CHUTE PARISH COUNCIL

MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE PARISH COUNCIL HELD AT THE VILLAGE HALL ON THURSDAY  7th JANUARY 2010.
Present:
Cllr David Brown: Chairman

Cllr Douglas Micklethwait



Cllr Simon Falla : Vice Chair

Cllr Jonny Sykes



Cllr Tim Harker



Cllr Eddie Quirk







David Clark : Parish Clerk
In attendance : None                              
ITEM 1 :  APOLOGIES :  Due to road conditions : Chair of Chute Forest PC Cllr Rowan Cherrington, WC Cllr Charles Howard and PCSO Philippa Royston.
ITEM 2 :   RECEIPT OF DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST   :    There were none.
ITEM 3 :   APPROVAL OF  PREVIOUS MINUTES 
3.1
Approval of the minutes of the meeting on 3rd December 2009 was proposed by Cllr Falla, seconded by Cllr Micklethwait, and agreed by all.
ITEM 4 :   MATTERS ARISING FROM MINUTES OF MEETING ON 3rd DECEMBER 2009 : None.
ITEM 5 :   POLICE MATTERS

5.1
The Chair noted that there had been no significant arisings to report.  Appreciation of the efforts of the PCSO to call-in with this advice despite the demands of the road problems was recorded.

ITEM 6   :  TIDWORTH AREA BOARD MATTERS.
The Chair advised that WC Cllr Howard had been taking a very active role in monitoring the extent and effectiveness of the road gritting service : this was appreciated. 
ITEM 7   :    KING GEORGE PLAYING FIELD & MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
7.1
New Constitution for KGPF M.C. : agreement of final version

7.1.1    The Chair introduced a proposed ‘final’ version (CPC Constitution- Final- Dec 09 – attached to these minutes) and stated that this contained no material changes (only formatting amendments) from the version provided with the Agenda and favoured by Members following the last meeting (CPC: Constitution-V3-4 Dec 09).  He then advised that (1) both he and Chair to CFPC were satisfied that this version provided an appropriate (much expanded) replacement for the extant version to respond to the change in the M.C. and the associated risk assessment, (2) that they were satisfied that it met the demands of the Governance requirements placed on Councillors and (3) that they were content to present this to their respective Councils for acceptance.   He also noted that Chair of the M.C. was understood to be content to recommend to his fellow members that they should work within this Constitution.
7.1.2    Members were generally content with the proposed Constitution but expressed a number of reservations about its adequacy and a number of possible amplifications were discussed – an example being whether the two cheque signatories need be (one from) each Council.   The extensive discussion revolved around the difficulty in providing for every requirement/eventuality within Local Government rules – also for any situation where a difference in opinion between the two Councils arose.  It was however accepted that the Local Government good governance regime required on-going management oversight of all Councils’ activities rather than occasional involvement and this might be the appropriate response to these concerns.  The Chair supported this view and advised that both he and Chair CFPC believed that the way ahead lay in the establishment of a routine series of meetings between the two Council’s principals, in liaison with the KGPF MC, to ensure that the Councils were able to maintain the degree of understanding and oversight required to meet Local Government standards.  
7.1.3    The Chairman drew discussion to a close by stating his formal commitment to fixing a date for the first of the meetings as soon as possible following ratification of the Constitution by CFPC, with Chair CFPC and with Chair of the M.C.  This to  concentrate on establishing the details of how the interface with the Management Committee should work in practice. He asked for ex-committee advice of any matters members would wish to see addressed/clarified.   With this caveat, he asked if there was a proposer for acceptance of the version of the KGPF Management Committee Constitution.  On this basis Cllr Harker proposed acceptance of the Constitution presented by the Chair,  seconded by Cllr Micklethwait, and approved unanimously.
7.2
KGPF M.C. Budget : operating costs and minimum reserves.
7.2.1
Discussion was based on the M.C. version of the budget provided with the agenda and, since there was no agreed budget for 2009/10,  embraced not only that for 2010/11 but also took into account the forecast outcome provided for the current year.  It was agreed that the reserves to be held by the M.C. might prudently contain provision for funds being progressively accumulated to meet likely eventualities such as pavilion and play equipment maintenance. This requirement was not yet established and should be clarified with the M.C during the coming year. The  overall level of funds to be held in reserve by the M.C should also cover two categories of non-discretionary spend, a general contingency reserve to meet unexpected liabilities and an earmarked reserve to cover loss of revenue/fete contributions necessary to meet general operating costs : conclusions on these could be reached on the basis of the figures provided.

7.2.2
It was agreed that the operating costs reserve should be a minimum of 2/3 of  such costs in-year plus provision for the Councils’ insurance policy excess (currently £125).  On a proposal by Cllr Falla, seconded by Cllr Harker and agreed by all, it was agreed that the overall provision should be kept under review but that for the present the forecast level of £1406 to the end of 2010/11 was sufficient and that this element of the budget should be agreed.     It was noted and accepted that, on this basis, there was no need to provide for any KGPF reserve in the Council’s Precept for the year 2010/11.
7.3
KGPF M.C. Budget : proposed capital spend.
7.3.1.      Members had significant difficulty with the proposals in the M.C. provided budget in the absence of a concise forward plan to underpin the assumptions.  In general terms the go-ahead approach of the volunteers appointed to the M.C. was much valued and it was accepted that, for example,  there might be considerable merit in investing in better or additional grounds maintenance equipment. However, even if external grant funding were to be made available, such grants would have to be made in the name of the Council(s).  A decision by the Council(s) to support the underlying policy would be a pre-requisite for any such application let alone agreement to the expenditure for the specific purpose.   The Council was unable therefore to approve the inclusion of such expenditure in the proposed budget at this time. 
7.3.2    A further and specific area of difficulty was identified as the proposed spend on fencing of the children’s play area.  This was originally understood to be an urgent safety requirement stipulated by ROSPA but the ROSPA Reports now available to the Council(s) make no mention of such a requirement.  It may be that a more general and certainly less urgent case can be made, but it has not been made yet. It was also recorded that a pre-requirement for Council(s) authority might well be a degree of community consultation to confirm broad community support.  Additionally, even if the case were to receive Council(s) support in principle, fencing would need to meet ROSPA requirements and this could entail revised costs.

7.3.3.    Finally,  it was accepted that the Parish Councils need to help the Management Committee work with  Local Government procedures relating to sale and/or acquisition of property and services.  

7.4
KGPF M.C. Budget : to determine if this (current to end 2010/11) can be approved.
7.4.1
As recorded in detail above, the element of the budget detailing the operating costs and funds held in reserve are agreed.   Where the balance of the budget is concerned ( fencing and ride-on mower ), as noted above,  the Council can only give approval after receipt and approval of a detailed Forward Plan which makes or clarifies the case(es) concerned.  This need was recorded in the minutes of the Council’s meeting on 3rd December but it had not yet been produced.  Until such agreement is obtained, from both Councils, the M.C. members should be advised that no capital spend or liabilities may be entered into.  Proposed by Cllr Falla, seconded by Cllr Harker and agree by all.  
ITEM 8 :    FINANCE -  2010/11 PRECEPT
8.1
The Clerk/RFO noted that the proposed Precept (provided with the agenda) resulted in a funding requirement of £6020 – an increase of £320 or 6% over the current year.   He drew attention to the improved presentation of the reserves in the profile annexure which identified, in particular, the ring fenced reserves  and thus revealed the more true (lesser) level of available reserves.  In particular he noted the increase in general contingency reserve by £270 over the previous year – this prompted by low level concern expressed at the close of the 2009/10 accounts.
8.2
The Chair then led an in-depth review of all costs: no changes were seen to be appropriate or prudent.  The proposed amounts and accumulation timing of the reserves were then reviewed and were found to be appropriate – in particular (see Item 7.2 above) it was confirmed that there was no need to create a reserve specific to the operation of the KGPF.   There remained however a concern that whilst the Precept was defensible and the associated increase modest in real terms, at a time of financial pressure in the economy the official published measure of ‘6%’ was unfortunate.   The earmarked reserves were therefore revisited and, after some discussion, it was agreed that Council assumptions on the need to acquire Quality Status in the near future were no longer specific enough to justify maintenance of the £200 reserve and it should be deleted from the programme.  On this basis, on a proposal by Cllr Sykes, seconded by Cllr Micklethwait and agreed by all,  a Precept of £5820  ( an increase of  only £120 = 2%) was approved.
ITEM 9 :     PLANNING APPLICATIONS
9.1     to decide on response to planning application E/09/1605/FUL – Cross Keys Inn extension ( 3 letting rooms) etc.  The Clerk noted that the application details had been provided to members by e-mail on 16 December and were on view in hard copy.  On a proposal by Cllr Sykes, seconded by Cllr Harker, it was agreed by all that no objection should be made to this application

9.2   to note and confirm all received and/or processed since last meeting.   None noted..

ITEM 10 :    ANY OTHER BUSINESS
10.1
Footpath 13 and 14 (both to rear of Hatchet Hill dwellings)- Condition    The Clerk drew attention to the eMail narrative of action taken to date and the lack of success.  Had now been escalated – to be KIV. 

10.2
Village Design Team – Disposal of un-required funds.   The Chair advised that he had been provided with bank statements for this now defunct community group.  It appeared that the outstanding balance was significant and they might be formally offered to the Parish Council.  To date however he had been unable to establish who was now in a position to make such an offer. As a first step the Clerk was asked to make enquiries of the bank to see  if the cheque signatory (ies) could be established.

10.3
Parish Steward   There were no adverse comments on work done at previous (December) visit.  Cllr Quirk however asked that he be prompted to straighten up ‘Anton Post’ when next in the area.
10.4
Closure: The Chair noted that the next meeting was scheduled for 11th February 2010 and, there being no further business, he then closed the meeting at 21.45
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