NEWPORT, WORMIT AND FORGAN COMMUNITY COUNCIL

MINUTES OF THE MARCH 2011 MEETING

HELD IN THE SMALL BLYTH HALL, NEWPORT, ON MONDAY 14th MARCH

Present were:
Mr Stewart McKiddie (Chair), Mrs Hilary Cunningham, Mrs Renee Hepburn, Mr Nicholas Johnston, Mrs Kate Legg (Secretary), Mrs Louise O’Neill (Treasurer), Mr Ian Paterson, Mr Stephen Rottger (Vice Chair), Mrs Vivien Rough

Apologies from:
Mrs Caroline Penny, Mrs Margaret Wright 

Cllr Maggie Taylor 

In attendance:
Cllr Tim Brett, Cllr Ron Caird

Visitors:
Mr David Francis, Fife Herald

4 Members of the Public

Chairman’s Remarks

The Chairman welcomed the members of the public attending. He invited those who had come to discuss specific issues to air these first before continuing with the agenda.

Busy Bee Nursery Planning Application
One of the nursery owners, the nursery Manager and the owner of a property neighbouring the nursery presented their viewpoints on the nursery’s recent application to Fife Council. This is to remove condition 3 of their 2005 application which restricts the number of children allowed in the garden at one time to 12. Cllrs Caird and Brett explained they could not comment on a planning issue. Following the February CC meeting, Mr Rottger had written to Fife Council Planning department giving a neutral comment on the application on behalf of the CC; namely that more detail about the numbers of children to be involved would be helpful . However, as there had been more than 6 objections, the application would now go forward to the Area Committee.

The neighbour stated that the original objection first made in 2005 is as relevant now as it was then. The condition is to protect the amenity of the residents. Nothing has changed for their rights; whereas the nursery has grown beyond its original numbers. The condition was put in place to protect these residents when a change of use was granted for a business in a residential and conservation area. From an application for 23 places, the nursery is now registered for 47. It had gone beyond that envisaged when the change of use was approved. She felt that the aspirations of care should surely remain the same; the real difference was a result of larger numbers of children. Thus the issue was really commercial – to maximise numbers and profits - not aspirational. If the numbers of children were reduced, the high aspirations of care could easily be met. She commented positively on the success of the 4 Busy Bee branches and suggested that, given the now large scale of this enterprise, it was perhaps more appropriate for them to re-locate to a non-residential area. Even with the current condition 3, there were problems with noise for residents. For example it was intrusive to shift workers trying to sleep during the day as well as those just out in their gardens. There was also the issue of cars dropping off 47 children rather than 23. She argued that nothing had changed for the residents, and their amenity was as relevant today as it was then. Instead the nursery was operating at a scale past that envisaged when planning was first approved. From records in the public domain, the original registration was for 23 places and in subsequent correspondence a number of up to 32 was quoted, with 43 places now advertised and in 2007 the Care Commission had approved up to 47 places.

The Nursery Owner responded that the original application had been made for the whole building therefore the expectation for a number of 47 had always been there, as the whole building gave space for this. However the registration had been initially made for 23, to start on a smaller scale as only the downstairs was converted at first. The intention was to then renovate upstairs, as they have now done. The expansion of the business is into the resources they already have (i.e. upstairs and the garden) and the numbers will not increase past this. She stated that the Planning Department had been aware of this long term plan. They were grateful to receive planning permission even with condition 3. They were full, and proving successful with 12 full-time members of staff.

The Nursery Owner admitted that they had not stuck to condition 3, though she noted that in 5 and half years they had not received even 1 written objection to noise levels. They wanted to discuss the restriction since they were currently breaking it. The owner detailed the plans for garden use. A poly tunnel and willow structure would be put in place. The current paved area used for bikes and tricycles that had previously caused noise disturbance to a neighbour would be re-purposed. There would be planting and growing, with a toddler garden for 10 children at the back door, with free access to it. If pre-school children were making use of the garden at the same time (2 groups of 8 potentially), that would mean 26 children in the garden. They wanted to know if that number could be considered feasible or what limit they needed to work within. The owner felt that the limit of 12 children was unrealistic and just not working for the type of business they were running. The children wanted to get out there. It was not about more money or more children but about how they were operating the business. They were willing to enter into a dialogue with the Planning Department and compromise if need be on a number, but 12 was too low. The Nursery Manager argued that children have the right to be outside just as those in the neighbouring houses do. She commented that the UN Human Rights Convention states that children do have the right to be outdoors. The neighbour replied that it was not a question of the rights of small children versus the rights of grumpy residents. Rather it was about the rights of residents versus the aspiration of a business who operates on a scale that is inappropriate.

Mr Paterson asked what measures had already been taken to contain noise. In the summer there had been a problem with staff actually being the noisiest in the garden as they sought to control children. This had been discussed with staff and they had been encouraged to bear this in mind. The Owner hoped to reduce the walking traffic to the back gate and a netball hoop had also been removed from a back wall. 

Mrs O’Neill asked for clarification on the amount of time children would be spending in the garden. The Manager responded that HMIE and Fife Equate Team were strongly pushing for children to be out in all weathers rather than just summer sunshine. Roughly in the summer the children would be out in the garden in 1 hour periods at 9:30-10:30, then after lunch, then in the afternoon and at some point in the late evening until 6pm. Thus 4 times in total, spread over the day.

Mrs Legg queried if parents used the front or back entrance to drop off children. The Manager responded that both were used, but more usually the front. Mr Paterson asked if the outdoor space across the road from the nursery could not be utilised. The Owner noted that other nursery branches only had small gardens and so used community gardens, such as at residential homes for the elderly. This had benefits for the residents as well as the children and she asked if there were any possible places in Newport that could similarly be used. However the Nursery Manager felt as they had an existing resource in the garden that should be used. A risk assessment of elsewhere, such as the Braes, would be a waste, she argued.
Placement of Recycling Skips 
Mr Jim Grant stated that Wormit Church had been approached by Environmental Services to have the 3 recycling skips from the Tay Bridge Halt re-housed at the Church Hall in Bay Road. Whilst the Church had no objections to trialling the skips for a few months, he sought the advice of the CC. Mr McKiddie noted that although the Church was central, the previous location had been better judging from the feedback he had received from Wormit residents. Mrs Cunningham warned that there had often been broken glass at the previous location, which could prove dangerous for the various Church Hall users. It was suggested that the new owners of the Tay Bridge Halt be approached to see if some arrangement could be made to return the skips to that location.

Minutes of the meeting held on 14th February, 2011

The minutes were adopted on the resolution of Mrs Vivien Rough, seconded by Mr Stephen Rottger with the following amendment: p.3 “Beattie” should read “Miezitis”

Matters arising from the Minutes

Zolotarevo Students Various hiccups have unfortunately meant a truncated visit of 8 days by the two students. A small reception would be held before they left and an appropriate gift presented to them. Mrs Legg would draft a letter for them to take home and Mrs Cunningham would purchase the gift.
Action : Mrs Legg & Mrs Cunningham 
Newport in Bloom & Wormit in Bloom Mrs O’Neill reported that a large tub was now outside the Wormit garage but had yet to be planted up. Two boats had been offered. After discussion it was felt that the gravel area under the Tay Road Bridge could be a more suitable site for the Newport boat, than by the metal sculptures. This would not be Bridge Board land so Fife Council’s Iain Barbour could be approached regarding this site. Cllr Brett informed the CC that a sheltered workshop, based in Glenrothes, could construct various wooden planters as they had for Falkland. Mrs Rough commented that the Rotary had offered manpower and a tub. Cllr Caird raised the option of using the local blacksmith to make hanging baskets as he had for Leuchars. Mrs Legg, Mrs O’Neill and Mrs Rough felt it was important to start at manageable levels. Planters, boats and window boxes could be more easily maintained versus the watering demands of hanging baskets. 
77 Bus Service & New Timetable Mr Rottger reported that there had been some displeasure that there was now 1 morning bus where there used to be 2. Some residents had complained that this bus had actually been too full at times to get on. The timing had been particularly bad as the new timetable coincided with road closures which meant re-routing. There had been incidents when drivers had had to be directed on which roads they could take by passengers themselves. Timetables had also been put up on the wrong bus stops i.e. on the incorrect side of the road. There had also been cancellations, so there was general disquiet. It was felt that there was a definite change in the approach of the new representatives from Stagecoach. Mrs Hepburn noted that she had seen a double decker on the route at 10:30pm which seemed hardly cost effective.
Priorities List It was felt that the finer details should be discussed by a sub-committee once the overarching priorities had been discussed here. The CC believed that item 4 needed more work. The issue of Waterstone Crook and sports would be split into a separate item. Mr Paterson, Mrs Legg and Mr Johnston would form a sub-committee on youth activities

Action: Mrs Legg, Mr Johnston, Mr Patterson

Mr Paterson raised the issue of problems of Fife Council run clubs at the Rio Community Centre. The Community Education Worker who supervised these groups was felt not to be reporting back to the Management Committee effectively and there were problems with these clubs being cancelled at short notice or running somewhat irregularly. This then had a knock-on effect with members not being retained. Mr Paterson felt the Rio was trying to do things, but needed better support. In contrast, the youth clubs run by the Community Centre themselves - which do not receive funding from Fife Council, and are run by volunteers - are maintaining their numbers. A new Community Education Worker would be taking over responsibility for the Taybridgehead area youth clubs in April. Cllr Brett felt that young people needed some kind of representation on the CC, such as, as co-opted members.

The problems of securing volunteers and helpers at the various youth organisations were discussed. Namely that parents tend to leave once their children have left a group and also people are reluctant to go through the Disclosure procedure. Mr McKiddie felt this illustrated his comments at the previous meeting of “locals for locals”. He proposed a campaign along these lines. The website could be used as well as flyers distributed by the CC, as they had for the Rio Community Centre, to encourage local engagement. Mr Paterson suggested a big community event, such as a gala. Mrs O’Neill said the Rio Community Centre had run carnivals before. Mr Paterson strongly urged moving for an annual event again, but stressed that he would not want the work of organising it.

Item 5 Mr Rottger proposed a map of the area with an index with businesses on it. The phonebox idea no longer seemed realistic.

Item 6 Mrs O’Neill gave an update on the Provosts’ pictures. It was decided that the 2 framed information items would be on the Blyth Hall and the Burgh. 

Mrs Legg felt that it would be relevant to refer to the Local Community Planning Consultation Document which is available on the Fife Direct website and might help in taking forward some of the items discussed in the priorities list. Cllr Caird made reference to this in his report, (appendix 1, point 10). Cllr Brett suggested following the example of Tayport by focussing on a specific goal i.e. the Trust aimed at the establishment of a sports centre and café.

Secretary’s Report and Correspondence

Stewart Milne Homes and Linlathen Developments have appealed to the Scottish Government against the decision made by Fife Council to refuse planning permission for the Kilmany Road development. Cllr Brett referred to this in his report (Appendix 2, point 11).

Cllr Caird stressed the need to pay attention to the TayPlan when planning matters were being discussed.

Mrs Legg felt attendance at the “Just about Managing” seminar would be useful given the Fountain Restoration project and would attend herself. She suggested there might be a need for a separate community trust to be established as in Falkland.

A92 Partnership Cllr Brett noted the advice from the Police was that the fatal accidents had not been a result of road engineering. If the road was upgraded to dual carriageway, residents had to consider that it would then be more attractive to HGVs travelling to Aberdeen etc.

9th-13th May new clinical system at the Doctors’ surgery Details in appendix 2, point 10.

Tay Estuary Forum Conference Cllr Caird would be attending for Fife Council and would be willing to report back to the CC as well.

Earth Hour Cllr Brett had spoken to the Vicarsford trustees regarding switching their floodlights off for this hour. The idea was symbolic, and although street lights would not be put out, it was hoped those on public buildings could be.
Refuse Collection Change See also appendix 2, point 15. Cllr Caird commented that the new recycling scheme had been explained well to Tayport CC and it was agreed that a representative from Environmental Services would be invited to similarly present at the next CC meeting.

Action: Mrs Legg
Planning Matters

6 applications, mostly routine such as porches, garages etc. Various neighbour notices had been issued. The exception is a change in outlying planning permissions already granted for the grounds of the Leng Home. 
Cllr Brett had had a query from a member of the public about some work not being within its planning permission and John Watson had been notified.
Treasurer’s Report

The balance of funds stands at £1,244.00 as 4 months’ rent was invoiced for at once. This is all up-to-date, but accounts for the Community Reception may not be processed this financial year.  Mrs Rough has found an ex-banker willing to do the Audit. Mrs O’Neill reassured the CC that spending was well within the guidelines and there could be no penalty for underspending. She suspected that the new grant system would probably see little change for the CC.

Councillors’ Reports

Cllr Caird reported : See Appendix 1

4. Mrs Hepburn felt the lack of advertising for Waterstone Crook needed to be addressed. Prices should be shown on FifeDirect for example and people needed to know there was a flat available for rent within the building. There was some discussion about the future of Waterstone Crook and Cllr Brett repeated the point he had made at an earlier meeting regarding lists of Council owned properties. Mrs Hepburn believed there should be an open meeting regarding the future of Waterstone Crook.

12. Mrs Hepburn hoped the new bin scheme would be properly rolled out given she was still waiting for her wire bin to be picked up. She felt a trip to a recycling centre could be useful. It was suggested she discuss this at the April meeting. Cllr Caird and Cllr Brett noted that Fife already rated as excellent in its recycling target. In Markinch the levels reached around 70% which is most unusual.

Cllr Brett reported : See Appendix 2

Mr Rottger queried if there had been any discussion regarding the Station Brae gap closure infrastructure with Fife Council. He felt there was a huge amount to be done and a date was needed for work to start.

3. Mr Rottger noted that the communication from BEAR had not been sent direct to the CC; rather all information had had to be passed on via Cllr Brett.

14. Mr Rottger felt this was positive.  However he and Cllr Caird noted with regret that Station Brae was not included in this resurfacing work. Mrs Cunningham and Mr McKiddie felt that Riverside Road in Wormit was dangerous. Cllr Brett reported that there were meetings underway on that issue.

5. Cllr Brett distributed paper copies of the leaflet for the CC

Other Business

Organisations Event Cllr Caird gave his apologies as Mr Rottger encouraged attendance by the CC on 23rd March at 7pm
Zolotarevo Reception CC members were also encouraged to attend this event on 16th March at 6:30pm. 
Date of next meeting : Monday, 11th April 2011

