
Members: Cllrs Tidridge (Chair), Francis (Vice Chair), Dean R, Hillier-Wheal, McKeone D and 

Winstanley 
ASSET_2223_A02 

 
 

To find out how to attend or have a statement read out 

Email: clerk@bishopstokepc.org; Call: 07368 487464; 

Or visit www.bishopstokepc.org 

 

Members of the Assets Committee are summoned to attend a meeting on  

Tuesday 26th July 2022 at 7:30pm at Bishopstoke Methodist Church, Sedgwick Road. 

This meeting is open to the public. 

 

AGENDA 
PUBLIC SESSION 

 

1. Apologies for Absence 

 

2. To adopt and sign Minutes of the Assets Committee meeting held on 24 May 2022 

 

3. Declarations of Interest and Requests for Dispensations 

 

4. To receive an update on new gates at Bishopstoke Cemetery and make any necessary 

decisions 

 

5. To receive an update on problems discovered during the burials data-checking exercise  

 

6. To receive an update on plans for Stoke Common Cemetery and make any necessary 

decisions 

 

7. To discuss how the allotments are managed and explore potential alternative methods 

 

8. To agree the allotment fees for the period 1st October 2022 to 30th September 2023 

 

9. To receive the Clerk’s report, including all areas delegated to the Committee 

 

10. Date, time, place and agenda items for next meeting  

 

 

 

D L Wheal   

Clerk to Bishopstoke Parish Council                                                

20th July 2022 



 

 

Initial: ________    Date: __________ 

 

 

 

 
 

Minutes of a Meeting of the Assets Committee 

held at Bishopstoke Methodist Church  

commencing at 7:30pm on 24 May 2022 
 

Present:  Cllrs Tidridge (Chair), R Dean, Francis, Hillier-Wheal and D McKeone 

                 

In Attendance:  Mr D Wheal (Clerk to Bishopstoke Parish Council)  

    Tom Postle (Green Smile) 

         

Public Attendance: 0 members of the public were present. 

 

ASSETS_2223_M01/ 

 

Public Session 

 

1 Election of Chair 

 

 1.1 Proposed Cllr R Dean, Seconded Cllr Francis, RESOLVED unanimously that Cllr Tidridge be 

elected as Chair of the Assets Committee for the year 2022-23.  

 

2 Election of Vice Chair 

 

 2.1 Proposed Cllr Tidridge, Seconded Cllr R Dean, RESOLVED unanimously that Cllr Francis be 

elected as Vice Chair of the Assets Committee for the year 2022-23. 

 

3 Apologies for Absence 

 

 3.1 Apologies were received and accepted from Cllr Winstanley.  

 

4 To adopt as a true record, and sign, the Minutes of the Assets Committee meeting held on 22 

March 2021 

 

 4.1 The Minutes of the above meeting had been circulated prior to the meeting.  

 

 4.2 Proposed Cllr Francis, Seconded Cllr D McKeone, RESOLVED that the minutes of the Assets 

Committee meeting held on 22 March 2022 be adopted as a true record. 

 

5 Declarations of Interest and Requests for Dispensations 

 

 5.1 There were no declarations or requests.   

 

6 To recommend the adoption of the Assets Committee Terms of Reference 

 

 6.1 Proposed Cllr R Dean, Seconded Cllr Hillier-Wheal, RECOMMENDED that the Parish 

Council adopt the Assets Committee Terms of Reference. 

 

  



 

 

Initial: ________    Date: __________ 

7 To review the provision of play areas and discuss potential works 
 

 7.1 The Committee discussed the provision of play areas across Bishopstoke and agreed the 

following actions: 

  

  To ask for the new play area in the Breach Lane development to be known as Bow Lake Walk 

play area. 

Action: Clerk 

 

  To seek advice on what equipment might be suitable in a play area aimed at those aged 10 – 14, 

with a view to providing more equipment for this age group, potentially at Stoke Common play area. 

Action: Clerk 

 

  To request the Communications Working Group consider how to consult local children and gain 

feedback on the various play areas. 

Action: Clerk 

 

  To open a dialogue with the Forestry Commission regarding the possible re-introduction of play 

equipment to Stoke Park Woods, including discussion of a possible fitness trail. 

Action: Clerk 

 

  To ask the Carnival group to consider a “passport” for children to complete over the summer 

holiday, using embossed stamps to show that they have visited each play area, with small prizes being 

handed out for completed passports at the Carnival. 

Clerk’s note – the possibility of the stamps being removed was discussed. To prevent this, it may be possible 

to install something at each play area to allow “brass rubbings” to be taken. This would be less susceptible 

to theft and would retain the individuality of each play area.  

Action: Clerk 

 

 7.2  Cllrs Tidridge and Hillier-Wheal were also asked to consider adding geo-cache trails to the 

Village Trails Working Group plans. 

Action: Cllrs Tidridge and Hillier-Wheal 

 

 7.3 The Clerk requested that each Asset Committee member take an interest in a particular play 

area. There would be no need for inspections, but information such as equipment in need of repainting, 

surfaces in need of pressure washing, nearby trees needing overhanging branches removed and any 

piece of equipment that seems generally to not be used by anyone would be particularly useful. Cllrs 

agreed and have taken responsibility for the following areas: 

 

  Otter Close   Cllr Francis 

  Stoke Common  Cllr Tidridge 

  Sayers Road  Cllr Hillier-Wheal 

  Glebe Meadow  Cllr D McKeone 

  Blackberry Drive  Cllr R Dean 

 

  Cllr Winstanley will be asked to adopt Templecombe Road. 

 

  The Clerk will provide sheets for each play area listing the equipment and other areas of interest 

for Councillors to use as a reference on their visits. 

Action: Clerk  

 

  



 

 

Initial: ________    Date: __________ 

8 To review, amend if necessary, and adopt the Snow and Ice Policy 

 

 8.1  The Policy had been circulated to Councillors prior to the meeting.  

 

 8.2  Cllrs agreed to remove section 6 of the Policy.  

 

 8.3 Proposed Cllr R Dean, Seconded Cllr D McKeone, RESOLVED unanimously to adopt, as 

amended, the Snow and Ice Policy.  

 

9 To discuss and make decisions regarding the location and possible replacement of the War 

Memorial 

 

 9.1  The Clerk summarised the memo outlining the decisions before the Committee – firstly whether 

to use the existing memorial or commission a new memorial and secondly whether the new location 

should be central to the open space at Old St Mary’s or replacing the bench close to the bank that faces 

into the open space. The Clerk also noted that utilising the existing memorial would be a far quicker 

process than commissioning a new memorial. 

 

 9.2 After discussion it was agreed that it would be preferable to use the existing memorial, as that is 

already important to Bishopstoke residents. It was felt that a different arrangement for the wreaths 

would be needed to prevent names being worn off the plaques. Councillors also noted that the planting 

within the top of the curved wall was usually weeds and not attractive. Minor modifications would be 

needed to ensure these problems do not re-occur. Given the use of the current memorial it was felt that 

the bench location made more sense as the central option would need a memorial designed to be 

viewed all the way around. The Committee also noted that there was a need for general consultation 

on this matter, in particular with the Working Men’s Club as they had been very involved in the 

installation of the original memorial. Finally, the Committee considered that additional seating near 

the memorial would provide a restful place for residents to enjoy the space and could also be used on 

Armistice Day. Cllr R Dean offered to circulate ideas for the broader design of the memorial space. 

Action: Clerk and Cllr R Dean 

 

 9.3 Proposed Cllr R Dean, Seconded Cllr Francis, RESOLVED unanimously that the preferred 

option is to use the current War Memorial and to move it to the spot currently holding a bench on Old 

St Mary’s. 

 

10 To agree the process for reviewing the grounds contract specifications 

 

 10.1 The Clerk noted that the current specification for the grounds maintenance of the various open 

spaces managed by the Council does not include provision for no mow May, wildflowers, tree 

planting or hedge height. The Chair of the Council has requested that each area be looked at to see 

how it can be enhanced for both residents and the environment. One example given was the parcel of 

grass to the east of the MUGA on Blackberry Drive which would be ideal for wildflowers. It was 

agreed that the Clerk would provide a map showing all the open spaces within Bishopstoke and 

indicating which ones are the responsibility of the Parish Council. Committee members would then be 

invited to visit each in turn to identify areas that could benefit from being treated differently than the 

current mowing regime. Tom Postle indicated he would be happy to either join these visits if he is 

available, or give advice afterwards, so that the Committee can be sure that any changes to the 

specification are viable. It was recognised by the Committee that altering the current contract could 

mean that the costs to the Council change. 

Action: Clerk and all Committee members 

 

  



 

 

Chair's Signature: ________________________________________    Date: __________ 

 

 

Clerk's Signature: ________________________________________    Date: __________ 

11 To receive the Clerk’s report, including all areas delegated to the Committee 

 

 11.1 The Clerk’s report had been circulated to Committee members prior to the meeting and was 

noted. 

 

 11.2 Cllr Tidridge asked for an update on the Cemetery Gates. The Clerk informed the Committee 

that there have to be lockable gates in case there is an exhumation or general work in the Cemetery 

that would make it unsafe walking within. The project itself is currently with the Cemeteries Officer 

who is trying to obtain potential design options. The Clerk was requested to check back and see 

whether any decisions were taken by the Cemetery Working Group. 

Action: Clerk 

 

 11.3 Cllr D McKeone asked whether anything could be done to speed up the transfer of the 

allotments at Sewall Drive and Bow Lake Gardens. Cllr Tidridge explained that neither site had been 

handed over to the Borough as yet, and that there was frustration that neither the developers nor the 

Borough Council seem to be treating this with any urgency. Cllr D McKeone requested that this matter 

be added to the next Full Council agenda to enable the Council to write a letter of complaint to the 

Borough Council. Cllr Tidridge also recommended the Clerk apply to the Borough Council for a grant 

to hire a temp to assist with the transfer of data from the current system to the AdvantEDGE software.  

Action: Clerk 

 

12 Date, time, place and agenda items for next meeting 

   

 12.1 The next meeting of the Assets Committee will take place at 7:30pm on Tuesday 26th July 2022 

at the Bishopstoke Methodist Church. The Clerk reminder members that if they had items for the 

agenda they should be with the Clerk by July 19th. 

 

 

 

There being no further business, the Chair closed the meeting at 8:55pm 



 

 

 

 

Assets – 26th July 2022 
Item 4 – Cemetery Gates 

 
Having spoken with Dave Bowen Consultancy Ltd about the new gates for Bishopstoke Cemetery 

his strong recommendation was that the size and scope of the project did not warrant a lengthy 

public artist selection process. His advice was that in such cases it is part of the process to pay all 

those invited to tender for their time and costs in preparing their bid. This would potentially 

amount to around £1,000 per artist and given the limited budget in the first place this could 

prevent the Council from getting the gates it wants. 

 

The recommendation is that the Council consider various local companies who can offer bespoke 

design of wrought-iron gates and contact them to ask them to quote for an agreed specification. 

This Committee would then provide a specification including design of pillars, style of gate, any 

specific designs or patterns required on the gate itself, and consider the designs and bids from the 

various companies. 

 

 

 

Decision  – To approach local wrought-iron gate manufacturers to obtain quotes for an agreed 

cemetery gate extension 

 

If the Council chooses to use local companies rather than use a tender process to obtain designs 

from artists it would be useful for the Committee to consider the specification itself and what 

might be included in it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Report on data transfer from the old cemetery database into Epitaph: 

Work on checking that data has come across correctly into Epitaph continues. The work includes 

both checking the data transferred, and also the input of missing data. Where anomalies are found 

this requires research in all available records to determine the correct entries. Whilst some of the 

work is data entry, experience is required to spot the anomalies and then to carry out research or 

work with Edge to resolve them. 

Items that have been found so far include the following: 

Large batch anomalies which have come across from the old database resulting in many incorrect 

records. Large scale errors on plot numbers have been resolved as this was causing fundamental 

enquiry problems (many non-existent interments and some incorrectly displayed plot numbers). 

Large batch ‘floating’ records that were disassociated from plot numbers were also resolved. 

Large-scale blank memorial records and large-scale blank burial grant records are being resolved as 

each interment is checked, as these do not cause fundamental enquiry problems.  

An ongoing issue with the old database which means that additional burial grant owners have been 

recorded due to the fact that details of next-of-kin were entered as well as the actual burial grant 

owner. This is known as the ‘scrolling issue’, as it was found during scrolling of grant records on the 

old database. These records have to be corrected within Epitaph to ensure that the grant owner is 

correct. Research must be carried out in each case to determine which details are correct – on some 

records details are shown incorrectly with next-of-kin showing as the grant owner, and the actual 

grant owner showing as a historical (rather than the current) owner. 

An issue with the transfer for plots with double interments of the same date has meant that some 

grants have been recorded against interment 1 and some grants have been recorded against 

interment 2. Liaison with the programmers at Edge have resulted in all these now being corrected to 

interment 1. 

Issues have been discovered with the grave depths. The old database has incorrectly recorded 

interments at double depth, when they should be single depth, and depths recorded at single depth 

when they should be double depth. Research is required to check the interments for the correct 

depths. 

Other items that have been found indicate that an in-depth double check may not have been carried 

out on the original entries into the old database. Errors found include the following: 

burials that are missing entirely - hence indicating that an in-depth check may not have been carried 

out on the original digitalisation. 

burials that have been identified in different plots depending on the source of information 

incorrect addresses 

incorrect spelling of the names of persons buried 

incorrect burial dates - these are usually found when the interment records cannot be found on the 

burial dates listed - they have been found to be several days out, months out, and in different years 

entirely. This also tends to indicate that an in-depth check may not have been carried out on the 

original digitalisation. 

2 grants on one plot where there should only be one. 

missing details of exhumations 



Work on the database check also involves putting in missing information, either because the 

information could not be transferred across from the old database, or because it was missing from 

the old database in the first place:  

Currently the burial register numbers and memorial photos are being input at the same time as each 

plot is being checked, as is a small amount of information from the old database on memorial 

information (it wasn’t possible to auto transfer this small amount of information as Epitaph stores 

memorial information in a different way). 

There is also a long outstanding problem (since Bishopstoke Parish Council took over the Cemetery) 

in that not every burial grant owner was recorded on the old database in the first place. The missing 

entries need to be filled in to complete the digital records. Research has to be carried across the 

physical records to determine firstly whether there is a grant owner, and then the name and address 

of the grant owner. 

At a later stage there will also need to be an exercise to input further information from the memorial 

records. The old database did not include the level of information that can be included in Epitaph, 

and could not include details of more than one memorial or permit at a time. Epitaph can include 

details of all memorials and permits on a particular grave, and can also record details of their 

inscriptions, thus providing a complete record of each memorial. Whilst not essential, including the 

inscriptions within Epitaph will provide a digital record of these inscriptions in case of loss of the 

physical memorial application forms and records. 

 

Final checks that will need to be carried out after all interment records have been checked: 

Once every plot has been entered there will need to be a final check to the physical registers to 

ensure both that all the information has been input correctly and completely, and also to enter 

information which was never present on the old database but is required by law if you wish to fully 

rely on digital records for the future. Whilst we expect to continue having physical registers, having a 

fully complete digital record will avoid loss of legally required information if the physical registers are 

destroyed for any reason. 

 

Cheryl Taylor, Projects Officer 

06/07/2022 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Assets – 26th July 2022 
Item 6 – Stoke Common Cemetery 

 
Stoke Common Cemetery is likely to be offered to the Parish Council in the near future and the 

Council will then have to put in place any noticeboards, benches, bins, boundaries etc that it 

wishes to before it is opened to the public. 

 

The Borough Council is committed to installing a stand pipe similar to that in Bishopstoke 

Cemetery. 

 

Some of what the Parish Council may need to do will be determined by the types of interment and 

memorial that are permitted within the Cemetery. The Committee is therefore asked to consider 

the results of the survey regarding Stoke Common Cemetery that was undertaken recently. 

 

The first task will be to decide what to include in the layout of the Cemetery and this should be 

based both on the survey results and on the Parish Council’s opinion.  

 

Following this, a rough idea of the layout can be proposed with Officers tasked to ensure the plans 

are viable and affordable. A further report will be brought back to the Committee once a final 

proposed layout has been agreed. This will include approximate costings of any proposed work. 

 

 

Decision – From the survey, which options to include and which to leave out. Additionally, was 

there anything not mentioned in the survey which Cllrs would now like to include in the layout. 

 

 

 

 



Summary of Stoke Common Cemetery residents survey results (ordered in 

preference according to the number of residents wanting a certain option) 

 

Question 1 asked what burial options residents would like to have 

available in the new Cemetery: 

 

1. Standard burial with the option to have a headstone (40 / 53) 

2. An area for natural burial (36) 

3. Standard ashes burial with an option to have a headstone. Ashes  

scattering (both these options had an equal number of responses) (34) 

4. A separate children’s area (19) 

5. An area just for memorials, without interments (18) 

6. Kerb sets (15) 

7. Other: A small area with benches designated as a prayer garden for 

people to sit and have quiet reflection / prayer. Tree planting area. 

Definitely a woodland burial site. A plantation of trees in the top half of 

the cemetery next to the woods where remains can be buried under a 

specific tree with a brass plaque or similar tribute. (each of these had 

one mention) 
 

 

Question 2 asked what options residents would like for ashes 

scattering. 

 

1. In a natural, wildflower area (38) 

2. In the wooded area (33) 

3. In a landscaped area (10) 

4. In a raised flower bed (6) 

 

 

 

 



Question 3 asked what options residents would like for memorials 

without interments. 

 

1. On a specially designed memorial wall (26) 

2. On benches provided and maintained by the Parish Council (16) 

3. On memorial posts or stones in a designated area (14) 

4. On memorial posts placed within the tree line (12) 

5. On the wall of the raised ashes bed (if there is one) (11) 

6. Under Other 1 resident said: On benches, could be a seating area within 

the wild flower bed area with borders all around. In a memorial book. 

 

Question 4 asked if there were any other ideas residents would like to put 

forward. There were 12 useful responses. 

 

Lock the gates so it isn’t full of drug dealers at night. 

Seats for those visiting, watering can / tap stations at regular intervals. 

Seats / benches in different areas for quiet reflection. 

A room for mourners to gather in when attending a burial. 

Water butt and watering can for cleaning grave stones and for flowers. 

A few bench seats to enable contemplative visits. 

Why not call it Bishopstoke Cemetery. 

A small area with benches designated as a prayer garden for people to sit and 

have quiet reflection / prayer. 

Disabled access 

Seating for reflection. 

Water features. 

The Parish should provide a small bin within the cemetery to allow all people 

who visit loved ones to be able to dispose of litter that they have or that other 

people leave to help keep the area clean and welcoming. 



 

 

 

 

Assets – 26th July 2022 
Item 8 – Allotment rents 

 
Bishopstoke Parish Council currently has two allotment sites, at Underwood Road and Jockey 

Lane. The fees for both sites are the same, currently being £8 per rod for the year, with that being 

reduced to £5 per rod for the year if the main tenant is over 70 (for new tenants). 

 

The last time these fees were increased was with effect from 2016. Since then the Council has 

often cited the low numbers on the waiting list as a reason for not increasing the fees. 

Additionally, the increase in the cost of living generally, or the appearance of Covid, have also 

been reasons why the fees have not been increased. 

 

The Council has never required that allotment rent cover the cost of running the allotments. 

However, it has always been expected that the day-to-day costs would be broadly met by 

allotment rent, with any extra or emergency expenditure being covered by Parish Council funds. 

 

The cost of running the allotments has increased significantly since 2016. The grounds 

maintenance costs have almost doubled, and there have also been increases in the cost of fuel, 

and of other costs such as plot clearance.  

 

Therefore, despite the current rise in the cost of living, it is the Clerk’s recommendation that cost 

of an allotment plot be increased to £9 per rod, with a discounted rate of £6 per rod. Current 

allotment income is approximately £5,500 split across the two sites, with a 10 rod plot costing £80 

per year (£50 at the discounted rate) and a 5 rod plot costing £40 per year (£25 at the discounted 

rate). The proposed increase will garner around £700 extra for the Council per year, and will bring 

the various costs up to £90 (£60) for a 10 rod plot and £45 (£30) for a 5 rod plot. This is equivalent 

to a 2% rise per year since the rent was last increased. 

 

Decision 1 – To increase the allotment rents by £1 per rod per year. 

 

 

 

 



Last Updated: 20th July 2022 

 

 

 

 
 

Assets report 

26th July 2022 

 
 Play Areas 

 

 The Otter Close timber trail is now installed. The Blackberry Drive upgrade and new centrepiece 

installation has been booked for September to ensure there is no disruption over the summer holidays. 

 

 Otherwise there is nothing new to report 

 

 

 Burial Grounds 

 

 Nothing new to report 

 

 

 Allotments 

 

 Sewall Drive 

We are still waiting for the allotments to be transferred from the developer to the Borough Council 

before they can be offered to the Parish Council. EBC have agreed to install standpipes around the 

allotment to ensure plot holders have access to water.  

 

 Bow Lake Gardens 

This allotment site may soon be ready to be offered to the Parish Council as the Borough is now 

satisfied with the answers provided by the examination of potential contamination. The Parish will 

need to consider prior to any transfer what else needs to be put in place before the Parish can accept it.  

 

 Otherwise, there is nothing new to report. 

 

 Waiting lists: Jockey Lane – 27; Underwood Road – 40; Sewall Drive – 42; Bow Lake Gardens – 53; 

BLG Disable plots – 3. 

 

 

 Fixed Assets 

 

 Nothing new to report 

 

  

 Open Space & Trees 

 

 Blackberry Drive has three new raised benches installed around the open space and is now awaiting 

the completion of the new picnic area. 

 

 

 Parish owned and managed buildings 

 

 Nothing new to report. 



Last Updated: 20th July 2022 

 

 

 

 
 

Assets Committee - Clerk’s report 

20th July 2022 

 
 

 Actions from previous meetings 

 

 ASSETS_2122_M01/10.4 Regarding the transfer of Sewall Drive assets 

 At the time of writing there had been no transfer of assets and no email from the Borough Council 

requesting Bishopstoke take over the assets has been received. 

 

 ASSETS_2122_M02/17.5 Regarding projects for next year 

 There has been no further progress on these projects as other work has taken priority. 

 

 ASSETS_2122_M03/39.2 Regarding Jubilee projects 

 The Jubilee benches are now installed.  

 

 ASSETS_2122_M03/40.2 Regarding the allotment buildings at Underwood Road 

 Inspections have not yet taken place.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.1  Regarding the Breach Lane development play area 

 A request that this be known as Bow Lake Walk play area has been passed to the Borough. 

Clerk’s note – it may be more appropriate to call this Bow Lake Gardens play area as it is on Bow Lake 

Gardens and not Bow Lake Walk  

  

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.1  Regarding play equipment for those aged 10-14 

 Advice is being sought on this.  

  

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.1  Regarding consulting local children about play areas 

 This has been added to the Communications group meeting agenda in July.  

  

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.1  Regarding a dialogue with the Forestry Commission 

 This has not yet begun.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.1  Regarding consulting the Carnival group about a play area passport 

 This idea has gone ahead without being presented to the Carnival group. Booklets are to be delivered 

to the Junior School and are available to download from the Parish website.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.2  Regarding Village trails / geo-caching 

 This was an action for Cllrs Tidridge and Hillier-Wheal.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/7.3  Regarding play area sheets for Cllrs 

 This has not yet begun.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/9.2  Regarding the War Memorial 

 Initial idea sketches have been provided by Cllr R Dean. The Working Men’s Club are to be contacted 

for their views.  

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/10.1 Regarding grounds contract specifications 

 This has not yet begun.  

 

  



Last Updated: 20th July 2022 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/11.2 Regarding the Cemetery gates 

 No decisions were taken by the Cemetery Working Group. A discussion on cemetery gates is on the 

agenda for the July Assets Committee meeting. 

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/11.3 Regarding allotment transfers 

 This was not discussed at Full Council. However, all current plot holders and their plots are now 

migrated to the new software.   

 

 

 Recommendations from previous meetings 

 

 ASSETS_2223_M01/6.1 Regarding the Assets Committee Terms of Reference 

 These were approved at the Council meeting in July.  

  

 

There were no recommendations from the previous Assets Committee meeting for Full Council to consider. 
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