Rolleston on Dove Parish Council Responseto the Draft Cor e strategy

I ntroduction

Rolleston Parish Council has great concerns abeutdntent of the Draft Core Strategy. This doaume
itemises many of the concerns.

Whilst the Parish Council accepts that natural ghaw Burton and Uttoxeter, if managed well, cahamce
the lives of residents it is our belief that thentners and locations proposed for future housingacessive
and will be detrimental to the well-being of thestixg population.

One of the main features of the Strategy is theldgwment of four main 'strategic villages'. Itlie Parish
Council's view that the selection of the villageswong and does not sufficiently take into accdaaiities
in the villages; The policy is wrong in that it asges that just because a village is large it car@ica large
development. Logic might say that the oppositeus and extra development in already large vikag#l
threaten the identity of the communities. To makéllage a 'service centre' for the surroundirepawill
change the identity of the village forever.

The Parish Council believe that a number of newshsielow 10,000 would be acceptable to the present
residents and achievable by ESBC.

The Parish Council accept that the proposed DrakBlevelopment in South Derbyshire will actually bav
a much bigger effect on Burton than South Derbyshirey submit that the inclusion of the proposed
development in the ESBC document is misleadingl@ads to the incorrect calculation of the 5 yeapy
and should be removed.

Although the projected figures have been derivethfCentral and Local Government sources, theyyre b
their very nature out of date. The Draft Coretetyg anticipates an increase in population of 3310
natural growth and an additional 13,100 by inwaidration. The latter figure does not distinguigtvieen
inward migration from elsewhere in the UK due tb ghange and immigration from outside the UK. Any
immigration content reflects the policies under phevious Labour Government whereas the present
Government have pledged to cut net immigration faetor of 10. In-migration due to outside famnslie
finding employment in ESBC must be good, but withalbust plans to increase employment in the area
may be hard to achieve.

There is no section in the Draft Core Strategy Wisicows how growth in employment will come aboud an
more significantly how the Council will ensure tlaaty such growth stemming from Government poliges
in high value manufacturing and technological irides and not in storage and distribution.

The case of Corby whose Council, when they losstlel industry, decided that building houses would
encourage the inflow of industry, is a salutargtes Corby is now the re-possession capital oiKe
Building houses does not attract business invegtrmameased employment opportunity created byrimss
investment leads to increased demand for houses.

To summarise; the draft Core Strategy has as oite wiain aims to improve the quality of life ofisting
residents of the Borough. It is The Parish Colmbitlief that the proposed Strategy will be todb&iment
of the quality of life of the majority of the existy population.



DETAILED COMMENTSON THE DRAFT CORE STRATEGY

PREFACE

Preface Para (iv) ESBC claim they are seeking to provide the appatgievel of development in the
borough. It is felt that 13,000 new homes is hetappropriate level of development as it is farhigh and
requires far too much in-migration. ESBC do navidle evidence to show that they can facilitate the
number of new jobs needed to sustain such a laggease family formations. The penultimate sergenc
should read It is not a case of no development but rather of how much development and where.”

INTRODUCTION

Para 1.1 ESBC states that ‘planning’ should make places bettep&ople. Building lots more houses in the
strategic villages will increase traffic and themef make places more congested for people. Therefo
improvements to infrastructure resulting in improveaffic flow should be introduced before any ksgale
development is permitted.

Para 1.2 ESBC state that planning authorities should pro@uCere Strategy that reflects local people’s
needs and aspirations. The proposals in all thpé&ens are for 13,000 new houses to cater fonerease
in population of 16,620, 78.8% of which are a dimesult of in-migration; therefore they cannot be
described as local people. The only true way taldish what local people want is to have a reféuem

Para 1.3 ESBC states that the Core Strategy cannot be cpitréhe Regional Spatial Strategy
(RSS)/national policy without evidence to supparne. The number of houses determined by the RSS wa
partly determined by East Staffordshire being aw@ndPoint which meant that central government would
provide funds to improve the infrastructure neefdeddditional housing. Since central governmexd h

now stopped funding Growth Points and thereforpd providing money for the required infrastruetur
improvements there can be no requirement to adbeh® RSS numbers.

Para 1.6 This contradict$ara 1.3 when it states that the vision no longer has tmlggeneral conformity
with the RSS therefore there is no need to adloetteet 13,000 stated in the RSS.

Para 1.7 States the importance of community involvement so thatdbmmunity has a sense of ownership
of the plan. The community will never feel thalb#ts contributed if all of its comments are igngiadtead
they will think that ESBC has gone through a cotadign process purely to put a tick in the appraterbox.
Ask the community if it agrees with planning for,1B0 increase in population due to in-migrationlstithe
local population only increases by 3,510. Themigvidence to show that local employment oppdtiasm
will increase to accommodate the large number -ofiigrants resulting in increased competition foy an
local jobs and a considerable number of people astingnlarge distances to work, which is not susthie.

POLICY CONTEXT

Para 2.2 Refers to existing Planning Policy Statements (PPS) dadrfihg Policy Guidance (PPG) that set
out central government’s policies but there ism@treg government consultation that is running coremnt to
this one that will replace all of the existing downts with a much smaller document with considgrabl
different policies so why try and conform to somegithat will be scrapped before the Core Strategy
introduced?

Para 2.3 ESBC states that central government’s planningotivgs are based on the 1999 strategy and
PPS1 but in the current consultation on the NatiBr@nning Policy Framework (NPPF) central governime
has a new set of definitions and objectives, so tmhgnd develop a Core Strategy on out of dateepts?



POLICY CONTEXT (continued)

Para 2.4 There is nowhere in the Draft Pre-Publication ®fat Options that suggests which sites are to be
developed first so how can ESBC claim that a gsioxill be to develop brownfield sites before gréelal
sites? There is no mention of employment landh@se options.

Para 2.5 Given that one of the policies in the proposed NBRBE remove any protection of employment
land so that it can be developed for housing, ESB@lIld have produced details of the 5 years su@plya)
of employment land that is separate to the housiteg. There is no point in building houses withwaving
employment available for the new in-migration paian.

Para 2.7 Acknowledges that the current (PPS) and (PPG) are to be imrtiinegplaced but still works to the
existing policies. This will create a Core Stratélgat is out of date before it comes into force.

Para 2.8 States that until the (RSS) is abolished they form p&rthe existing development plan but para. 1.6
states that the ‘Vision’ no longer has to be inegahconformity with the (RSS). Both statementsncd be
correct.

Para 2.9 ESBC states that it wants to maintain the ambition astbn that was part of the RSS but ignores
the fact that the house requirement numbers séh dhie RSS were because the funding for infratitreco
facilitate these numbers was to be provided by Etffordshire being a Growth Point and this fuad h
now been withdrawn.

Para 2.11 What is the point in producing a Core Strategy tB8BC acknowledge will need adapting and
adjusting as soon as it is created ?

Para 2.12 ESBC suspended their planned programme of produacidgre Strategy in 2010 because they
were uncertain of what was going to be in the LisoaBill. The bill has not been finalised so whas
changed that they now consider that they can re@methe Core Strategy?

Para 2.15 ESBC states that Local Enterprise Partnerships #Pbe empowered to create the right
environment for business and economic growth bilitagcissues such as planning and housing. Ifithis
true it is introducing an extra layer of regulatiarthis area which is not what is claimed in thacalism Bill
or the (NPPF). Also if this statement is true vehisrtheir involvement in the preparation of thiwr€
Strategy?

Para 2.17 This statement is so vague that it is meaninglédsis not known what power or influence an
(LEP) might be given at some future date how cansairategy be formalised? It is possible that(itteP)
could be given power to change anything and everythThe Localism Bill and (NPPF) are quite cléeat
power should be devolved to local communities temeine how their communities will develop so how
can a (LEP) override the aspirations of the locahmunity?

Para 2.18 As already acknowledged by ESBC the (RSS) will soendplaced by the Localism Bill so its
contents will be of no material concern. It issalily out of date, in that Growth Point status myés exists,
therefore reference to it is largely irrelevant.

Para 2.19 It seems incredible that ESBC can claim that paat pdssible future development in another
region can be considered as part of ESBC’s hoysiogjsion. The proposed development at Drakelow is
for 2,200 new houses along with some employmergedms totally illusory that ESBC can claim th&0D
(91%) of these houses can be included in theirihgysovision figures. Also ESBC will have no caitr
over when this development will take place.



SPATIAL PORTRAIT

Para 3.1 Itis not clear what makes East Staffordshire’sggaphic location ‘strategic’ nor is it understood
how Burton on Trent can claim to be the capitahefNational Forest. If ESBC consider Burton tdhme
capital of the National Forest why has no sectidé honey from previous developments been used to
enhance the National Forest by allocating land@adting trees? Why does tree planting not featigkly
in proposed developments?

Para 3.6 This paragraph does not make sense. It states thpofhaation figures do not take into account
expectations regarding future house building betgbpulation is predicted to rise 13,110 as a tnesult
of in-migration. This increase in population woble untenable without a lot of new homes beingtjuil
otherwise the migrants would have to stay in hatelsould be homeless. House building will attriaet
migration rather than catering for its’ occurrence.

Para 3.7 Table 4 shows the population of East Staffordshire iasieg by 16,620, 13,110 of which are due
to in-migration. Why is this figure so high? Itnearly four times the increase in population lattied to
local people. Are the people who are predictetidwe into East Staffordshire coming from other aiiea
the United Kingdom or from overseas? If they amming from within the United Kingdom where are they
coming from? It would be interesting to check @ere Strategy from the districts where they cuiyeite

to make sure their population figures reduce acnghyl How and where is the employment being @dat
for such a large population increase?

Para 3.13 This paragraph states that household projectianbased on recent demographic trends which
will provide the numbers of projected householarfations for existing residents of East Staffordshint
these figures cannot possibly predict the numbéiookeholds formed by in-migration. This has to be
governed by the amount of housing and employmexttisravailable. The source of projected household
formations needs to be clarified. It also needsfying if Table 8 includes the 12.4% reduction in
household formations in the West Midlands and 20rdétiction in the East Midlands as projected by the
Dept. Communities and Local Government (DCLG) isittldlocument published on 26lovember 2010.

Para 3.16 This paragraph recognises that East Staffordshiesing manufacturing jobs and acknowledges
the need for world class companies to locate leecedate highly skilled jobs but does not explaimlit
intends to do this. Instead it has allowed too yrlagistics companies to set up distribution centrere
creating a centre of low paid employment. Wheeeadirthe new residents in East Staffordshire gbing
work? The Draft Core Strategy makes no attemptitfress current employment shortfalls of existing
population, and particularly the is phenomena oENE& (Not in Education, Employment or Training) et
economy.

Para 3.17 Acknowledges that East Staffordshire has permitted the buildihgigh class office
accommodation on Centrum 100 but seems puzzled thighificant amount of this office space is it |
These offices like the huge warehouses that hase beilt and not let obviously do not fit the criteset by
potential tenants. This would indicate that wendbwant speculative building that appetr$e filling a
need. What we need is well positioned and sengreployment land on which new companies can build
bespoke workshops and offices to fit their neeathier than adjusting their needs to suit that whih
already been built.

Para 3.23 The fact that East Staffordshire with 30.4% andonaily 31.3% of the working age population
are qualified to degree standard or above indidhtgsEast Staffordshire and the United Kingdomrere
longer manufacturing centres. This Core Stratégykl attempt to rectify this problem.

Para 3.34 Who crowned Burton on Trent the ‘capitol of the NatibRorest?

Para 3.44 The Old River Dove is in Rolleston on Dove not MarstonDove which is in Derbyshire.



SPATIAL PORTRAIT (continued)

Para 3.48 It is not clear what “Similarly in certain villagesciuding Barton and Rolleston flood risk
constraints need to be understood “means. It taiody true that the surface water drains needrstipg
from the foul drains before any more developmeall@ved in Rolleston. This is a very importantrmgaind
the wording is again so vague as to be meaninglBiss.paragraph states the need to understandhmver
need for action.

KEY ISSUESAND CHALLENGES

Para4.1
Accommodating Growth:-

Second bullet point; creating sustainable commemitthen 78.9% of the population is from outsid&adt
Staffordshire and possibly from outside of the WKild be recreating the problems encountered iffifties
and sixties when large numbers of immigrants pdpdlareas of towns and cities

Sixth bullet point; ensuring adequate provisiom@fastructure and services is indeed very impanban
there is no indication what ‘adequate’ is nor howill be achieved.

Ninth bullet point; also states that adequate stftecture is provided without defining ‘adequatehow it
will be achieved.

Housing:-

Second bullet point; there already is an extrergelyd higher end housing mix with many houses ft& aa
various prices starting at several million poundg/u to less than one hundred thousand pounds, it is
therefore suggested that many professional wotkersutside of the borough for reasons other faak of
choice.

Fifth bullet point; the Office of National Statieti (ONS) suggest that 78.9% of the increase inlptipn of
East Staffordshire between 2008 — 2033 will betdua-migration. How have they arrived at that fig@ It
is totally unsustainable, if the whole country wagxperience that sort of increase it would amaaoint
hundreds of thousands of people every year, ndetieof thousands that Central Government haasset
targets. The reason for large numbers of in-migmah the recent past is largely due to the nunaber
Eastern European countries joining the Europeannjmince this is not being replicated in the rixt
years there is no evidence to suggest that in-tdgravill continue at such a high level.

(ONS) predict that there will be 6,301 householarfations by existing residents of East Staffordshir
between 2008 — 2033. ESBC are planning for 2,0@itiadal households formed as a result of economic
growth, surely these additional 2,000 householtibvlthe element of in-migration making a totaB@01
new households formed during that period. It faltp unreasonable for East Staffordshire to forameil
policies to accommodate an additional 4,699 houdstioom outside of the district.

Sixth bullet point; the requirement for findingestfor 8,771 dwellings is challenged above. Theept of
claiming 2,000 houses in another County, the olakBlow power station site was not allowable when th
Regional Assemblies existed so what has changedke them allowable now? Have South Derbyshire
District Council agreed to ESBC including 2,000 dimgs in their figures?



KEY ISSUESAND CHALL ENGES (continued)

Table 9

The housing requirements from 2006 — 2031 shoulgl®@1 not 13,000

8,301 less 2,080 = 6,221 houses to be built iméehe 20 years = 311 houses per year not 520

Total Completions and Housing Capacity- Outstandiregfacts = 4,229

8,301 — 4,229 = 4,072 dwellings requiring sites

4,072 - 2,717 = 1,355 dwellings needing Greenfigélek instead of 4,054 See Appendix 1

Par 4.2 ESBC state that their priority will be to bring ¥eard predominantly brownfield sites ahead of
releasing Greenfield, this view will be supportedali except land owners and developers but there n
indication how this will be controlled. The conditis in ESBC’s Policy Statement on Brownfield and
Greenfield Land Release do not support this pyianitas much as ESBC cannot show a 5 year supply of

deliverable brownfield sites. It is suggestedRlioficy Statement should be revisited to supporptitity.

First bullet point; it is disappointing that ESB€ anot including the whole of the Core Strategyhieir
consultation.

EMPLOYMENT

First bullet point; it is not clear what is meagtlbw value manufacturing but manufacturing jobsioy
type should be encouraged. If, as a country ounufia@turing base continues to erode we will be ddpst
on imported goods, with an economy reliant on éngary sector which is plainly unsustainable. Wha
evidence does ESBC have to suggest that they tantahore knowledge based industries to the area?

Second bullet point; to retain high value added jabd people with high level skills will entail keeg
manufacturing companies in the Borough. Burton eniused to be world leaders in manufacturing
industrial buildings but now all of those compartiese gone, as have all their management and design
teams.

Third bullet point; this paragraph seems to sugtiedtESBC is aiming too high, it should be encgurg

all manufacturing companies to the area not jushilgh tech companies. What evidence does ESBCthave
indicate that they will be able persuade advancadufacturing operations to the Borough insteadloéo
areas within the Local Economic Partnership (LER)lich it belongs?

LEISURE

Given everything in this document prior to thistgatit is incredible that the statement “if popida
growth is significant” is used. Does this mean t88BC do not know if this plan is deliverable? Hoan
ESBC be claiming that the ‘strategic villages’ wiive to be subjected to largely unwanted developme
when they are unsure of how much the populatiohimgtease.

Para 4.3 It is agreed that policies need to be establisheiforoving services etc. within the villages and
rural areas but these policies must take accowvhat local residents want. There must be proper
consultation with existing residents before anyqies are determined.

Para 4.4 1t is not true to say that the future health of géla and rural areas is dependent on whether or not
rural employment and enterprise flourish, most peeamo live in villages do so because of the absaic
industrial estates and they pay a premium in hptse for the privilege.



VISION

Para 5.1 It is very interesting and confusing to read theaasps to Issues and Options East Staffordshire
Core Strategy Local Development Framework documésgtre only 51% of the respondents thought the
Vision reflected the needs and character of tHerdifit parts of the borough. Why has such a poorly
supported vision been adopted?

Para 5.2 Now that the (RSS) is being replaced by the LocalisinaBich does not set housing targets and,
bearing in mind that the housing requirements (RSS) were increased because East Staffordshg@aw
Growth Point which meant it could apply for cengavernment funding to provide infrastructure for
additional housing a situation that has now besoattitinued, why are ESBC still trying to achieve th
housing targets set by the (RSS)?

Para 5.3 whilst accepting that some growth is inevitable and reszg<00 much growth created by too
much in-migration is not going to sustain the duediand attractiveness of the area that exiséaglents
value. If we wanted to live in a large city we Mdmove to one. The true strength of East Staffoire are
the people who live here so to dilute the inpubokl people by such large in-migration will ineabty
change what existing residents value.

Para 5.8 Before ESBC imposes changes to the rural areas it isestigg) that they discuss what changes the
rural areas want. Turning rural villages into drt@alvns will not be seen as a benefit.

Para 5.11 In the past twenty years East Staffordshire hasstmstany manufacturing firms and jobs and
replaced them with low paid low skilled logistiggpé of industries and jobs that it is refreshingde that
ESBC intends to attract high skilled, highly paatdg that require sufficient housing provision asrive
borough that reduces the overall levels of comngutiwould it not therefore be prudent for ESBC to
identify where these new industries and jobs welldcated so that housing development can be lbcate
accordingly? There is no point in creating jobsme area and housing in another area and thewtexpe
people not to commute, which is against the conegplistainable development promoted by initiatiseesh
as the Carbon Challenge. Somewhere in this dodushenld be a section explain how the high tech and
management jobs will be created. Otherwise thissiswhistling in the wind.

Para 5.17 The acknowledgement that Uttoxeter has not incceasgloyment opportunities to match the
amount of housing that has recently been buitiésviery reason why it is believed that the provisiad
location of employment sites should be determirefdre it is decided where new housing development
should take place.

Para 5.19 Growth in rural villages is expected but the growth sisgge in the three options that form part of
this consultation cannot be described as sensiteaningful discussions should take place witkalrur
communities to see how they would like to see dgueknt take place as it is obvious that those mmiodu
this consultation document do not understand whiportant to them.

Para 5.20 an explanation is required as to where the localgpportunities will come from.

Para 5.22 Surely there is an argument for integrating commmesirather than ensuring they remain separate
by catering for their separate needs.

Para 5.24 By proposing to build 11,000 new homes in and ardumdon on Trent it is inevitable that the
Borough will become an area of large residentigetipments. The numbers being planned for armtar
high.



VISION (continued)

Para 5.25 Since this Core Strategy is so ambitious it woulikensense to ensure that all of the identified
Brownfield sites for housing and employment areedigyed before releasing any Greenfield sites. This
could easily be achieved by revisiting the Politgt&ment on Greenfield and Brownfield Land Release.

Para 5.26
First bullet point; given the size of the proposedelopments in the rural areas it is highly urljikeat the
existing bus services will be altered without assdy being provided by ESBC. s this what is being

envisaged to create the excellent transport coiumacthat are mentioned?

Second bullet point; The scale of additional hogigiroposed by this strategy will certainly havedatened
the choice of housing, there will be that many gniq@tuses that people will be able to take theik.pic

Fourth bullet point; the only way to truly presetire open countryside is not to build on it. Thédruly
sustainable field is a field. Once built on a fieddho longer a field.

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE CORE STRATEGY

Para 6.1 It is correct that community involvement is essertiglthis involvement must include listening to
what is said by the community even though it mighit be what ESBC want to hear. Have the community
been asked if they want 78.9% of the populationgase to be as a result on in-migration?

Para 6.3 It is stated that the Strategic Options documeba&ed on the evidence gathered from previous
consultations; unfortunately there was virtuallyfmm consensus of opinion on most questions pased
probably the most important question ‘do you aghe¢ East Staffordshire needs 13,000 new homes
building’ was not asked. Why not hold a referenchmthe issue?

Para 6.6 All of the questions set out in previous coreidins revolve around ESBC facilitating the
building of 13, 000 new homes by 2026 and to aahtbis it is inevitable that there would have to be
significant change in the Borough. However sirieelast consultation both the (RSS) and GrowthtPoin
status have been scrapped and since Growth Pains sbfluenced the number of houses to be buthén
(RSS) there can be no justification in maintairtimg figure of 13,000 set out in the (RSS). GrofRdint
money was to provide the infrastructure neededdditiate the building of 13,000 new homes. Nowatth
Growth Point status has been abandoned wherehwifiunding for infrastructure to facilitate the loing of
13,000 new homes come from?

Para 6.8 Building on Greenfield sites was seen as inevitable bedaase is insufficient Brownfield land to
build 13,000 new homes on; again it is felt thaD08 homes is too high a target. There is alscheogin
this consultation for respondents to give theimgen which Greenfield sites should be developest dind
this was an accepted requirement expressed inmglweops Issues and Options consultation.

Para 6.9 As mentioned before it is felt that the locatioreaiployment land should be addressed before
locations for housing developments are decided #iphasing of the creation of new employment
opportunities. Why has this not been done?

Para 6.10 It is claimed that the Core Strategy is supported bymber of technical studies.

The Growth Point Programme of Development is ngéoirelevant.

The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessniegd not been adopted; it does not impact on howman
houses are needed



The Settlement Hierarchy has no sound basis dilaerthe size of the villages; it does not establibht
facilities and services are available in the vidag

CORE STRATEGY STATEGIC OPTIONS

Para7.1

Third bullet point; This constant reference to {R&S) is confusing. The (RSS) was a 20 year progam
starting in 2006, it is not clear if the first 50bemployment land was theoretically developeavieen
2006 — 2011 or is it from 2011 to 2016 ? Is ESB#&kimg provision for 200ha over the 20 year period 2
— 2031 i.e. 50ha per 5 year period, or are theyimagbrovision for 200ha over a 25 year period4@ha per
5 year period?

Fourth bullet point; Again reference to the (RSSyanfusing as the (RSS) specified 80% of hew homes
were to be built in Burton on Trent which ESBC sttlitey are going to be guided by buPara 4.1

Housing first bullet point; it is stated that at least 88%new homes will be built in Burton on Trent. And
in para. 8.10 it states 11,700 out 13,000 whic&0 will be built in Burton on Trent. Which is tkerrect
figure?

Para 7.3 States that the Key Diagram will indicate the brmétions for delivering the housing,
employment and other strategic development reqingsn but unfortunately the diagrams in the
consultation do not indicate the employment locetiand, since the relationship of new housing to
employment sites is extremely important, it isidifft to see how anyone can form an informed vi€ls
makes the whole consultation impractical.

PLANNING DELIVERY: CORE STRATEGY STRATEGIC OPTIONS

Para 8.1 the most fundamental variable in these Options isitlaber of new homes wanted in the borough.
Why is this not part of the consultation?

Para 8.2 The Settlement Hierarchy does not include the aspinatof the villages nor did it solicit the views
of villagers in this respect. Why was this?

Para 8.11 It is totally unreasonable for a development in @tefic village’ to incur a financial contribution
to the regeneration of inner Burton. Any developtrie a ‘strategic village’ should provide a cohtriion
towards the amenities, infrastructure and servitdsat village.

Para 8.13 It is agreed that countryside protection policiesghagreeing to bring certainty in decision
making on planning applications but it is felt thiase policies should form part of this consudtati Why
are they not included?

Para 8.15 It is felt that once a settlement has a defined bayntthis should only be varied by a majority
vote in a local referendum in accordance with thedlism Bill. Can this be incorporated into ther€o
Strategy?

Para 8.16 Reference to PPS3 seems pointless when it is very soon tefdaced.



As general comment to all three proposals RollestoBDove Parish Council only feel qualified to coemh
on the site allocations in Rolleston :-

In all three Options the old Forest of NeedwoodH&ghool's playing field is the only land put fomador
development. If we have any choice we believetthiatfield should be returned to its former coiuditas it
was the best level playing field in the area amtedbuilt on, will be lost forever as a playinddie

We also believe that there is inadequate accdssstsite from either Walford Road or Forest Sciiéet.
It has always been ESBC'’s aim to ensure that tted villages remain separate and in this respectvaudd
point out that ‘Site 4’ in Option 1, ‘Sites 2, 3dah in Option 2 and Site 5 in Option 3 all redute green
space between Rolleston and its neighbours.

CONCLUSIONS

Rolleston Parish Council believe that the housimgbers proposed in the Draft Core Strategy aréigio
by a substantial amount and that development arsttale will do irreparable harm to the qualityifef of
many existing residents; especially to those indtrategic villages'.

They believe that the choice of these villagesthedvhole idea of 'strategic villages' as serviemties is
wrong.

They believe that growth in housing must be preddgeimprovement in infrastructure and increase in
employment opportunities.

The Draft Core Strategy contains numerous exangslembiguity, and rests on a large assumption-of in
migration. It has a major weakness by not addrgdki@ unemployment issues of the existing popuiatio
before increasing competition for jobs from in-naition, and is vague in its method to attract bussine
investment to provide jobs for the in-migration.

The Draft Core Strategy should address the creafiemployment which will then lead to planned gtiow
in demand for housing.

Rolleston Parish Council believe wider consultatigtih existing populations in the areas proposeigeto
affected should take place, with consideration mitcea referendum on the issue, because the Strifiteg
implemented will by its’ nature forever change kwedscape of the housing and employment in thearda
the quality of life for the current populations.



