@ MINUTES OF THE EXTRA

WISBOROUGH GREEN PARISH COUNCIL MEETING

PARISH COUNCIL

DRAFT MINUTES TO BE AGREED ON 15™ OCTOBER 2024

Date: Wednesday 25" September 2024

Present: Mr A Burbridge (AB), Mr P Drummond (PD) (Chairman), Mr D Hall (DH),
Mr A Jackson (AJ), Mr H True (HT), Mrs S Winship (SW), Mr T Worrall (TW),
Mr M Watson (MW)

Non-Attendance: Mr M Ogden-Meade (MOM)

In Attendance: Mrs L Davies, Clerk

Members of Public: Mr M Gadd (MG) — Wisborough Green Sports Trustee
Mr A Napper (AN) — Wisborough Green Sports Trustee
Mr J Wheatley (JW) — Wisborough Green Sports Trustee
WGS Club Member (RM) — Volunteer - Legal Advisor

The Chairman opened the meeting at 7.45 pm and welcomed everyone.

1. Apologies for Absence:
There were no apologies.

2. Declaration of Members’ Interests:
HT declared that he was a Vice-President of the Cricket Club. AB advised that he had previously
been a member of the Sports Association. No other interests were declared.

3. Minutes of the Last Meeting:
The Minutes of the meeting held on Tuesday 17" September 2024 were approved as a correct
record and signed by the Chairman.

4, Public Questions:
The were no questions.

5. Wisborough Green Sports Pavilion:

To aid full and open discussion, the Chairman proposed that WGS representatives be invited to
join the meeting table. All members resolved to support this motion.

The WGS Representatives joined the meeting.

a. Chairman’s Introduction:
The Chairman explained that this meeting had been called as a minuted Parish Council
meeting, with Wisborough Green Sports (WGS) Trustees in attendance, to reflect the
seriousness of the current situation which could not be addressed at an informal meeting.
As it was a full agenda with potential for lengthy discussion, he asked that contributions be
kept brief and strictly on topic. Whilst what he might say could, perhaps at times, be
uncomfortable, even harsh, it was time for all cards on the table. Neither the Parish Council
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or he personally carried any animosity towards WGS and he hoped the opposite was true,
and he wanted this meeting to be the start of a new partnership. He went on to add that
the Parish Council carried historic fault in that it had not been undertaking annual
inspections of the Pavilion, which it should have done, however, this did not absolve WGS
from its duty to maintain the building and its failure in not doing so.

MG welcomed this opportunity and explained that since the process to update the Pavilion
started in 2012, it had been agreed to spend a de minimis amount on the building to keep
it maintained and they had been working with the Parish Council on this basis. The
Chairman advised that he had no recollection of any agreement with regard to de minimis
spending although he could understand WGS’s rationale to limit spending on a building
that was to be knocked down. However, a new building was at least 3 or 4 years away at
best and as such, the issues needed to be addressed. MG confirmed that no one disagreed
and confirmed that action needed to be taken.

b. Fire Risk Assessment:
The report had been circulated to all. JW advised that the comprehensive report now
provided a clear understanding of the issues which could be categorised according to
priority; urgent, less so and items that were not required. He had had several meetings
with the inspector to prioritise actions and it was not so oppressive as he first perceived.
The overarching message was that much would be addressed in a new Pavilion with
modern safety standards.

Parish Council members expressed concern that the report had been available for several
weeks with some items identified as immediate/urgent action. Members were keen to
know what had already been undertaken and the timescale for the remainder. WGS was
responsible for the health and safety of anyone in the building and making the building
safe was critical.

JW advised that he was in the process of obtaining quotations. Unfortunately, summer
holidays and Trustee availability had delayed discussions but they had now been through
the report in detail. They were fully aware of their responsibilities but could only do what
they could in the available time; they were volunteers. He highlighted that a full fire alarm
system became a requirement in the 2018 Regulations. It was not feasible in the existing
building but would be included in a new building.

MG confirmed that the existing fire alarms were all mains powered, a local electrician had
undertaken a lot of rewiring about 2 years ago and the consumer units were changed. The
electrician was satisfied at the time that the building was electrically safe, but a certificate
was not issued.

AJ was concerned at the speed of action. He felt that a 5-yearly electrical safety test was a
standard check to achieve quite quickly and without the knowledge provided by this
report, he believed that it called into question whether the building should be closed. He
was personally very worried that this situation should be allowed to continue without
urgent action. He appreciated that not everything could necessarily be achieved
immediately but he wanted to see rapid positive resolution, within a few weeks. The risk
was too high in many areas. He could understand that the cost of the full fire system might
be left for the new building, but he was keen to see a schedule for the maintenance
requirements.

The following was agreed:
e The Trustees to prepare and submit a report to the Parish Council by Friday 4"
October 2024.
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e The report to document all the identified risks, in priority order, detailing what
and when action was being taken.
e Explanation to be given to any items not being addressed.

c. Schedule of Dilapidations (SoD):
The report, relating to the extant Lease, had been commissioned by the Parish Council in
August 2024 and circulated to all.

JW believed that a different direction with the SoD was necessary. He felt that the report
provided an opportunity for WGS and the Parish Council to work together otherwise he
feared that the two organisations could go further in divergent directions. He suggested
that a working group be established to review the SoD and agree the work to be
undertaken.

The Chairman advised that safety related items were the priority and there were two
options: address them and make them safe or to close that element of the Pavilion. It was
his understanding that not addressing the SoD would forfeit WGS’s automatic right to
renew the Lease. The Parish Council did not wish to be in dispute with WGS, but it was
essential that work was undertaken in a reasonable time frame especially with the Lease
expiring this December.

JW advised that the terrace/stairs had been addressed on several occasions over the years
and they were aware that this was a pressing issue. They had not yet fully reviewed the
report and identified the safety issues to be addressed hence he proposed the working
group to create the bridge between WGS and the Parish Council. The Clerk reminded all
that this was a working group, and any proposals would need to be agreed by the Parish
Council.

The Chairman recalled that at the meeting with the Trustees in May 2024, enhancing the
current building, until such time as a new building was confirmed, had been discussed. The
Trustees had subsequently pulled back from their optimistic response at the meeting; he
believed that there should be an interim stage for the current building. It was not until his
inspection following the May meeting that he had appreciated the appalling extent of the
deterioration. Addressing the concerns needed to be undertaken with urgency, having an
agreed schedule and timescale, preventing further deterioration of the building.

Being regular visitors to the building, JW explained that they had become familiar with the
building and were fully aware of the short comings. He felt that the only way to address
the deterioration was a new Pavilion; it felt insurmountable to maintain the current
building.

TW believed that it was useful to have an independent report identifying the risks and
agreed that the items within it needed to be addressed. He was fully aware that the
balcony and stairs were unsafe and believed that this should be fixed or closed. AN advised
that they were obtaining quotes for new stairs and balustrade, and they would be closed
until fixed. He also advised that some of the issues were already being addressed. MG
confirmed that JW was meeting contractors and repairs were being actively progressed
and that JW was understating the actions to date. He highlighted that if the building,
agreed in 2016, had not been overturned, there could have been a new building by now.
He urged all not to repeat this and to move forward with a new building.

The Chairman asked members for their opinion on establishing the working group, which
was unanimously agreed. The following councillors to be involved: AJ, MW, HT and SW. A
meeting to be arranged as soon as possible by the Clerk.
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d. WAGS Financial Position:
A link to the Charity Commission’s website, where annual reports were published, had
been provided to all. MG confirmed that the financial year end was 31°t October, and the
next financial report would be available by the end of the year. Finances were looking
good, with turnover and gross profit up on last year. Covid had a significant impact and the
graph on the website demonstrated the upward trend since. This primarily related to
increased membership and attendance; there were now three football sides.

e. WGS Membership:
The Parish Council wished to understand the membership numbers and the catchment
area. MG highlighted the Charity’s obligations related to Wisborough Green residents and
local villages and not extending membership beyond Wisborough Green would not be
fulfilling this obligation.

The Chairman was aware that the school places were now taken by many outside village
families. New families moving into the village could not get places unless starting at the
bottom of the school. He just wondered if this was also reflected in WGS membership.

MG explained that the furthest members were in London but they were people who grew
up in the village and returned to play sport. There were also people who could not afford
to live in the village but contributed hugely to the clubs. WGS was a small club which
attracted people from the outlying villages, having their memberships helped with WGS’s
sustainability. AJ agreed, but also questioned that a ratio imbalance could make the clubs
district, rather than village, based. MG advised that the Barnes Green youth football club
had been incorporated into WGS. They had thought long and hard about this decision, but
it now provided opportunity for youth football in the village which was not previously
possible. TW added that whilst many residents did not participate in sport, they enjoyed
and benefitted from watching it on the Green.

f. Lease:
RM, as a retired commercial lawyer, explained that he had been asked to offer advice to
WGS. He gave details of the lease re-negotiations that he had been involved in for local
sports clubs.

e Draft New Lease:

MG thanked Al for his efforts in offering to meet with the Trustees earlier in the
summer and apologised this had not been possible due to availability. AJ explained that
it would have been helpful to have a meeting to explain and give context to the
proposed structure. As requested, the draft Lease provided for a long duration and
linked to use of the Green to aid grant funding applications. Having earlier feedback
would have been useful as time was now pressing. It had been the intention to have the
new Lease in place and then switch it to a new building with an addendum for the
construction phase. Advice had been sought from the Parish Council’s solicitor as to
how best address use of the Green. The existing Lease extended to cover a 10m area
around the building. The Parish Council’s solicitor recommended a lease for the
building’s footprint (without a 10m curtilage) and a separate licence covering areas of
the Green used for sport; this would show the grant funding bodies the necessary
commitment. The Licence was linked to the ‘Village Green Policy’, of which WGS was
already aware. Being a long-term Lease, it was difficult to predict the future so this
arrangement would allow for updating as circumstances changed. Amendments could
be made to the policy without a need to alter the Lease or Licence.
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For a new building, MG agreed that the draft lease was not far off, but for the existing
building, there were many new and onerous terms. The Trustees accepted that a new
lease was required for a new building, but believed that at this time, the best course
would be to extend the existing lease in the short to medium term albeit with
amendments to bolster maintenance requirements. JW highlighted that it had taken the
Parish Council a long time to present the proposed Lease but appreciated the legal
issues. The Trustees wished to protect their existing rights in the current lease as they
felt they had a lot to lose.

AJ suggested that the Parish Council may be willing to allow a short-term extension, but
this would have a consequence with grant funders. A new Lease would need to be in
place for the transition to a new Pavilion.

e Lease Termination in December 2024:
RM explained that with the existing Lease WGS had a right to remain under the
Landlord and Tenant Act 1954. The easiest and most sensible solution would be to
continue with the current Lease under the provision of this Act. He agreed that grant
funders would want to see a long Lease, but this could be addressed with an Agreement
as an addendum to the Lease. The Agreement would demonstrate the Parish Council’s
commitment to grant a long Lease for the new building. In terms of the SoD, the
landlord could oppose renewal for persistent and continuing issues, but he highlighted
that the Chairman was incorrect with his previous statement that WGS could lose the
right to renew. It was a difficult and complex area, and to avoid large legal fees for both
parties and as time was pressing, he was happy to discuss the matter further, outside
the meeting. JW confirmed that WGS had resolved to address the SoD.

In terms of the proposed Licence, RM highlighted that as it was drafted, it could be
terminated on 6 months’ notice (corrected to 12 months by Al). This introduced an
element of uncertainty to grant funders. He believed that to remove this uncertainly,
use of the Green should be included in the Lease, but subject to the rules and
regulations defined in the Policy.

RM did not want to be adversarial but wanted to make the project work for both
parties. He suggested with the Lease rolling on, this should be reviewed against
planning and funding; PD suggested at initial 3 and 9 month points.

The following was agreed:
e WGS to provide comments on the proposed new draft Lease and Licence, to be
forwarded to the Parish Council’s solicitor for comment.
e To be included at the Parish Council’s October meeting:
o WGS to provide a progress update on addressing the SoD.
o To agree if the extant Lease should continue.

8.46 pm — RM left the meeting.

g. Parish Council/WGS Relationship:
The Chairman gave his explanation as to why he thought that the relationship had
declined. He felt that WGS considered that the Parish Council had constantly changed its
opinion on the new Pavilion, and he agreed that there was some validity in this criticism.
He believed that the Council had been, unconsciously, torn between two opposing
positions; the desire to support WGS in its pursuit of a new Pavilion and the underlying
belief that the proposed building was not right for the Green. It was his opinion that the
proposed design was not right for the Green being too big and the wrong design, and
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admitted that his opinion had changed since he first saw the design. He said that the Parish
Council was mindful of the restrictions that being on a registered village green imposed,
which the Clerk had been referring to for years and that WGS appeared not to have taken
this issue seriously enough. He provided details of the Rudgwick situation which was
resolved by allowing a commercial let of the building; this option was unavailable to
Wisborough Green Parish Council. The Parish Council was concerned about the viability of
a large building, especially given the restriction on any commercial, non-sport-on-the
Green related activity. If these viability concerns proved correct, the Parish Council and
village could be left with a deep financial liability. In addition, the new building, as
proposed, was duplicating facilities that already existed in the village at the Village Hall.

He also explained that the Parish Council was frustrated that WGS appeared not to take
responsibility for actions on the Green, for which the Clerk received complaints from
residents. The Chairman listed several items, which included lack of parking control, failure
to pick up rubbish, detritus left around the Pavilion and on the Green, and acting without
asking permission. There was an element of concern that WGS's inability to address these
issues currently could increase with a much larger capacity building with greater
attendance.

He believed that these points had contributed to the lack of trust and strong feeling on
both sides. He had set out how he felt this had come about and hoped that this could be
addressed and resolved.

JW commented that PD’s comments were not a good basis on how to work together going
forward. WGS were not oblivious to the comments made, however, he believed that PD’s
attitude did not help to move things along, looking back was not helpful. He claimed WGS
represented a more collective view over the current situation and Pavilion. It was a well-
supported sports club and facility in the centre of the community, with many people
engaged in activities. The Village Hall did not represent the collective attitude as seen at
the Pavilion; more people used the Pavilion. Providing a new Pavilion would see a
completely different attitude with its members, a willingness to work together and take
pride in a new building. It was important to provide a building that was right for everyone.

It was agreed by all that the Parish Council and WGS should work together and the
formation of the new working group to review the SoD was the first, urgent, step.

h. New Pavilion:
MG advised that the water neutrality data and report had now been updated and was
ready to submit to Chichester District Council (CDC). The ecology reports had exceeded the
3-year time limit and might require updating. The time delay had been caused by CDC not
submitting the water neutrality statement to Natural England. CDC had supported the
application, and he hoped the decision would be issued by the end of the year. MG had an
outstanding action to supply the planning application history to the District Councillors to
follow up if CDC advised that new ecology reports were required.

TW appreciated the joy that people gained from playing and watching sport. He
understood the need to update the Pavilion and appreciated the time and effort by
volunteers to manage the Pavilion and to progress the project. He supported a new
Pavilion but believed that this was an incredibly ambitious project. He had previously been
involved in a community project in another part of the country which had proved to be too
ambitious and left the club in financial difficulties. The build cost alone was a considerable
amount to raise but on-going costs should be considered. He advised preparing a business
plan to ensure that the proposal did not overextend WGS. Raising £1.25 million was a high
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target and he questioned what would happen if, say, only £750,000 had been raised after 3
years.

MG advised that the running costs of the new building would be less. He was fearful for the
amount of money that had to be raised; local and grant funding was required. Mr Calder
Smith, another Trustee, was working on a fundraising plan. He was also aware that the
Parish was likely to have a huge injection of Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) funding,
although he was aware that a future housing allocation had not been confirmed. In
response to the Chairman’s query over the anticipated figure, he advised that this had
been based on average figures for permitted sites. CDC also had access to other CIL
funding. WGS held £100,000 for the project and individuals in the community had also
offered support for 6 figure numbers. As it was a significant and important project within
the village, bringing benefits to many, WGS hoped that the Parish Council would support
with a substantial portion of any CIL funding. MG believed that the project was attainable.

The Chairman believed that consigning the old Pavilion to history should happen as quickly
as possible. He highlighted a design that CDC permitted in 2000, which, with internal
modifications, would meet WGS needs. He detailed the arguments for and against
switching designs.

For: Switching to this design would be cheaper to build (smaller building, use of existing
foundations, possible chance of reusing existing structural walls, lower demolition costs). It
would be faster to fund and would shorten the time to get the project underway. The
larger building would take longer to fund, if funds were not forthcoming the project would
need to be pushed back and during the delay, the current building would continue with the
related maintenance costs. A smaller building would be faster to build, potentially look
better (subjective) avoid excess space and negligible sprawl over the Green, increased bar
size and lower running costs.

Against: Club room size reduced, changing rooms upstairs, only one kitchen, building falls
foul of sports governing body stipulations and therefore would not attract sports body
grant funding. He had noted that Sports Body funding had reduced over the last 7/8 years
and without seeking this funding, it gave more freedom for the village, collectively, to
determine what to do on the Green.

He provided details of possible floor space for the current building, 2000 design and design
pending CDC approval and he believed that it should be given serious consideration. When
he first saw the new design, he was taken aback in a positive way. He questioned the size
and the need for the large upstairs space, in the new design, which he believed was not
required.

MG explained that the upstairs space was primarily dictated by the downstairs. WGS
currently lost potential income as they lacked a large enough function room, and sports
events had to be held elsewhere. Pulborough Rugby Club was able to provide several
different events each year which financially supported the club, which was in common with
many other clubs. He made the point that the income from these events would help in
making the larger new building financially sustainable. He had not looked at the 2000
design for some time and believed it would not address safeguarding issues and the
Disability Discrimination Act requirements; PD interjected by saying that in his opinion
these assumptions were incorrect. MG also explained that due to a potential change in
loadings, it could not be assumed that the current foundations would support the
increased weight and, in his experience, making amendments were often more difficult
than a new build.
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The Chairman explained that the Pavilion was essentially masonry walls with cladding.
There was no insulation, but this could be incorporated. Being a smaller building, it could
be achieved more quickly. The new design was an expensive one not least from the
different angles within it. He was especially concerned that the 2016 design was not in
response to a jointly agreed brief.

MG explained that ideas to extend the existing building had been considered but it was
agreed to plan for a building that would meet requirements for the next 60 to 100 years.
Increasing the size over the 2000 design was to meet regulations on changing rooms and
sustainability. MG had initially contacted the 2000 architect but he declined to help further
due to indecision at the time. A village consultation on the design and size had indicated
support and WGS was fully behind the proposal. Maintaining the current building was a
challenge and pride in the building had been lost. The new building was angled as the
current building was too close to the football pitch. In answer to HT’s question, he
confirmed that the Pat Crighton-Smith Legacy was ringfenced for maintenance or a new
pavilion. It was a precious gift, and they wished to spend it on a worthwhile project.

AJ confirmed that the brief was shared with the Parish Council after the design work had
started. JW questioned whether the Parish Council would now rescind support for the new
Pavilion. The Chairman advised that much of what he had mentioned were his personal
thoughts and that the 2000 design had not been discussed by the Parish Council as it had
only recently come to his attention.

Over the last 12 years, MG had spent considerable time and energy to progress the project.
If the Parish Council wished to proceed with the 2000 design then he would no longer wish
to be involved in the project.

Although TW concurred that the 2000 plan was worth further consideration, he
understood WGS's aspirations to achieve a larger building, however, personally was not
sure if it would be achievable and suggested that WGS be open to compromise if
fundraising proved difficult. AB agreed that an alternative plan should not be ruled out if
fundraising and the timeframe became a challenge. He personally could not believe that
MG was still involved and agreed that all should work together to drive the project
forward. DH agreed that the project needed to make positive steps. HT highlighted
obligations to residents and the law to ensure that the building was within the correct
parameters. SW agreed that bridges needed to be built and she hoped that the discussion
this evening and the agreed action to form the working group had helped.

MG advised that it was advisable to continue with the current application and obtain
planning permission; with consent in place it was then easier to make amendments. He
suggested that planning permission could be considered commenced if the foundation
excavations had started.

There was further discussion about sustainability, the size and location on the village
green. As there was some nervousness about the size, management and financial
sustainability, it was agreed that both WGS and the Parish Council should discuss further.
The Parish Council to agree it’s position on the new building at the October meeting.

Any Other Matters to Report:

a.

Fair Damage: AB highlighted that damage had been caused by the recent visit to the
southern end. There was substantial damage caused by the weight and vehicle supports. He
felt that the damage would pose a future health and safety concern and needed to be
addressed. The worst damage was at the edge of the Green where no drainage had been
installed. The Clerk advised that there were also indentations at the back of the Pavilion. AB
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to obtain a quotation for verti-draining and seed/fertiliser application; to be considered at
the next meeting.

b. Drainage: MW highlighted that at the August Fete he had noted that some drainage
trenches had sunk. AB advised that with the rain the shrinkage would be reversed. The verti-
draining would also help and would not impact the drainage system as the spiking was not
deep.

c. Cricket Club Grass Bins: Following recent work on the square, the Clerk had received
notification from a resident that more bins, pallets and a builder’s bag had been left on the
Green. WGS was requested to remove and relocate the two permitted grass cutting bins
back to behind the Pavilion for the winter.

7. Date of Next Meeting:
Planning Committee Meeting - Not required (Tuesday 1°t October)
Parish Council Meeting - Tuesday 15™ October 2024 at 7.45 pm

There being no further business, the meeting closed at 9.48 pm.

Signed by the Chairman: ... Dated:
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