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Minutes of a meeting of the Markfield, Ratby, and Groby Community Forum held at Bagworth Village Hall, on Thursday 27 November 2008.

Present
Mr D A Sprason (Leicestershire County Council) – in the Chair

In attendance

	Cllr Stuart Ball
	Bagworth and Thornton Parish Council

	A Brettle
	Bagworth and Thornton Parish Council

	Mrs Joanne Brown
	Bagworth & Thornton Parish Plan Group

	Mr Malcolm L Brown
	Bagworth & Thornton Parish Plan Group

	Shelley Button
	Leicestershire Gypsy Council Liaison Group

	Cllr Martin Cartwright
	Groby Parish Council

	Mrs Susan Cartwright
	Resident

	Phil Crompton
	Resident 

	Mrs Pat Crane
	Desford Parish Council

	D Evans
	Resident

	Carol Fish
	Resident

	Mr Rob Fraser
	Leicestershire County Council

	F L Gleeson
	Resident

	Eileen Johnson
	Resident

	J Lawrence-Bains
	Resident

	Julia Lester 
	Resident

	Mr Tony Lockley
	Resident

	Louise Martinson
	Resident

	M W D McCausland
	Resident

	C D Miles
	Resident

	R Miles
	Resident

	Robert Miles
	Resident

	Cllr O O’Shea
	Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

	Evan Rees
	Resident

	J Sault
	Resident

	Peter Smith
	Resident

	Charles Starbuck
	Resident

	Sharon Starbuck
	Resident

	J A Walker
	Resident 


Officers

	Matt Bagley
	Travellers Sites and Liaison Officer, Leicestershire County Council

	Katanya Barlow
	Principal Planning Officer, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

	Edwina Grant
	Strategic and Community Planning, Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council

	Beverley Ireland
	Committee Officer, Leicestershire County Council

	Sabrina Malik
	Community Engagement Manager, Leicestershire County Council

	Simon McIntosh
	Group Manager – Communities and Places, Leicestershire County Council

	Verity Nelson
	Widening Participation Project, Leicestershire County Council

	Juan Pardo
	Community Engagement Officer, Leicestershire County Council


Apologies for absence were received from Ken and Avril Hunnybun (Ratby Parish Council and Parish Plan), Cllr S Sprason (Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council), PC Jo Lockton and Sam Harrold (Youth Development Worker). 

34.
Welcome and Introductions
Mr Sprason welcomed everyone to the meeting, which he explained had been called to discuss an issue which affected everyone in the area – the Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council Local Development Framework.  In particular, he welcomed Katanya Barlow, Principal Planning Officer with Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council, Matt Bagley, Traveller Sites and Liaison Officer at Leicestershire County Council and Shelley Button, of the Leicestershire Gypsy Council Liaison Group.  

35.
Local Development Framework

Katanya Barlow gave a brief introduction on the Local Development Framework (LDF).  She explained that the LDF would be a folder of documents replacing the current Local Plan.  The principal development plan document within the LDF would be the Core Strategy and it was this that Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council were now consulting on as well as the Hinckley town Centre Area Action Plan.  The next documents to be developed would be the Site Allocations (which would be specific about where houses, employment, traveller sites etc, should go within settlements); then the document on the extension of Earl Shilton and Barwell.

The Core Strategy sets out, amongst other things, the number of rural and urban houses to be built up to 2026 in each settlement.  Initial consultations on the Core Strategy had taken place in 2005/6 and 2007, leading to the development of the final document which was now being consulted on.  This was the final chance to provide feedback.  The Forum noted that formal comments could be posted via http://www.hinckley-bosworth.gov.uk/pp/gold/viewGold.asp?IDType=Page&ID=4436.  In making formal comments, a request could be made to appear at the Public Examination of the Core Strategy that would need to take place before it was adopted by the Secretary of State.

Katanya set out the proposed levels of development for the following settlements over the years to 2026:

	Groby
	110 new houses, additional employment, GP facility, additional cycling and foot paths

	Ratby
	75 new houses, and additional open spaces and associated facilities

	Markfield
	80 new houses, and additional open spaces and associated facilities

	Bagworth*
	60 new houses.


* Bagworth and Thornton to be treated as a cluster for consideration of additional services.
Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council also needed to provide 42 new permanent pitches and 10 transit pitches for Gypsies and Travellers and 3 travelling showpeople sites across the borough.

Simon McIntosh gave a briefing on the Gypsy and Traveller community.  He explained that the Romany and Irish Travellers were both distinct ethnic minority groups protected under legislation from discrimination, who had been present in the UK for around 800 years.  It was noted that around one quarter of the population did not have somewhere legal to live and were effectively homeless.  There was a central government drive to ensure enough places were available for both settled and travelling communities and each district council in Leicestershire would have to provide a number of sites to meet local need.  In the Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council area, that requirement was for 11,700 houses for the settled community and 42 traveller pitches.  

During discussion, the following were among the points raised:

General
· The figures given for housing (table above) were minimums.  
· The average development figures were 30 homes per hectare in rural areas and 40 in urban.  When sites were brought forward under the Site Allocations, they would be identified on this basis.  For example, if 2 sites came forward in Bagworth of 1 hectare each, that would be sufficient for the housing need identified in the Core Strategy and no further large scale developments would be considered for the lifetime of the current LDF.  
· The Strategic Housing Land Availability Survey had identified all the land that theoretically could be used for housing development: most of it would not be used.
· In the early stages of developing the LDF, any small new developments that came forward would be subtracted from the requirements of the Core Strategy.  
· Once the Site Allocations had been decided (January 2009), then any such small developments would be “windfalls” and would be additional to the numbers in the Core Strategy.
· The Site Allocations would be based on the expressions of interest brought forward by landowners.  It was unlikely that any proposed development would be withdrawn once it made it into the final Site Allocations Document; however, not all developments would go ahead immediately, some may be delayed until the housing market picks up.

· The Forum were concerned to learn that settlement boundaries were likely to be altered to accommodate the required developments.  Katanya reported that it was a key aim of planning not to merge villages but to maintain the integrity of individual settlements.
· Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council had a policy of 40% affordable social housing in all developments of over 6 houses in rural areas.  Members of the Forum wondered if the target of 40% affordable social housing could be increased
· In addition to a requirement for affordable social housing, there was also the Local Choice Policy,, which could apply only to sites developed outside the ‘village envelope’, whereby, if the Parish Council or Borough Council could demonstrate a need in a community, permission could be given for housing for people who had demonstrable links to the village in perpetuity.
· When social housing fell vacant, the preferred choice was to offer it to individuals or families with links to the area.  This was often not possible as such people tended not to be on the Council’s waiting list.

· It was noted that the increases in housing being sought across the Forum area were significant and would be enough to necessitate additional services, e.g. class rooms if concentrated sufficiently in one area, and there were concerns that the infrastructures were not in place across the area to support the new developments and populations they may bring in.
· There was no standard indicating that particular services should be in place for a set number of dwellings.  However, it was generally expected that a settlement of over 1,500 people would have a primary school, shop, post office, bus service, some employment and a GP’s surgery.

· There was concern that development should be taking place within the National Forest.

· There were too few employment opportunities across the Borough to provide sufficient jobs for the new households.

· Villages such as Markfield and Groby were already commuter villages and further developments would lead to increased congestion.

· The Borough Council hoped to use Section 106 funding
 and mixtures of other grants and funding to provide and improve infrastructure.

· Central government were looking to encourage district councils and their partners to align their priorities and work together from the outset to get plans and funding streams aligned.  NHS Leicestershire County and Rutland Primary Care Trust (PCT) and Severn Trent were using the local authorities’ Core Strategies to decide their own funding priorities and, in developing the Core Strategies, district councils were talking to the PCT and education services to understand their needs.
· Disappointment was expressed at the lack of response communities had experienced in the past from the PCT to health related items in Parish Plans.  Katanya reported that the Borough Council were committed to continuing to work with the PCT and encourage its involvement in the planning for local communities.

Gypsy/Traveller provision
· The Borough Council would seek to ensure the new sites were spread across the borough.  The key requirements would be the proximity of services, so they expected to be looking to place the sites around the urban areas or the 10 key rural centres.  

· There was increased demand for permanent sites for families to go back to.  In particular, families with school age children wanted a permanent site to ensure stability in their children’s education.  In addition, the tradition of travelling all year round was becoming less and less, with many now only travelling part of the year, returning to a family base.
· Many families still preferred to live in caravans, even if settled on a permanent pitch.  
· There was a need for better communication across communities.

· It was noted that new permanent and transit sites would have full planning permission for all buildings constructed on the site and be connected to services such as sewerage.  In compliance with the conditions for planning permissions, suitable allowances would be made for emergency vehicles to come onto the site if required.  The willingingness to comply with these requirements could be seen at the Costalot Site.
· A pitch was space for 1 family, who often would have more than one caravan.  For the needs assessments, an average pitch size of 1.7 caravans was used.

· It was noted that, in addition to Costalot, there were 2 further Travellers sites, one with temporary planning permission and one unauthorised (the latter actually on North West Leicestershire District Council land) around the village of Bagworth.

· It was noted that Gypsies and Travellers wanted to be able to camp legally and to have access to the same services as settled populations.

Bagworth and Thornton
· The designation of certain villages (including Bagworth and Thornton) as Forest Settlements was to give a particular sense of identity to the settlements within the National Forest.  It was intended to: continue tree planting; improve walking and cycling routes into the forest; provide branding; and erect information boards within the settlements.

· The National Forest had not been designated an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty that would protect it from development but the promotion of the National Forest and the continued planting of trees was an integral part of Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council’s vision for the area. 

· Bagworth currently had no services, not even a village shop or a playground, and 60 new homes would not be a big enough development to attract infrastructure development.

· Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council had taken a decision that the new homes in Bagworth would not be built unless related services were forthcoming.  It was acknowledged that the development would not be big enough to attract services on its own but it was hoped to encourage developers to be creative in the ideas they brought forward and to focus other service providers’ attention on the village.
· Bagworth was the only village currently without the services thought necessary for a settlement of over 1,500 people to have been designated a key rural centre by the Borough Council: it was hoped that the designation would also help it to attract services.

· Bagworth had been promised services linked to previous developments, particularly the development of land sold off by the mining company which had doubled the size of the village, but had always been let down in the past.  

· There were concerns expressed at the intention of Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council to treat Bagworth and Thornton as a cluster.  Thornton already had some of the services that Bagworth wished to attract and it was felt that, if the two villages were to be considered as a single entity, Bagworth would continue to lose out and the services would become concentrated in Thornton.

· Katanya reported that the Borough Council accepted there may be a need to duplicate certain services between the two villages (in particular a village shop).  However, if they wished to attract new services, Bagworth and Thornton may find they had more success pooling their resources rather than competing.

· It was noted that one aim of the Borough Council was to improve footpath or cycleway connections between Bagworth and Thornton.  It was reported that this had been raised in the Parish Plan but that little progress had been made.  The work being done to produce a footway between Carlton and Market Bosworth was cited as a potential way forward and Mr Sprason offered to raise the issue with officers at the County Council’s Department of Highways, Transportation and Waste Management.
· It was noted that Bagworth had a distinct mining heritage, unlike Thornton, and it was important that both villages retained their identities.

· In response to a question regarding a particular site, Katanya explained that, where a brown field site was currently designated as industrial it was proposed that it would remain as an employment site and not be redesignated for housing.

· The hope was expressed that new developments, especially if commercial, would be in keeping with the rest of Bagworth and its status as a Forest Settlement.
AGREED:
a) to thank Katanya Barlow for her presentation and informative responses to the issues and questions raised at the meeting;

b) to request Katanya Barlow take back to Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council the concerns of the Forum regarding lack of infrastructure, settlement extension and the need for proposed Site Allocations to be published as soon as possible, and the importance of ensuring villages’ needs were considered individually, even if part of a cluster;
c) to request Mr Sprason to raise the possibility of creating a safe walking and cycling route between the villages of Bagworth and Thornton with officers at the County Council’s Department of Highways, Transportation and Waste Management;
d) to request Katanya Barlow pass to Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council a request that it consider raising the target for affordable social housing from 40%;

e) to request the Borough Council and the County Council to encourage NHS Leicestershire County and Rutland PCT to engage with local communities and respond to requests that emerge from community planning exercises such as Parish Plans.

36.
Date of next meeting

It was NOTED that the next meeting of the Forum would be on Thursday 12 March at 7.00 p.m. at a venue to be confirmed.

37.
Close

The Chairman thanked everyone for their attendance, especially Katanya Barlow and Shelley Button.  He then closed the meeting.

7.05 – 8.45 pm
CHAIRMAN

27/11/08






� Under S106 of the Town and County Planning Act 1990, as amended, planning authorities can request contributions to the costs of providing community and social infrastructure from developers, where the need for the infrastructure has arisen as a result of a new development taking place.
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