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1.
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

Apologies for absence were received from: - Mr A Fitton, Mr J Wyatt, Mr R Davies, and Mrs S Redgrave
2.
TO RECEIVE A PRESENTATION OF THE PROPOSALS ON THE COLLEGE FIELD BY MR PETER DIFFEY

Mr Diffey advised that it has always been the college’s intentions to build on the college field.  Mr Diffey added that the College field is the only site that is shown on the ESBC Core Strategy and that any money from the sale of the site would go to the college.  He added that monies would also be reinvested into education, public open space and affordable housing.  
Mr Diffey advised that they were going to see what happens with other applications as they understand that applications are to be refused by ESBC on the grounds of prematurity.  He advised that the original development was built so that the facilities would cater for up to another 250 properties on the field.  
Mr Diffey advised that discussions were taking place with ESBC and have taken place with the education authority.  He advised that the outline proposals were for 120 houses to be served from the adjacent development through Forrest School Street and Needwood Avenue.  He advised that the site would be developed by the house builders and that the college would be submitting an application with matters reserved.  Mr Edwards expressed disappointment that the college as the applicant had not sent representation to the meeting.  He added that he considered the proposals to be premature and much bigger than anything the village would like.  He raised concern that the access does not allow for construction vehicles and added that the Parish Council did not support outline planning applications, using the previous application as an example where the proposals were for 60 new homes and then the application changed to 90 new homes.  He added that he did not feel that the developer had complied with the brief on the previous planning application.
Mr Diffey advised that if ESBC decided to allocate the site, then the brief would be jointly written up.  Mr Diffey was asked what the village would be getting as a result of the development.  He replied that there would be an area of public open space and an amount of affordable housing as well as a significant contribution to education.  It was argued that there would only need to be an investment into education as a result of any development and added that when the field was put into SCHLAA it was for 50% development and 50% open space.  It was noted that this had now been changed to 80% development and 20% public open space.  Mr Diffey replied that at that time, discussions were taking place about closing both John of Rolleston schools and having a single site primary school.  
Mr Diffey was asked why they were proposing 3 storey properties adjacent to 2 storey ones.  He replied that the ESBC design guide supports 3 storey developments.  Mr Diffey was questioned about the density of the proposed development, as the three options in ESBC Core Strategy were for 50, 100 and 150 houses.  He replied that 120 properties do not come up as high density.  Mr Diffey was questioned on the amount of children that 120 new houses would generate and where the education money would go.  He replied that the money would go to John of Rolleston Primary School who did not at present have capacity to accommodate additional pupils.  Mr Sanderson asked when the Local Education Authority would receive the money and Mr Diffey replied that it would depend on the 106 agreement.  Mr Diffey was asked to specify in any application that the education money should go to the Rolleston village schools.

The meeting was advised that 150 dwellings would be likely to generate the following: - 32 primary school places, 23 secondary school places and 6 6th form places.  Based on these figures Mr Diffey advised that the Education authority had requested the following:- 

32 primary school places £352,992.00 for John of Rolleston

23 secondary school places £382, 306.00
6 6th form places £90,000.00
2.
TO RECEIVE A PRESENTATION OF THE PROPOSALS ON THE COLLEGE FIELD BY MR PETER DIFFEY

Mr Diffey agreed to look into reducing the three storeys to two storey properties and agreed to review the parking and garage arrangements for the properties.  The meeting was advised that the Westbury Homes Development was built on 30 to 31 to the hectare and the proposals were to build 24 to the hectare.  

It was suggested to Mr Diffey that it was a travesty that the site had been built on in the first place and it was added that it was and still is a very important site for the village.  Mr Morris advised the meeting that he was Chairman of the Parish Council when the first application was submitted and that the Parish Council put forward lots of suggestions, but that when the developer came in, they were ignored.  Mr Diffey replied that the college would not be prepared to submit a detailed planning application as it would restrict them, but added that the development would have to comply with the design brief.  Mr Diffey added that the college had a responsibility to maximise its income.

Mr Diffey was asked if it would be prudent for them to hold off their application until the Neighbourhood Development Plan comes into force.  He replied that the college have wanted this land to be developed for a long time and because the Government had recommended presumption in favour of sustainable development that the developers had got together and saw that as the local authority did not have a Core Strategy in place that it would be an ideal time to submit planning applications.  He added that the college felt that it was being left behind.  It was suggested to Mr Diffey that the College should consider its Corporate Social responsibility.  It was added that whilst the village understood the need for some development, the consensus was that people wanted to see public open space.  Mr Diffey was advised that one of the initial criticisms of the plan would be a lack of green space within the development.
Mr Diffey advised that as far as the college were concerned their corporate social responsibility is that this brings in income for their facilities.  Concern with regards to the proposed number of houses was raised and Mr Diffey was asked if the college were prepared to negotiate in terms of numbers.    Discussion took place around land values and Mr Diffey added that a valuation was currently being undertaken to see if the college would get better value from a lower density development.  It was put to Mr Diffey that the college have come in to prematurely and if 50 or maybe slightly more properties been proposed, then the proposals may have been more seriously considered.  Mr Diffey replied that the original brief was that an application should be submitted ASAP into the New Year but that this had now changed.  He advised that the Council is indicating that it is going to be refusing applications based on prematurity and that if this was to happen, then the application will not be submitted it will be submitted into the Local Development Framework.  Mr Diffey advised that if other applications are submitted and approved, then it would also have an impact on this application.

Mr Diffey was thanked for attending the meeting.
3.
TO DISCUSS THE PROPOSALS

This took place under item 2 on the agenda.

4.
TO AGREE A RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSALS

Initial comments were that the number of proposed houses was too high, the size of the development, that 2 ½ and 3 storey properties would not be acceptable and that the application was premature.  Concerns were raised about access and the existing infrastructure, including the capacity of the pumping station.  Discussion took place around the Corporate Social Responsibility, a legal document that the college should have in place that would need to be considered by the board when making decisions.  It was agreed that the Parish Council should formulate a response to be sent to Burton College and to try and arrange a meeting with the senior planners, Philip Somerfield and Steve Harley at ESBC and ask them to refuse applications based on prematurity.  It was suggested that the Parish Council should write to Eric Pickles.  
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