
Land Management Committee 03.04.2025 

Malvern Hills Trust 
Ordinary Meeting of Land Management Committee 
Park View Community Room, Malvern Town Council, Victoria Park Road, Malvern WR14 
2JY 
Thursday 3 April 2025 at 6.30 pm 
 
Present:  Mike Wilkinson (Chair), David Baldwin,  David Core (non-voting), John Michael 
Chris Rouse, John Stock, Malcolm Victory, Frances Victory, Sheila Wren.  
 
In attendance: CEO, Secretary to the Board, Land and Property Manager. 
 

 
1. Apologies for Absence 

Richard Bartholomew, Mark Driscoll, Felicity Robinson, Conservation Manager. 
 

2. Declarations of Interest 
Chris Rouse has commoners’ rights on parts of the Malvern Hills that he has exercised 
in the past and could do so again. 

In addition, his son, Matt Rouse, was formerly a grazier on MHT land under a grazing 
licence.  This gives Chris Rouse a potential Conflict of Interest in relation to awarding 
the grazing licences and supporting the licensed grazier. 

Mike Wilkinson declared under agenda item 8 that his son works for Natural England. 

3. Chair’s Communications 
The Chair welcomed Sarah Jordan, the new Land and Property Manager, to her first 
meeting of the Committee. 
 
The Chair advised that he was working with officers to ensure that meetings of the 
Land Management Committee acquired a more strategic focus.  A timed agenda had 
been set for this meeting and a method for more streamlined, focused reporting was 
under discussion. 

 
4. Public Comments 

There were none, no members of the public being present. 
 

5. Matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 5 December 2024 
There were none. 
 

6. Presentation: Land and Property Manager role and overview 
The Land and Property Manager (LPM) gave a presentation on her professional 
background and experience, and the work she had been doing during her first two 
months in post. 
 
The CEO expressed her appreciation for the strong start that the LPM had made in the 
new role and for the effective working relationships she had built with colleagues.  
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There had been a vision for how the role would develop and the LPM was already 
delivering on that. 
 
Questions to the LPM were invited from trustees.  A trustee asked at what point 
trustees got involved on easement and wayleave applications.  The LPM said that she 
was currently relying on colleagues to advise on the appropriate cut off points.  
Underground wayleaves, where there was no impact on the land, could usually be 
dealt with at officer level.  More significant applications would come to the 
Committee to consider and then the Board.  The Chair added that it was clear in the 
Terms of Reference for the Land Management Committee that it would look at ‘non-
routine’ applications.   
 
A trustee asked about the cable run that would be required if permission was granted 
for the new solar farm at Newland; would it be possible for this to run underground?  
The LPM said that the application was vague and the exact route is unknown, it is 
possible that the proposed cable run could pass through Trust land.  If so this would 
then need to be considered at Board level, if the planning application got that far. 
 
A trustee asked whether the LPM was finding it possible to secure realistic 
compensation for professional fees.  The LPM confirmed this, referring to an instance 
where compensation had initially been refused by the subcontractor, this was then 
retracted and accepted by the utility company in question.  The CEO commented that 
the Trust had previously lacked the knowledge to cost it properly. 
 

7. Property Matters 
7.1. Land acquisitions 

There was no progress to report. 
 

7.2. Easements and wayleaves 
The LPM confirmed that new applications were now being accepted.   
 

7.3. Property issues 
• The CEO updated the Committee on improvements that had been carried out 

to the St Ann’s Well café building and recorded her thanks to Cheryl Morris for 
her hard work on this.  It was hoped to hold a party to celebrate the 
redecoration of the Well Room, to which stakeholders would be invited. 

• A kitchen refit was scheduled at Manor House, which would improve staff 
welfare. 

• The Field staff had carried out works at St Ann’s Well; photographs of their 
work were passed round.  A trustee asked whether anything had been done to 
address issues with the land movement on the way up to St Ann’s Well.  It was 
noted that a contractor employed by Worcestershire County Council was 
repairing a landslip nearby and that it was the County Council’s responsibility 
to uphold the Bridleway. 
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8. Annual Report on the Delivery of the Land Management Plan 

The Committee received the fourth Annual Report, prepared by the Conservation 
Manager (CM).  He was indisposed, but had submitted a few key points via email, 
which were read out by the CEO: 
• The design of the report included a traffic light system to help trustees assess 

progress on the Guiding Principles and Objectives.  Of 23 in total, eight were green, 
14 amber and one red. 

• The lack of significant work to SSSI open habitat restoration works during the 
particularly wet winter of 2024-25 was a setback.  This had not happened before 
and would need to be avoided in 2025-26 to prevent regression. 

• The only SSSI assessment work done by Natural England during the last eight 
years was of several geological parts of the SSSI; all had been downgraded to 
‘unfavourable declining’ condition (ref: Objective 2: Earth Heritage).  It appeared 
that this was due to rockfalls/scree falling from quarry faces and obscuring the 
earth heritage feature and also the fact that the water table had risen in Earnslaw 
Quarry, meaning that it was no longer safe to reach the heritage feature there.  
The CM considered this assessment, though technically correct, rather harsh; any 
solutions to these two problems would be very expensive. 

• At the Committee Chair’s request, the CM had added a summary table of statistics 
for the delivery of LMP projects.  He advised that the figure for ‘due in 25/26 or 
delayed’ should be 12 and not nine. 

 
The Chair advised committee members of the need to understand small slippages in 
the plan and to  question whether support and/or resources were needed.  A trustee 
commented that the traffic light system was a helpful starting point, but that they 
would welcome more linkage between guiding principles and objectives and asked 
how the RAG ratings had been arrived at.   The Chair agreed they were helpful but 
thought that further refinement of the use of RAG ratings, for example of the amber 
category should be pursued.  The Chair noted that work was planned with the 
property manager and conservation manager to review how progress against the LMP 
was reported to the LMC and that these issues could be picked up there. Sheila Wren 
offered to assist with that task. 
 
The Committee was pleased to note that the majority of Guiding Principles were rated 
green. 
 
The Committee went through the report in detail and the following points were made: 

• The Chair intended to follow up with the CM on Objective 2; the Committee 
needed to be clear on the reasons for the downgrade.  He questioned whether 
the Trust needed geological input into the Wildlife Panel. 

• A trustee said that they had observed the deterioration of Shire Ditch (ref: 
Objective 4) and queried why this was rated amber.  The Chair pointed out that 
assessment of Shire Ditch was due in 2025-26 as part of the review. 
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• Regarding Objective 6: Public Access, the CEO reported that the Trust did not 
currently have a plan of all its features and infrastructure and so arrangements 
were in place to create one.  The Trust was going through a programme of 
works including handrail replacement and resurfacing pathways. In answer to a 
question, it was confirmed that at British Camp, the Trust only intended to 
replace handrails that were already there.  A trustee asked whether when rails 
were due for replacement, consideration was given as to whether they were 
actually needed at all and this was confirmed. 

• The CEO acknowledged that there were a couple of major projects needed, 
including British Camp; if the Trust wanted robust infrastructure there that was 
in keeping with an ancient monument, a significant Heritage Lottery bid would 
be required, and the Trust would need help to prepare it.   

• The Chair drew the meeting’s attention to the red rating for Objective 13 
(Grayling) and suggested that further consideration was needed on whether 
there was anything that could be done; this could be looked at during the LMP 
review. 

• It was noted that most of the projects that had not been completed were low 
priority, with a few medium.  It was unfortunate, however, that the vegetation 
survey had not been done and there was concern that this might impact the 
next LMP.  It was suggested that the previous plan might have been either 
under-resourced or overly ambitious. 

 
9. Land Management Plan – evidence gathering 

The Committee received a paper prepared by the CM.  The CEO read out some 
covering notes from him: 

• The paper clarified the Trust’s need to understand contemporary data and 
included a plan to highlight what data was required and how it would be 
collected.  There were 12 categories of data, of which eight would be delivered 
or partly delivered by the Conservation Team, two by partners at no extra cost, 
and two by external specialists; the last would require funding. 

• The data collection, coupled with consultation exercises, was expected to 
provide a useful baseline to draft the new LMP in 2026. 

The Chair commented that a technical and robust evidence base would assist the 
Trust to defend its policies and priorities during the LMP consultation. 
 
A trustee pointed out that some intelligent comments had been received during the 
Bill Consultation and wanted to make sure there would be an open discussion with 
stakeholders.  The trustee’s view was that the Trust needed to be explaining its 
position on issues such as addressing climate change, rewilding and connectivity with 
the landscape.  The CEO pointed out that Malvern Hills National Landscape already 
had a climate change adaptation plan; Frances Victory was the Board’s representative 
on their Joint Advisory Committee.  The Trust’s LMP was the most significant delivery 
plan for the Malvern Hills National Landscape, and in the LMP for the National 
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Landscape, connectivity was a strand.  The Trust also participated in Herefordshire’s 
Nature Recovery Partnership. 
 
The Chair said that he and the Committee Vice-Chair had discussed the need for the 
Committee to give strategic steers to the LMP on issues they thought deserved closer 
consideration.  It had been proposed that a workshop should be held in the near 
future open to all trustees. 
 
Concern was expressed that Natural England was not carrying out condition 
assessments of the SSSIs and it was suggested that strategic engagement with them 
was required, because if they did not do the work it would adversely affect the LMP 
process.  The Trust needed to know if and when assessments were scheduled, because 
it would cause problems if new information came to light part way through the LMP 
review process.  The CEO said that engagement at officer level had been happening, 
with the CM pushing really hard for a response from Natural England.  
 
It was agreed that the Chair and Vice-Chair of LMC would work with staff to put 
together a LMP workshop to take place in June. 
  

10. Land Management Plan – activity reporting 
10.1. Operation Manager’s Report 

The Report was received and noted, in particular the challenges of 
maintaining the Commons, particularly Castlemorton, in wet weather. 
 
It was noted that Simon Davies from the Field Staff team would be retiring in 
at the end of April after 30 years’ service to the Trust, with the Operations 
Manager himself retiring in May.  The new Operations Manager was due to 
taken up his post in June; it was hoped that he would be able to do some 
‘keeping in touch days’ in the meantime. 
 

10.2. Wardens’ Report 
The CEO provided a summary of the work of the Wardens since Christmas and 
shared relevant photographs. 
 
It was noted that the Trust had held two ‘Meet the Team’ events as part of its 
drive to improve communications.  Market research had been carried out 
locally, with team members and volunteers distributing questionnaires to sixty 
members of the public. 
 
The Wardens were due to be renamed as Rangers during April, with modest 
changes to clothing and vehicles.  Two Wardens had asked to reduce their 
hours and the Trust planned to recruit a new full-time Warden. 
 
A trustee asked whether there might be an opportunity to recruit volunteer 
Wardens.  The CEO thought that it might be possible to launch a recruitment 
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drive alongside the rebrand but it was noted that there were workload 
implications for paid staff to supervise volunteers. 
 

10.3. Graziers’ Report 
No report, since the representative was not present. 
 

10.4. Conservation Manager’s Report 
Nothing further to report. 
 

11. Outdoor Visits 2025 
The Committee Vice-Chair had suggested that outdoor visits could be structured 
around the LMP review.  A trustee proposed that there could be a visit to Shire Ditch 
and that the meeting could be themed around management of  ridgeline erosion and 
this suggestion was approved.  It was noted that there was an offer on the table for a 
guided walk round the King’s Thirds, to which all trustees would be invited. 
 

12. Urgent Business 
The CEO reported that she was concerned about patterns of recent staff illness, 
particularly respiratory-related conditions, which were forcing staff to take several 
days off work at a stretch.  There had been a few instances where there had been only 
one Warden on duty.  The CEO had asked for a report into recent sickness absence.  
She said that she did not believe there to be any occupational issue. 
 

13. Dates of meetings in 2025 
Thursday 26 June (Summer Walk) 
Thursday 4 December 

 

 
The meeting closed at 8.35 pm 

 

 


