Ordinary Meeting of the Board 16 January 2025

Malvern Hills Trust

Ordinary Meeting of the Board

Colwall Park Hotel, Colwall, Malvern, WR13 6QG
Thursday 16 January 2025 at 7pm

Present: John Michael (Chair), Simon Baggaley, David Baldwin, Richard Bartholomew,
David Core, Allan Cottam, Mark Driscoll, Richard Fowler, John Raine, Felicity Robinson,
Chris Rouse, John Stock, Mary Turner, Frances Victory, Malcolm Victory, Mike Wilkinson.

In attendance: CEO, Secretary to the Board, Finance and Administration Manager,
Governance Change Officer, Conservation Manager, five members of the public.

1. Apologies for absence
Paul Bennett, Robert Berry, David Fellows, Lucy Hodgson, Charles Penn, Sheila Wren.

2. Chair’s Announcements

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

John Michael reported on work done by the Wardens to manage recent
festive events, highlighting the risks of illegal letting off of fireworks. He also
thanked the Wardens and Field Staff for their hard work keeping the public
safe during recent poor weather.

The Private Bill had passed its first hurdle on 18 December, when the
examiners confirmed compliance with Standing Orders. The Bill had been
allocated to the House of Lords and a petitioning period was open until 6
February. The Trust was urging anyone with questions or concerns to come in
to talk to Trust staff; this could be arranged via the info@ email address. The
deposit of the Bill meant that the proposed governance changes would be
made under full public scrutiny. Ten members of the public had visited Manor
House to view the Bill or purchase a copy over the festive period.

John Michael recorded his thanks to Beck Baker for her 11 years of excellent
service including as Community & Conservation Officer and welcomed the
new postholder, Marie Dipple.

John Michael welcomed new trustee Simon Baggaley, nominated by Colwall
Parish Council. On the proposal of Mary Turner, seconded by John Stock, it
was RESOLVED unanimously to appoint Simon Baggaley to the Finance,
Administration & Resources Committee.

The Special Board meeting scheduled for 30 January 2025 had been
postponed.

3. Declarations of interest
David Core had a conflict of loyalty relating to a confidential item.

4. Public Comments
A comment was received from Dr Graeme Crisp. This is attached at Schedule 1.
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5. Confirmation of Previous Board Minutes
5.1 Special Meeting of 19 September 2024
Following a trustee query on minute 5.1 of these minutes, the draft had been
reviewed and a revised version emailed to trustees by the Secretary to the
Board on 14 January.

On the proposal of Mark Driscoll, seconded by John Stock, it was
RESOLVED, with 13 in favour, one against and two abstentions to approve
the minutes of the Special Meeting of 19 September 2024, as amended.
The trustee voting against asserted that Board minutes were changed ‘to suit
the narrative’.

5.2 Annual Meeting of 14 November 2024
These minutes were not yet ready and would be presented to the next
meeting.

5.3 Special Meeting of 20 November 2024

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Malcolm Victory, it was
RESOLVED, with 13 in favour and three abstentions to approve the
minutes of the Special Meeting of 20 November 2024.

6.  Matters Arising from Previous Board Minutes
There were none.

7. Budget 2025-2026
The Board received a paper prepared by the Finance and Administration Manager
(FAM), highlighting changes made to the proposed budget for 2025-26 following
the meeting of Finance, Administration & Resources Committee (FAR) on 12
December 2024. She confirmed that FAR had scrutinised the budget line by line
with comparison to previous budgets. The following changes had been highlighted
for amendment: the increase in categories for staff salary costs from three to four,
which was presentational only; the removal of the recommendation to close the dog
campaign, further to advice from the new Community & Conservation Officer; an
allocation of £25k for marketing and PR, and; the inclusion of a transfer of the first
capital budgeted amount of the internal loan from general fund in the 2025-26
budget.

7.1 Recommendations from FAR
7.2 Car parking prices to increase as follows:
e Daytime car park meter prices from £5.50 to £6.00 from 1 April 2025
e Evening car park meter prices from £3.20 to £3.50 from 1 April 2025
e Residents’ annual passes from £7.50 to £8.00 from 1 June 2025
e Annual passes from £52.50 to £55.00 from 1 April 2025, with second
car increasing from £26.95 to £28.00



7.3

7.4

7.5
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The FAM advised that the budget for car parking assumed that parking
meters would be installed at Old Hills in 2025-26.

Questions were invited on the parking charge recommendations. A trustee
asked whether there would be some pre-warning about the meter installation
at Old Hills. The Conservation Manager (CM) confirmed this, adding that the
Trust would also publicise the creation of additional car parking spaces in the
Southern car park. The Trust would also install bollards to prevent people
parking anywhere other than the car parks. A trustee asked whether there
was a reasonable chance of the meters being installed in 2025-26; the CEO
said there was, because the Land & Property Manager was due to take up her
post in February.

On the proposal of Mary Turner, seconded by John Raine, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to increase car parking charges as set out below
e Daytime car park meter prices from £5.50 to £6.00 from 1 April
2025

e Evening car park meter prices from £3.20 to £3.50 from 1 April
2025

e Residents’ annual passes from £7.50 to £8.00 from 1 June 2025

e Annual passes from £52.50 to £55.00 from 1 April 2025, with
second car increasing from £26.95 to £28.00

WCC Grant Claim
On the proposal of Richard Bartholomew, seconded by David Core, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to request the WCC Grant claim at £14,175.

Balances on Designated Funds

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Richard Bartholomew, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to release the balances on the designated funds
for fundraising (c£10k) and the sink hole (c£28k) to the general fund.

Long service awards and on-call allowances

FAR had recommended the introduction of a budget of £2k for long service
awards and £3k for on-call allowances. The CEO reported that both would be
discussed by the Staffing Committee and were being introduced on the
advice of the HR Advisor. It was noted that the measures had arisen from the
recommendations in the Staff Review. The CM added that they were being
introduced to try to retain staff. The Trust was very unusual; there was much
for new staff to learn that was bespoke to it.

A trustee queried the link between on-call allowances and where you live. 25
miles (as amended in the Relocation Policy) could affect response times. The
CEO said that in most cases out of hours calls were handled remotely and said
she would circulate a description of what it meant to be ‘on-call’ at the Trust.
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HR advice was to have two members of staff on call if possible and this would
mean extending on-call to other staff. The Vice Chair felt this was an
operational matter.

On the proposal of Frances Victory, seconded by Mike Wilkinson, it was
RESOLVED, with 15 in favour and one abstention, to approve the
introduction of a long service award for staff (£2k budget in 2025-26) and
an on-call allowance for staff (E3k budget in 2026-26).

7.6 Levy
FAR had been through an extensive process looking at various levels for the
Levy and had recommended setting it at £732,100 (an increase of 5% ),
subject to a possible review of the total once the tax base information had
been made available, which it now had. Due to additional costs, the FAM had
also prepared calculations based on a 6 % increase, cautioning that the Trust
was already budgeting for a loss, that the level of reserves was dropping, and
that unrestricted designated funds would have to be used. The FAM said that
each 1% of the levy equated to approximately £7k of income for the Trust.
An increase of 6 % as opposed to 5% would add 24p per year to the levy on a
Band D property. The Chair and Chair of FAR said that they were happy for
the Board to debate a 6 % increase. The Vice Chair of the Board reminded
the meeting that the Board had not increased the levy line with inflation in
the 35 years since rates were abolished, noting that the Trust now had an
opportunity to review what it hoped to achieve through the Land
Management Plan and how it might raise additional income. A trustee
suggested that the Trust should also look at what it wanted to achieve
through the Business Plan and consider fundraising within the powers of the
(existing) Acts and savings that might reduce the levy in the future.

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Malcolm Victory, it was
RESOLVED, with 15 in favour and one abstention, to set the 2025-26 levy
at £739,100

John Raine, seconded by Richard Fowler, proposed a Vote of Thanks to the
FAM for her work on the Budget.

Costs Update in relation to Parliamentary Bill

The Board received a paper from the Governance Change Officer (GCO), detailing
expenditure on the Bill to the end of November 2024. The GCO said that at present
there was still plenty of capacity within the limit set by the Charity Commission, but
expenditure would be increased if petitions against the Bill meant there had to be a
Select Committee hearing. More petitions meant higher costs, detriment to the
Trust’s work and more pressure on the levy. The GCO observed said that people
were being encouraging to petition. She emphasised the Trust’s desire to engage
with anyone who had concerns about the Bill so that opportunities for compromise
could be explored; professional stakeholders had already held discussions about
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their concerns, but the offer for dialogue was open to everyone. The GCO pointed
out that it was likely in the near future that Malvern Hills District Council would be
subsumed into a Worcestershire unitary authority, meaning that a new Malvern Hills
Act would be even more critical to the Trust.

A trustee said that there had been on-going concern over some years from members
of the public about the reduction in the number of elected trustees and that they
would lose ‘representation’. It was pointed out that currently less than 40 % of
trustees were elected and this would rise to 50 % under the proposed arrangements.
The consensus in the workshops had been for 12-14 trustees, which was what had
been proposed originally in 2016. It was clarified that once elected, trustees had to
act in the best interests of the Trust, and not to those who had elected them.

Land and Property Items
9.1 Easement resurfacing

An updated version of a Land Management Committee paper of 5 December
2024 was received. It was noted that technically an MHT overground
easement is a right to cross MHT land with easement owners being
responsible for maintenance; therefore, the Trust did not have a policy on
repair of easements and normal practice was for owners to inform the Trust
when they needed to do repairs. However, the Trust did recognise the impact
of problems on residents. John Stock had carried out some work as a
volunteer to look into various issues that had been reported by residents and
make recommendations.

The Chair suspended Standing Orders in order to invite residents from The
Rhydd and The Purlieu to make statements to the Board. The CEO then read
out a statement from a resident at Westminster Bank

Discussion included that:

¢ Residents present that represent The Rhydd rejected the Trust’s
proposal for single track, which would enable restoration of a portion
of common land. They requested drainage improvements and a
permanent fix to potholes. They rejected removal of ‘overspill
parking’.

e Avresident of The Purlieu was keen to collaborate with the Trust and
see joint improvements implemented, starting with a solution at the
top part of the track.

e Atrustee said that one of the locations was an old packhorse track and
a grant might be available in contribution to costs.

e Another trustee suggested the residents at the The Purlieu might
contact SatNav companies to advise of limited access; and at The
Rhydd to approach Royal Mail to decommission the Postbox.



9.2

9.3
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e The CEO would take forward conversations along with the Land and
Property Manager.

The Chair re-imposed Standing Orders and read out the recommendation. It
was confirmed that no change to the 2025-26 budget was being proposed.

On the proposal of Mark Driscoll, seconded by David Core it was
RESOLVED unanimously that applications for financial assistance with
easement repairs should be considered on a case by case basis [therefore
the proposed overall £40k budget was not approved] and that a
contribution might be made if it was to the Trust’s benefit. The Trust
would require technical input into any projects but would not wish to lead
them.

Guarlford Parish Council request for vehicle activated sign

The Board received a paper prepared by the Conservation Manager (CM).
Guarlford Parish Council had applied for permission to erect two metal,
permanent posts to hold Vehicle Activated Signs (VAS) on MHT verges near
Guarlford. The CM was proposing that the Board adopt a similar approach to
that taken with Malvern Wells Parish Council’s request for new signage in July
2024. He recommended that the Board give permission for the first site,
providing that the VAS could be installed near or ideally on an existing
structure, but that permission for the second site be declined, because there
was a risk of damage to the landscape, which went against the Trust’s object
to maintain open countryside.

On the proposal of Malcolm Victory, seconded by Richard Bartholomew, it
was RESOLVED with 15 in favour and one abstention, to grant permission
for VAS post one as requested by Guarlford Parish Council, provided that it
could utilise existing structure, or failing that, be grouped with the signs
already present, subject to approval by the Conservation Manager. It was
further RESOLVED to decline the request for a second VAS at its current
proposed location; MHT would however consider an alternative location
within the residential area nearby.

Request for a parking space at 396 Pickersleigh Road

The Board received a paper prepared by the CM following a request for the
construction of a parking space on MHT land for use by medical and care
staff caring for a resident. This request could be accommodated by the
granting of a licence, to be linked to the individual and not the property. The
CM advised that there was a flight of steps that would be partially obstructed
by a parked vehicle, but it would be possible to walk round and a vehicle in
any case would only be present for a limited time.

There was a discussion about how the Trust could be alerted when a property
changed hands and whether the imposing of a nominal charge in this



10.

11.

Ordinary Meeting of the Board 16 January 2025

instance might serve to highlight if the resident left the property; it was
decided not to charge. A trustee asked whether there would be a sign
advising that the space was for use by this property only and this was
confirmed.

On the proposal of Malcolm Victory, seconded by David Core, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to agree in principle to the parking space request
and to instruct staff/agents to draw up a suitable licence, incorporating
the terms recommended in the paper.

9.4 Request for a surfaced path at EImhurst, Colwall Green
The Board received a paper prepared by the CM following a request for
permission to construct a new surfaced path on land under MHT jurisdiction.
The Board could choose to grant this by means of a licence. The CM was
happy to recommend this, although he thought that the proposed width of
the path (1.15 m) was too much. Colwall Parish Council had been consulted
and had raised no objections.

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Richard Bartholomew, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to approve the request for a surfaced path of up
to 1 metre in width and to instruct staff/agents to draw up a licence to
cover the construction and maintenance of the path, incorporating the
terms recommended in the paper.

Review of Board and Committee Effectiveness

David Core, as Chair of Governance Committee, observed that the Board had
experienced a busy and challenging year, which had highlighted some concerns and
difficulties. It seemed an appropriate moment to commission Governance
Committee to identify a suitable mechanism to review the effectiveness of Board
and committee business. Terms of reference would come to the Board for approval.

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Allan Cottam, it was RESOLVED
unanimously to delegate a review of Board and Committee Effectiveness to the
Governance Committee.

Confidential

On the proposal of John Michael, seconded by Felicity Robinson, it was
RESOLVED unanimously to exclude the public for discussions of items 25-28 on
the agenda on the grounds that publicity would be prejudicial to the public
interest by reason of the exempt or confidential nature of the business to be
transacted (matters relating to individuals/legal privilege). These agenda items
had to be taken at this point in the meeting in order for the Board to be able to
approve the 2025-26 Budget.

The two remaining members of the public left the meeting. There were confidential
items (minutes 12 and 13). The meeting then returned to open session.
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14. Approval of the 2025-2026 Budget

On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Mary Turner, it was RESOLVED
unanimously to approve the General Fund, Designated Funds and Restricted
Funds budgets for 2025-26.

15. Governance Committee

15.1 Minutes
On the proposal of Mark Driscoll, seconded by David Core, it was
RESOLVED, with 12 in favour and four abstentions, to adopt the minutes
of the Governance Committee meeting held on 7 November 2024.

The CEO withdrew from the meeting at 9.52 and returned after the resolution was
takenon 15.2.2.

15.2 Resolutions

15.2.1 On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Malcolm Victory, it
was RESOLVED unanimously:

e That members of the public should be required to submit
public comments in writing at least one day in advance of the
meeting;

e That if a member of the public wishes to make a comment, but
is unable to be present at the meeting, they may nominate
another member of the public to read the comment for them;
the nominee may not be a member of the MHT Board or staff;
and

e That Standing Order 13 be amended to take account of the
above resolutions.

15.2.2 On the proposal of Mary Turner, seconded by Felicity Robinson, it
was RESOLVED, with 15 in favour and one against, to extend the
deadline in the Relocation Expenses Policy for application for
reimbursement from three to 12 months and to extend the
qualifying area from within nine miles of the workplace to 25
miles.

15.2.3 On the proposal of David Core, seconded by Frances Victory, it
was RESOLVED unanimously that the Minutes Protocol should
replace the flowchart for presenting committee minutes to Board
in the Governance Handbook.

16. Land Management Committee
Deferred until the next meeting.
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17. Finance, Administration & Resources Committee
171 Minutes - deferred until the next meeting

17.2 Resolutions
On the proposal of David Core, seconded by John Raine, it was RESOLVED

unanimously:

e To approve the allocation of costs against the £30k contingency
allocation to address matters raised in the Staff Review;

e To accept the introduction of an annual professional
membership/qualification and its associated fee for each of the senior
management where appropriate; and

e Tointroduce an exit interview to remind leavers (trustees and staff) of
their post-employment confidentiality responsibilities.

18. Management Accounts to the end of November 2024
The Accounts were received for information.

19. Date of Next Meeting
Thursday 13 March 2025

The meeting closed at 10 pm
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Schedule 1

Public Comment from Graeme Crisp

First, I have two questions concerning the recommendation of the Governance
Committee to amend the relocation expenses policy.

As a precept payer I would like to know how many members of staff currently employed
by the Trust stand to benefit from the proposed changes to the relocation expenses
policy? And second has any independent advice been sought concerning this proposal.

Second I have some comments to make about paper B.

I note that the paper B admits that the costs of the private bill fall on the precept payers
who were never asked if they wanted a bill in the first place. The figures presented in
paper B should ring alarm bells. The parliamentary agent’s fees to date are 50 % above
the amount allowed for in the Trust’s estimates. (£128,501 vs £85,500)

How did the Trust get the estimating so wrong?

Is there outstanding work for the parliamentary agent left to be done, and is the cost of
that work also expected to exceed the original estimate by 50 % ?

Noting the position as suggested in paper B is wholly inadequate. Trustees should find
out what has gone wrong, reassess going forward what the costs of the bill will really be
and make this information public. If necessary they should take action, to stem the
waste of precept payer’s money on what is becoming an ever more expensive bill..

Response from the Trust

The CEO said that three members of staff stood to benefit from the change to the
Relocation Expenses Policy and confirmed that regular advice had been sought on the
matter from the Trust’s HR Advisor.
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