal for the Throckmorton new town is not sufficiently 

developed for an assessment to be made of its impact on Pershore. Studies need to be 

carried out in relation to implications for highway infrastructure, environmental impacts on air 

pollution, wildlife and biodiversity and how to prevent the coalescence of Pershore with 

neighbouring villages and the new town – SWDPR50 

5. Other options the team may wish to consider as sites for housing development are:- 

a. New Road – currently an industrial estate in the centre of a residential area 

b. Allen Gears site off Walcot Lane – currently empty industrial site 

c. Allesborough Farm – SHELAA site no. CFS0556a and CFS0556b which members 

believe that whilst being unsatisfactory it is significantly less damaging than Orchard 

Farm 

6. All development should be considered in relation to climate change. 

 
RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC SITES IN PREFERRED OPTIONS 
Wyre Road – CFS0101 and CFS 0691sc 
Members have no objection in principle to these sites but have concerns over increased congestion 
on Station Road 
Land off Holloway – CFS0641 and CFS0808 
Members have no objection in principle to these sites but have concerns over drainage and surface 
water flooding. The access is on the steepest part of Holloway. Vehicle movements of the volume 
anticipated in this area give rise to grave concerns over Highway safety. Members are also aware 
that in severe weather conditions the road quickly becomes impassable with vehicles regularly 
abandoned. 
Land to the back of Conningsby Drive – CFS0807 
Members have grave concerns over this site and agree with the comments made when this site was 
originally discounted, ie: “a large part of the site is part of compensatory habitat for great crested newt 
licence and there is a preference to avoid development on higher land – these areas could form part 
of Green Infrastructure for south Pershore allocation, therefore may not achieve 75 dwellings 
calculated using the 30dph on the net developable area. Access across adjoining land  
(CFS041 and CFS0808)” 
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Members believe development of this site would very much multiply traffic movements onto Holloway 
and believe the access onto Holloway is totally unsuitable. There are also concerns about drainage 
and building above the previously accepted contour lines. Members believe this site should be 
deleted from the plan. 
 
Land at Orchard Farm – CFS0350sc and CFS0350 
Members object to the inclusion of this site in the preferred options for the following reasons:- 

a. The site is valuable pasture land adjacent to a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); the 

Floodplain Meadows Partnership (FMP) points out that grasslands are best for carbon storage 

without releasing it (unlike trees) and if developed would create a major source of pollution. 

b. Members believe the impact on the biodiversity of the site and in particular the impact on the 

SSSI Tiddesley Wood contrary to planning policies SWDPR 4, SWDPR 26, NPPF 170, 171, 

174 and 175 – particularly 175b which states that development on land within or outside an 

SSSI which is likely to have an adverse effect on it (either individually or in combination with 

other developments) should not normally be permitted. 

c. Surface water drainage from the site is known to cause surface water flooding resulting in a 

landslip in 1990. 

d. Concerns about the access onto the busy A4104 

e. The proposed buffer zone is smaller than that recommended by Natural England who, whilst 

being consulted on the SWDPR as a whole, the SWDP team have failed to consult about the 

suitability of this particular site.  

f. Any buffer zone between the development and the SSSI needs to be excluded from the 

development area and not classed as Green Infrastructure. 

g. There are concerns over the adequacy of the sewerage infrastructure which has recently had 

major fractures. 

h. There are concerns over the impact on the SSSI and its ecology, particularly due to the 

increase in leisure pressure and pets damaging ground nesting birds and animals. 

i. The site is not sustainable as it is twice the recognised walking distance from the town centre 

and 1.3 times the cycling distance from Pershore Railway Station. 

j. Concerns that ancient hedgerows, important wildlife corridors, will be destroyed.  

k. Sustainability appraisal resulted in rejecting part of this site (CFS0350) due to the impact on 

Woodman’s Cottage and Cemetery Chapel (listed buildings) Tiddesley Wood (SSSI) and 

detrimental impact on ancient hedgerows. This site has now been included but no new 

sustainability appraisal appears to have been completed that would justify the inclusion of the 

site. 

Members believe these sites should be deleted from the plan. 
 
Additionally the Clerk was asked to comment on the lack of information at the various presentations 
and the difficulty in reading the comments on each SHELAA site which, in the case of Orchard Farm, 
had been too long to be entered into the required box and was therefore impossible to read in full. 
 
Cllr Wood stated that she felt that the Government should be challenged about the formula used to 
calculate the number of houses required to be built and this will be an item for a future agenda. 
 
There being no further business the meeting closed at 6.25pm 
 
 
 
Signed……………………………………………………….. Date …………………………. 
Chairman 
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