Langham Parish Council

Minutes of the Meeting held on 7th September  2010
1
Attendance and Apologies for Absence
Cllr W. Durlacher 
Acting Chairman
Cllr. C. Garnett 
Borough Councillor
Cllr. A. Ellis
Cllr. A. Stacey 
Cllr. R. Watson
Cllr. M. Bottwood
Also present were Mrs. Hopping and Mr. D. Winter, Clerk to the Council.
Apologies were received from Cllr. E. Schofield.
2
Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.
3
Minutes of the Meeting held on 6th July 2010
Cllr. Ellis proposed and Cllr. Watson seconded that the minutes be agreed as accurate. This was accepted unanimously and Cllr. Durlacher signed the minutes.
4
Matters Arising from the Meeting of 6th July 2010
	Ref
	Item
	Action By
	Status

	9.2.7 of 18th May
	Positioning way markers at Runkins Corner is to be raised with Boxted Parish Council to try to agree a joint approach to ECC Highways on safety grounds.
	Cllr. Bottwood

David Winter


	Boxted Parish Clerk was requested to raise the matter with their Council on 14th July.

	11 of 31/03/09
	Once the financial turmoil has died down, the Council should consider putting more money into higher interest bearing accounts.
	Cllr. Watson and David Winter
	 C/F



	 6.1
	There has been a new enforcement strategy produced by CBC. Cllr. Ellis is to write about enforcement issues in Langham.
	Cllr. Ellis

	 CBC Planning contacted and reminded.

	 6.1
	 There has been a recent application to extend a building on Lodge Lane. This may be a precursor to further developments. The Council is to check with the Spatial Planning Team to check why Lodge Lane has not been included in the site allocation document.
	Cllr. Bottwood


	Cllr. Bottwood to confirm his conversation with the Spatial Planning Team and ask for them to decide whether Lodge Lane should be included in the Site Allocations documentation.

	 6.1
	 Kiln Wood at Lodge Lane is felt to be the last bit of ancient woodland in Langham. If this is listed as ancient woodland, developers have to have permission to chop anything down. The Council is to check if it is listed.

	Cllr. Durlacher

	CBC did not think the woodland around Lodge Lane was ancient woodland and there were no tree preservation orders. Kiln Wood itself is more to the south of most of the developments.

	6.1 


	 Willow Grove
CBC Building Regulations Control department confirmed that the regulations had been complied with. Cllr. Stacey is to consider drafting a letter to express our concern that the building was out of scale for its site.


	Cllr. Stacey
	No further action.

	6.2
	VAS sign in Park Lane
Mantons has changed hands. Cllr. Bottwood will draft a letter to the new owners.
	Cllr. Bottwood


	The new owners have been contacted.

	6.2
	Bus Shelter

Cllrs Schofield and Bottwood will investigate alternative sites.
	 Cllrs Schofield and Bottwood
	See roads and transport.

	6.3
	There has been a problem reported with the playground gates swinging back and injuring children. The Clerk will contact Wicksteed about this
	David Winter

	The gate has been adjusted and is better than it was. Until the building work has been completed, this gate will remain locked.

	6.3
	Essex Playing Fields is to be contacted to arrange for them to visit to discuss proposals for controlling rabbits
	David Winter

	Visit made

	6.3
	Patrick Doyle is to be contacted to see if he has any comments on controlling rabbits.
	Cllr. Durlacher

	The feedback was that he would not get involved on public land.

	6.7
	It might be sensible to position a bench opposite Cllr. Garnett’s house to make it safer for children waiting for the school bus in the morning.
	David Winter

	To be checked. The number of children using this location has declined considerably and it may not justify a bench.

	7.3
	Cory Grant Applications

Confirmation of £10,000 for the Community Shop development, together with the contracts for the payment of the grant, has been received. These will be passed to the Shop.
	David Winter

	Done

	7.9
	Changes in Responsibility to Concessionary Travel Passes 

A consultation process is being run and the parishioners should be asked for their opinions. This will be publicised
	David Winter

	Publicised on the notice boards, in the newsletter and in the village news section of the papers.

	7.10
	6 Spencer’s Piece

This will become vacant in the next few weeks. The Clerk is to try to find out the procedures that will take place, because it is essential that the new occupant should have some connection with Langham.
	David Winter

	New applicants have to either already live in Langham, work here or have relatives here. It became clear that the Parish Council has less influence in the final decision as to who should occupy the house.

	7.12
	Parish Council Survey – Street Services
A long questionnaire has been received and distributed by e-mail. Cllr. Stacey offered to investigate this.  
	Cllr. Stacey
	No further action.

	7.14
	The bank mandate form for Lettice Dykes needs to be completed.
	David Winter

	C/F

	11
	The Clerk is to thank Mrs. Ellis for all the work she has done in keeping the planters around the village looking so lovely.

	David Winter

	Done

	11
	The Clerk is to see if the census group at CBC are interested in talking to several parishes at once, not on a normal parish council day, perhaps in September.
	David Winter

	Several local councils expressed an interest, and the census people are willing to visit. However, it has not yet been possible to book an appropriate date.


5
Residents’ Questions

5.1 Travellers’ Site

Mrs. Hopping asked if this was going ahead. Cllr. Garnett explained ECC has asked for the planning permission to be renewed. Any objections should be sent by 24th September, and objections can be made as to the extent of the facilities being provided. The leaseholder of the land has to be given three months’ notice to quit, but has not yet been given this notice. The portfolio holder has signed off for the lease and heads of terms to be prepared.
5.2  Proposed Development Sites in Langham
Mrs. Hopping asked what the position on these proposed sites was. It was explained that the planning inspector is expected to report by the end of September.
6
Reports to the Council.
6.1

Planning                       

Cllr. Ellis provided a written report for the meeting. 
DECISIONS

Application 100339: Munsons, Moor Road, Rear Extension – Approve conditional
Application 101333: Jeveck, Chapel Road, Cart Lodge – Approve conditional
APPLICATIONS AND PARISH COUNCIL RESPONSES

Application 101161: Lodge Lane, Unit 14 – Extension

The borough will be aware that this building forms part of the original administrative area of the historic World War 2 Boxted Airfield Station 150 and that some months ago a number of large oaks and other trees on this site were felled and stumps uprooted close to the present buildings. Should the current application be preliminary to further applications for developments on this site we consider that it should be treated no differently to other requests and subject to scrutiny by the Planning Inspector, thereby forming part of the Site Allocations Submission documentation of the Local Development Framework. This particular application is for a modest extension within a designated employment zone. However, we consider that there are important buildings on this site which are worthy of protection and therefore should be referred to the borough’s Heritage Unit. Overall, this application should be considered within the context of its special location amongst historic military installations.

Application 101333: Jeveck, Chapel Road – Cart Lodge

This application is the latest of a number of piecemeal applications for development on this property. We have concerns regarding over development and the earlier application to bring the adjacent field within the property’s curtilage, which was dismissed on appeal. Whilst we see no material reasons for objection to this particular application, we wish to express our continuing concern over any prospective additional developments.

Application 101409: Langham Oak Cottage – 3 Bay Cart Lodge

As Langham Oak Cottage is a listed building, we assume that this application does not require Listed Building Consent. We also note the close proximity of the proposed cart lodge to the main residence and consider that vehicle access to the cart lodge would be very difficult because of the small turning area. Other than these matters, we have no objections.

Application 101383: Gridleys, Chapel Road – Demolition and Re-Build

1. Application is for demolition of an existing house which has already been demolished in contravention of planning legislation. The proposal therefore implicitly seeks retrospective approval and we would not wish the Borough Council to condone any such illegal act.  

2. This application ignores in most part the findings of previous applications 100980 (prior notification of proposed demolition) and 100669 (demolition of existing house and erection of replacement three bedroom detached house). As application 100980 was refused, as stated in Colchester Borough Council’s letter to The Mark Perkins Partnership dated 13th July, we feel that this new application fails as a matter of course until the demolition situation is satisfactorily concluded and any appropriate enforcement measures/penalties are put in place. Consideration must be given to the handling of the illegal demolition of Gridleys, the previous dwelling on this site, which has not been addressed in the current application. 

With regard to previous application 100669, which was refused, we note that no pre-application advice has been sought from Colchester Borough Council for this new application and it fails to address satisfactorily the reasons for the previous refusal. The orientation has changed slightly but the bulk, layout and general features of the proposed building have changed little. In size the building could accommodate five bedrooms and it is a generous 1½ storeys high. The bulk is dominant.

3. Whilst the information in this paragraph is not directly related to the new application we should not loose sight of it as it has significant impact on the way forward. 

Based on previous information provided by CBC we understand that the demolition of buildings is permitted development (i.e. does not need planning permission) under Part 31 of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 subject to the following conditions:

a) where demolition is urgently necessary in the interests of safety or health and the measures immediately necessary in such interests are the demolition of the building the developer shall, as soon as reasonably practicable, give the local planning authority a written justification of the demolition; or,

b) the developer shall, before beginning the development, apply to the local planning authority for a determination as to whether the prior approval of the authority will be required to the method of demolition and any proposed restoration of the site. The GPDO gives further advice on the procedure for this notification. The local planning authority has 28 days in which to deal with the notification and can only comment upon the method of demolition and proposed restoration.

In the instance of planning application 100980, a prior notification for the demolition of the building was registered with the Council on the 18th May 2010 and demolition commenced the following day.  The local planning authority was not therefore given the 28-day notice period.  Accordingly, the developer would be expected to submit a written justification in line with a) above. We do not believe that this has been satisfactorily complied with. A one page letter from David Stenning, Historical Buildings Advisor dated 13th May 2010 was submitted but it is our view that this letter gives an opinion not supported by detailed survey information or other evidence. It also makes no reference to the building being unsafe or a health hazard.  

We also note that there is a further caveat with regard to demolition under Part 31, which is, that the development (i.e. demolition) is not permitted where it has been rendered unsafe by any person having an interest in the land.  We believe that in this instance it should be investigated further. Gridleys has stood on this site for over 300 years and the thatched roof removed some months ago; this may have jeopardised its structural integrity. No reason has been put forward for its removal during the winter period.

4. 
We think that it is totally unacceptable to assume that you can merely change the Agent used for the previous planning applications and just start again as if nothing had gone before. The description of the site in the new application says it is a vacant site that is level and cleared to the ground (planning statement paragraphs 1.1 & 1.2). Things are just not that simple.

5. 
Questions of accuracy in the Design and Access Statement paragraph 2.1:

a) Gridleys was a 1½ storey building, not 2 storey as stated.

b) The opinions set out on the village website are those of the webmaster and do not necessarily reflect the views of the Parish Council.

6. 
For the safety of parishioners and the general public, the Parish Council was very concerned at the lack of site protection during and after demolition and immediately requested that the security fencing mentioned (paragraph 1.1 of the Design & Access Statement) be installed.  

7. 
Design & access Statement quotes VDS. NB recommendation in VDS for protection of buildings and other things not currently protected. P.12 – Recommendation “Buildings which are not currently listed, including those on the old airfield, which fit the English Heritage criteria for listing, should be considered for listing”.  P.18 Future Development – Recommendation “Village buildings, special sites and trees, should be reviewed to identify those worthy of protection”.

8.
As you would expect Langham PC would like this planning application to be called in for consideration by the planning committee if you have a mind to approve it.

9.
For the above reasons, the Parish Council objects to this application.

Application CC/COL/47/10: Ramsden Hall School –  Landscaping, Ecological Survey, Habitat Creation (Details)

No objections.

Applications 101486/101488: Holly Tree Cottage, Dedham Road – Extension and Re-Build

This is a Grade II listed property, requiring Listed Building Consent. The applicant has consulted the planning authority and the present application demonstrates a sympathetic appreciation of the character and style of the present building and nearby properties. We have concerns about the overall size of the extension/rebuild, especially in relation to the size of the present building. However, the proposal would bring the property up to 21st century standards of habitation, whilst retaining its vernacular character. We would be happy to accept the views of English Heritage on this application.

Application 101625: Ramsden Hall School – Change of Use for stables and paddock

We are rather confused by this retrospective application and its legal implications. The land is in the public ownership of Essex County Council (ECC) and we wonder therefore whether permission can be granted for Change of Use to private use. We are also unaware as to whether a formal agreement has been drawn up between ECC and the applicants for use of the land. It is also possible that the land may feature in the longer term development plans for Ramsden Hall School and to this end we are seeking clarification from Mr. Percival of ECC. We therefore consider that these points should be clarified as part of the application process.

Application 101708: Honeysuckle Cottage – Erection of Satellite Dish

This is, in effect, a retrospective application for the erection of a satellite dish on a listed building, which is already in place. English Heritage has required that, for a listed building, satellite dishes should be located out of sight in the garden. If these requirements have not changed, approval of this application would set a precedent, as it is currently fixed on the chimneystack and visible from the road. Whilst we have no issues with this application, we consider that the requirements of English Heritage should be explored prior to any approval being given.
APPLICATION. 101761: RENEWAL OF PERMISSION F/COL/05/2085

NEW TRAVELLERS SITE – SEVERALLS LANE, COLCHESTER – Draft Response
We refer to our previous response to the earlier application and are once again disappointed to note that there is no covering statement or report contained with this application. Considerable changes have taken place in residential and business development close to the proposed site, in weight of traffic and bus usage of Severalls Lane, in national planning policy reform proposals and in the conditions affecting the review of alternative sites previously undertaken. 

Once again, the proposal is for permanent development on visually exposed green field agricultural land without any justification in planning terms and which also appears contrary to Local Plan Policy H6 criteria (b) and (c) in particular. The site is physically divorced from the built up area of Colchester and would introduce sporadic urban sprawl on the northern side of the A12, thereby creating an unfortunate precedent for further development in an incremental and unplanned way.

The proposed site is located within metres of major recent residential and business development. There have been many house completions in Mill Road and at Severalls Point, just 200 metres from the proposed site, 174 apartments are being completed. Owing to high rise development in the area, population density is as high as in any inner urban area. Travellers’ sites should not be located close to areas of high population density. Additionally, the new housing has a young population profile, thereby creating for the proposed travellers’ site an unsustainable pressure on local school provision and the need for long car journeys.

We set out below the planning policies relevant to this application:

Policy DC1

(a) The proposal is likely to cause pollution to land, water and natural resources. Surface drainage would go into Salary Brook and on into Ardleigh Reservoir. There would inevitably be pollutants in the surface water, thereby jeopardising the protection of the large variety of wildlife living in and around the reservoir. The problem would be much worse if “commercial, industrial or storage uses on the site may be permitted” as stated in Policy H6 (iii).

(b) The design is out of keeping with the rural farming character of the area and would destroy high quality agricultural farming land.

(c)i Comprehensive and safe facilities for cyclists and pedestrians which link to existing routes: this application does not provide for cyclists either on site or by way of a footpath/cycle path linking existing foot/cycle routes. The advised width is 3.3 metres for a shared foot/cycle route and the inclusive mobility document states that any step slopes should have barriers of between 1100-1200mm. high to protect users.

 ii  The requirement for high levels of accessibility by public transport to reduce the reliance on cars and lorries: the existing bus route would require additional width so as not to impede the cycle/footpath and traffic on this narrow road.

iii  Car and cycle parking on site should be to adopted parking standards: there are no on site cycle parking areas.

(d) The road network cannot safely accommodate the extra traffic this proposal will generate. Essex County Council does not own sufficient land for cycle/footpath provision.

(e) This proposal is likely to lead to the loss and degradation of ecological and rural resources.

(f)  Services will be provided in a timely manner: the flood risk assessment recommended the use of the Swale to reduce the risk of flooding. New building works nearby that run off into Salary Brook add to water volume and increase the risk of flooding in the area; a fresh assessment is needed.

(g) This proposal would have a considerable adverse impact on the flagship development of Colchester Business Park, shops in the Crescent, as well as the rural businesses in the area. This appears to conflict with Circular 1/94, as it would damage economic resources.

CO1

This policy states that there will be a continuing commitment to protect open countryside in the Borough for its own sake. The proposed site is on Grade 2 Arable Land which is much needed for crops or for allotments for the community. Historically, this land has formed part of the rural fabric between urban Colchester and the villages of Boxted, Ardleigh and Langham.

TA2 Walking and Cycling

The policy seeks to work with partners to promote walking and cycling as an integral and highly sustainable means of movement. No cycle route is proposed.

DP8 Agricultural Development and Diversification

This offers general support for existing agricultural uses. The present proposal would remove this land as agricultural land.

DP17 Accessibility and Access

This states that all developments should seek to enhance accessibility for sustainable modes of transport, by giving priority to pedestrian, cycle and public transport to ensure they are safe, convenient and attractive, and linking to existing networks. Proposals shall incorporate satisfactory and appropriate provision for:

i/ Pedestrians, including disabled persons and those with impaired mobility;

ii/ Cyclists, including routes and secure cycle parking;

iii/ Public transport and measures that reduce dependency on private vehicles;

iv/ Linkages to networks such as National Cycle Route 1.

Education

The nearest primary schools to the proposed site, namely Brinkley Grove, Highwoods County Primary, Myland County, St John CofE, Friars Grove and Langham Primary are all fully subscribed.

The following points are also relevant to this application:

1. In the earlier judgement on Turkey Cock Lane, the inspector said that the site was an encroachment on the open countryside. This should apply even more so to the present proposed site as it would be to the north of the A12. The inspector also said that the travellers had not demonstrated a need in the locality. That the travellers do not even want to be in the Severalls Lane area is shown by the available evidence of the traveller preference from the Head of Social and Economic Regeneration  to the Cabinet in 2002, which stated that the travellers at the Hythe wanted to be close to the town centre.

2. The proposed site may not increase the crime rate but it would certainly increase the perceived fear of crime. Policing in both the urban and rural areas is already a problem and likely to be exacerbated by the ongoing financial review of resources.

3. The following paragraphs are from a reply from the government’s Communities and Local Government Race, Equality and Diversity Division to a Langham resident:

“The Gypsy and Traveller Site Grant award to Essex County Council to provide a traveller site at Severalls Lane, Colchester was paid in December 2006 under a grant determination made under section 31 of the Local Government Act 2003. The grant determination did not include any conditions requiring the authority to use the grant in a particular way, nor did it include any provision enabling the Secretary of State to reclaim the grant should specified circumstances arise. The way in which these grant funds are used is therefore a matter for Essex County Council and the Secretary of State has no power to reclaim the grant.” 

“On the 6 July the Secretary of State announced the revocation of Regional Strategies. This means that local authorities are responsible for determining the right level of site provision in their area, reflecting local need and historic demand and for bringing forward land in Development Plan Documents. They should continue to do so in line with current policy. Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments (GTAAs) have been undertaken by all local authorities and if local authorities decide to review the levels of provision, these assessments will form a good starting point. However, local authorities are not bound by them. We will review relevant regulations and guidance on this matter in due course.”

This demonstrates that significant cost savings may be made by Essex County Council should this proposal not be approved and that policy and planning guidance regarding travellers’ sites is currently under review at a national level.

In summary, the Parish Council considers that the site represents an unsuitable location for a traveller’s site that the associated site selection process was fundamentally flawed and that major recent changes in local residential and business developments, weight of traffic and national planning policy reforms have all added to its unsuitability since the original application was submitted. Should the Borough be minded to support this proposal, we request that the matter be called in for consideration at a public enquiry in order that the validity of the site selection exercise be fully scrutinized and the merits or otherwise of the site and possible alternatives be fully considered. 

 Local Listing
Cllr. Ellis is to meet Andrew Rudge on 12th October to pursue a pilot scheme regarding local listing of buildings.

Vincent Pearce Contact

Cllr. Ellis has had difficulty contacting Vincent Pearce regarding enforcement of planning decisions. Cllr. Garnett is to ask Vincent Pearce to contact Cllr. Ellis. Otherwise, we would have to contact his superior. 

Action - Cllr. Garnett
6.2 

Roads and Transport

Cllr Bottwood provided a report for the meeting.
Dedham Road

Mr. Bird had complained about the increasing speeds on Dedham Road. The response from Essex Highways, following a trip along the road, was that they felt it would not qualify for a lower speed limit. They will look at it as part of their speed limit review, but there is as yet no timescale. This response has been sent to Mr. Bird.

Pot Holes

Mrs. Kimberley complained about pot holes at the last meeting, in particular the section in School Road from the crossroads to Spencer’s Piece and the hole near 6 Acres in the High Street.  Since the last meeting the pot holes by Spencer’s Piece and the crossroads (by the pub) have been made good and so has the hole in the High Street. However ther are still some holes to be repaired at the crossroads which have been marked in red. 

It was pointed out that Langham Lane, which has been resurfaced properly, did not have any sign of recurring pot holes. Perhaps this was an indication that filling in pot holes on a temporary basis was a false economy. Cllr. Bottwood agreed to report this to the next Local Highways Panel meeting on 13th September. 
Buses

W S Atkins, acting for the Highways Agency, wished to demolish the bus shelter on the A12 and close down the lay by, removing the bus stop altogether. They were referred to Dedham Parish Council. 

The 93/93A service between Colchester and Ipswich, which stops at the Langham Oak, has been transferred to Carter’s Coaches from Network Colchester. Carter’s Coaches is a Suffolk based service.

The 756 service from Hadleigh to Colchester, which arrived at Langham around 07.52 will no longer be travelling through the village and it was now planned to stop at Langham Oak, which is of no use to Langham residents as 1) the bus stop is on the wrong side of the A12 and 2) W S Atkins are proposing to close the stop (see above). The reverse leg of this service which leaves Colchester at around 17.35 will also change its route and will go via Park Lane instead of Moor Lane/School Road. ECC have been contacted about this proposed change and they said that the morning 247 bus provides an alternative service and the proposed change to the 87A would provide an additional journey in the reverse direction. It was pointed out to ECC that the 247 route was a Monday to Friday service and the 756 was a Monday to Saturday service. ECC have agreed to obtain a quote from Carter’s Coaches for an additional 247 bus on Saturdays.

  

CALC Meeting on 06/09/2010

This was attended by Cllr. Bottwood.and a summary of the proceedings was reported.
Speed Management Strategy
The main relevant points are

· For establishing the speeds along roads in preparation for deciding whether or not to change the speed limit, the mean average speed will be used rather than the 85th percentile. For recent measurements in the centre section of Park Lane, there was an average speed of 41mph, whereas the 85th percentile was 49 mph. The mean speed has to be 5mph above the limit before speed limit signs or traffic calming measures can be introduced (ie 35mph for a 30mph zone and 45mph for a 40mph zone). Under the new criteria the end section of Park Lane would not qualify for a VAS sign and the centre section would not qualify for a 40mph limit.
· The density of housing  needed prior to consideration of a 30mph limit is changing to 11 in 350m from 20 in 600m

VAS sign in Park Lane
David Isted will clear the vegetation about the end of September.
 

Bus Shelter

 
One of the sites being considered is outside the Community Centre. Cllr. Ellis will discuss this with Ramsden Hall School at his meeting with them. 
6.3 
Recreation Ground
Cllr. Durlacher reported that:

· A meeting with someone from Essex Playing Fields had been arranged to discuss proposals for controlling rabbits. He thought that filling in the ditch should not have any repercussions. The feeling was that this should be considered when funds were available.


· The first bonfire night meeting has been held and the event is planned for 6th November.
6.4

 General Purposes        

Cllr. Watson reported that there was a site meeting on the work for Community Centre extension, including a discussion regarding cash flow, on 8th September and he will circulate details following this.
6.5      Housing

Cllr Garnett reported that two properties in Wick Road and Hillcrest need to be checked to ensure they are up to the Decent Homes standards.
6.6  
Community Council    
In the absence of Cllr Schofield there was nothing to report. 
6.7

Ward Councillor           

Cllr. Garnett reported that 
· There was a strong impression that there would be little or no revenue support grant next year. It was pointed out that the Parishes through the Council Tax supported facilities in the Borough of which they were not able to benefit.
· The recent LDF meeting advised the cabinet to keep the core strategy.

6.8 

Footpaths     
Cllr. Stacey reported on a meeting with Jason Bothello, the public rights of way officer. He confirmed

· They intend to get tough with the larger farmers who are not re-instating paths satisfactorily, especially where potatoes have been planted.

· On the Essex Way, they intend to pursue the policy of replacing stiles with gates. 
7
Correspondence received.
1
CBC Forward Plan of Key Decisions

1 September 2010 to 31 December 2010.

2

Bus Passenger News

3
 CBC – Oak tree overhanging 3 Whitehouse Close

The son of the occupant, a 95 years old Mrs Andrews, asked what should be done about this. CBC has agreed to cut it back within 12 weeks.

4
Eastern Angles

They have written to ask if we are interested in holding one of their productions in our Community Centre. Details were e-mailed on 31.08.2010. Cllr. Watson was to contact certain residents to see if they might be interested in doing this. Action - Cllr. Watson
5
EALC
County Update for August – also includes AGM details.

6
Making the Links
September edition from ECC/EALC – this contains information about grants available from ECC CIF and East Essex Area Forum budget.

7
Access to the Recreation Ground
Mr Ansell’s request brought up in questions from the public.

8
Census Job Vacancies and Newsletter

Two e-mails forwarded on 1st September. .

9
NHS Consultation on the Government’s Proposed Plans 

A consultation process is being run.

10
Community Money Marketplace
Cllr. Ellis circulated details of this event on 16th August. Is there anyone who might be interested in going to it? It costs £10 per person.
11
The Playing Field
Summer newsletter of Essex Playing Fields Association.

12
Essex New Speed Strategy
With Cllr. Bottwood.

13
Temporary Road Closure
Supposedly Old Mill Road, but it is the road from Whalebone corner running north.

14
Cars at or around Rayner’s Court
There has been a complaint about a white car that parks on the pavement at night. There has also been a complaint about the damaged car in the lay-by by the telephone box on Wick Road. This latter one has been reported to the police and they are being chased up. 

8 
Administrative matters.

The Clerk reported that the main activities since the July meeting have included

1. Community Centre extension under way with attendant work related to cashflow and queries about the project. And potential problems with access to various parts of the recreation ground and for the Langham 10k run..
2. Despatch of the final accounts to the District Auditors. As yet, there has been no response.  If they do get closed down as has been suggested, I wonder who will do the check of the audit in future and how much will it cost?

3. Discussions with Colne Housing over the allocation of 6 Spencer’s Piece. .

4. Problems with the playground gate that faces the recreation ground. At least two children had been hit by this gate.

5. Complaints from a resident about the new house being developed at the top of Grove Hill near Perry Lane.

6. Renewal of Councillors’ Register of Interests for the standards board.

7. Recreation Ground Committee meeting, mainly concerning the bonfire night.

8. Meeting Essex Playing Fields representative to discuss the problem with rabbits.

9. Concern at Whitehouse Close about overhanging trees. Reported to Essex County Highways.

10. Production of the response to Cllr Dopson concerning the proposed removal of the “revenue support grant”.

11. Problems with cars at and near Rayner’s Court.

9
Receipts and Payments
A list of payments (£1,272) and receipts (£40) was circulated as part of the financial report. 
10
RCCE Community Led Planning Network

It was agreed not to proceed with this.

11
Next Meeting 
The date of the next meeting will be on Tuesday 5th October 2010, at Langham Community Centre at 7.30pm. 
12
Any other urgent business
There being no further urgent business, the meeting closed at 9.10 pm.

12

