GRAYSHOTT PARISH COUNCIL

Minutes of an Extraordinary Meeting of the Council held in the Council Office, Grayshott Village Hall on 14th December 2009


Present 
Mr. C. Slaughter, Chairman, Mr. C. Thompson, Mrs. J. Gale, 

Mr. I. Robinson, Mr. H. Murphy, Mr. S. Georgii, four members of the public and the Clerk Mrs. L. Pennick.

1. Apologies – Mr. C. Jones & Mrs Myers.  Noted as absent – Mr Fudge. 
2. Declarations of Interest - none
3.
Local Development Framework - Core Strategy Consultation
The Chairman, Mr Slaughter reminded Councillors that this was an outline plan only at this stage.

Item 5.158 It was noted that the statements comply with the Grayshott VDS

Item 5.159 It was agreed that the “Relatively frequent bus services” was incorrect and should be replaced with “An infrequent bus service. There is an hourly service during the day ceasing at 7pm with a severely restricted service on Sundays. There is no convenient way of reaching Liphook or Petersfield by public transport.
Item 5.160 Noted.
Item 5.161 It was agreed that maintenance of the local gap should be deemed “vitallv important” and that this should be amended in the second line of the paragraph.

Item 5.162 Reference to the Heathlands SPA was noted.
Item 5.163 Noted.
Item 5.164 The number of households in Grayshott awaiting affordable housing was noted. More houses would mean more business for retailers which would be welcomed as commented by shopkeepers to a Parish Councillor.
Item 5.165 The Chairman advised that this was a 20 year view and that the 50 houses earmarked for Grayshott were a quota devised to meet the government process. 
The meeting was adjourned to hear from members of the public and then reconvened. 
It was agreed that over the next few years there will be a greater demand on Grayshott’s infrastructure, schooling and surgery facilities owing to the provision of 29 flats for the elderly currently underway on the Surrey corner of Boundary Road and the future development of Hindhead following the closure of the existing A3. It was agreed that EHDC should be requested to bear this in mind when considering the number of dwellings allocated to Grayshott.
Item 5.166 The local gap from Waggoners Wells Estate westwards to Fairlands needs to be preserved. Concern was expressed that the local gap could be reduced in size in the future. Development at Hindhead would create further water run-off which silts up the drains. It was noted that Waggoners ponds are silting up, possibly from sand washed down from Bramshott and the lack of maintenance to water filters and ditches effectively reducing the size of the ponds considerably over the years. 
Item 5.167 It was noted that an application to build on the far side of Kingswood Firs was refused about five years ago as this area is outside the Settlement Policy Boundary.
Item 5.168 Councillors were unclear where or what constituted poor quality or poorly located employment in the area, as stated. 
Item 5.169 It was noted that a comment in the Conservation Area consultation suggested that Grove House could benefit from re-development. All frontages onto the village centre are occupied either by housing or existing shops. It will therefore be impossible to provide any additional retail or commercial outlets hence the penultimate sentence in this paragraph should be deleted. On the other hand it was strongly agreed that there is a need to maintain the balance between commerce and homes in this village.
Item 5.170 The statement that traditional shop fronts should be retained was supported.
Item 5.171 It was noted that there will be a public exhibition / consultation in January in respect of the Traffic calming Plans for Crossways Road which will highlight the views of residents in the Village and whether it is possible to slow traffic down whilst keeping it free flowing. It was suggested that noise levels of traffic in properties varies at different heights of floor levels and whilst parked cars can be a natural traffic calmer they can be hazardous to pedestrians trying to cross the road. It was felt that pinch points receive mixed responses.
The Meeting was adjourned to hear from members of the public and then reconvened. 

It was agreed that although the VDS does indeed comment on pinch points, current thinking in the village would be to delete the section “such as well positioned and attractively designed pinch points” whilst retaining the following wording with regard to on-street parking.

Item 5.172 Noted.
Item 5.173 As well as “in and around the village and from the surrounding areas” the statement should state “to and from the village and surrounding centres of population” as there is currently no convenient way of reaching Liphook or Petersfield by public transport.

Item 5.174 Reference needs to be made to the Sport and Recreation Study co-funded by EHDC, Grayshott Parish Council and the Grayshott Sports Field Committee on the prospective use of the Sports Field. A copy has been given to Mike Mahoney at EHDC.
Item 5.175 It was noted that reference to cycle paths meant off-road paths. Grayshott has sufficient space for additional allotments and we are in the process of creating further plots. More can be provided should there be a sufficient demand. The final sentence is therefore not required.

Item 5.176 Noted

Item 5.177 The Council supports this view.

Item 5.178 Reference needs to be made to the Sport and Recreation Study co-funded by EHDC, Grayshott Parish Council and the Grayshott Sports Field Committee in this respect which highlights use of Grayhsott Sports Field facilities by members living outside the village. Councillors did not know of any sporting facilities at the Millenium hall in Liphook but these would only be easily accessable for Grayshott residents by car.

Item 5.179 Noted

Item 5.180 It was noted that The Grayshott and Hindhead Institute & Village Hall, to give it its full title, is required by constitution to cater to the needs of Grayshott, Churt, Headley and Hindhead, which it does in practice. The statement that Grayshott would benefit from a community hall which is dedicated to the village is therefore valid.

The Meeting was adjourned to hear from members of the public and then reconvened. 

Further comments with regard to para. 5.165 were made. Some councillors were unhappy with the idea of “infilling” in the village but were aware of the restrictions imposed by planning laws and the need to comment within these guidelines. Councillors are aware that a review of the Policy Settlement Boundary will be considered within the next 2-3 years and it was felt that this would be relevant to the decision making process.

CP11 Preferred Policy Approach 

Housing and the Environment
It was noted that there was a need to respect the proximity of the SPA and emphasis should be given to the retention of the local gap between Grayshott and Headley.

Retail 
Infill development in the village centre is highly unlikely as all spaces are taken.

Community Facilities

With an above-average elderly population, their needs for exercise and sports facilities should also be addressed.

The meeting closed at 9.20pm

Signed ……………………………..

Date………………………………….
