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Executive Summary 

 

1 I was appointed by Breckland District Council in April 2018 to carry out the 

independent examination of the Croxton and Brettenham & Kilverstone Joint 

Neighbourhood Development Plan. 

 

2 The examination was undertaken by written representations. I visited the 

neighbourhood plan area on 27 April 2018.  

 

3 The Plan includes a range of policies and seeks to bring forward positive and 

sustainable development in the neighbourhood area.  There is a very clear 

focus on safeguarding local character and the ensuring that the urban 

extension of Thetford is sensitively incorporated into its rural landscape.  

 

4 The Plan has been underpinned by community support and engagement.  It is 

clear that all sections of the community have been actively engaged in its 

preparation.  

 

5 Subject to a series of recommended modifications set out in this report I have 

concluded that the Joint Neighbourhood Plan meets all the necessary legal 

requirements and should proceed to referendum. 

 

6 I recommend that the referendum should be held within the neighbourhood 

area. 

 

 

Andrew Ashcroft 

Independent Examiner 

24 July 2018 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 This report sets out the findings of the independent examination of the 

Croxton and Brettenham & Kilverstone Joint Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2036 

(the ‘Joint Plan’). 

1.2 The Joint Plan has been submitted to Breckland District Council (BDC) by 

Croxton Parish Council and Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council in their 

joint capacity as the qualifying body responsible for preparing the 

neighbourhood plan.  

1.3 Neighbourhood plans were introduced into the planning process by the 

Localism Act 2011.  They aim to allow local communities to take responsibility 

for guiding development in their area.  This approach was subsequently 

embedded in the National Planning Policy Framework in 2012 and which 

continues to be the principal element of national planning policy. 

1.4 The role of an independent examiner is clearly defined in the legislation. I 

have been appointed to examine whether or not the submitted Plan meets the 

basic conditions and Convention Rights and other statutory requirements. It is 

not within my remit to examine or to propose an alternative plan, or a 

potentially more sustainable plan except where this arises as a result of my 

recommended modifications to ensure that the plan meets the basic 

conditions and the other relevant requirements.  

1.5 A neighbourhood plan can be narrow or broad in scope. Any plan can include 

whatever range of policies it sees as appropriate to its designated 

neighbourhood area. The submitted plan has been designed to be distinctive 

in general terms, and to be complementary to the development plan in 

particular. It seeks to add value to existing policy in relation to the Thetford 

strategic urban extension within the neighbourhood area.   

1.6 Within the context set out above this report assesses whether the Joint Plan is 

legally compliant and meets the basic conditions that apply to neighbourhood 

plans.  It also considers the content of the Plan and, where necessary, 

recommends changes to its policies and supporting text. 

1.7 This report also provides a recommendation as to whether the Joint Plan 

should proceed to referendum.  If this is the case and that referendum results 

in a positive outcome the Plan would then be used to determine planning 

applications within the plan area and will sit as part of the wider development 

plan. 
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2         The Role of the Independent Examiner 

2.1 The examiner’s role is to ensure that any submitted neighbourhood plan 

meets the relevant legislative and procedural requirements. 

2.2 I was appointed by BDC, with the consent of the two parish councils, to 

conduct the examination of the Plan and to prepare this report.  I am 

independent of both BDC and the parish councils.  I do not have any interest 

in any land that may be affected by the Plan. 

2.3 I possess the appropriate qualifications and experience to undertake this role.  

I am a Director of Andrew Ashcroft Planning Limited. In previous roles, I have 

over 35 years’ experience in various local authorities at either Head of 

Planning or Service Director level.  I am a chartered town planner and have 

significant experience of undertaking other neighbourhood plan examinations 

and health checks.  I am a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute and 

the Neighbourhood Planning Independent Examiner Referral System. 

Examination Outcomes 

2.4 In my role as the independent examiner of the Plan I am required to 

recommend one of the following outcomes of the examination: 

(a) that the Plan is submitted to a referendum; or 

(b) that the Plan should proceed to referendum as modified (based on my 

recommendations); or 

(c) that the Plan does not proceed to referendum on the basis that it does 

not meet the necessary legal requirements. 

The Basic Conditions 

2.5 As part of this process I must consider whether the submitted Plan meets the 

Basic Conditions as set out in paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990.  To comply with the basic conditions, the Plan 

must: 

 have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance 

issued by the Secretary of State; and 

 contribute to the achievement of sustainable development; and 

 be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development 

plan in the area; 

 be compatible with European Union (EU) and European Convention on 

Human Rights (ECHR) obligations; and  

 not be likely to have a significant effect on a European site or a 

European offshore marine site, either alone or in combination with 

other plans or projects. 
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I have examined the submitted Plan against each of these basic conditions, 

and my conclusions are set out in Sections 6 and 7 of this report.  I have 

made specific comments on the fourth and fifth bullet points above in 

paragraphs 2.6 to 2.12 of this report.   

2.6 The Neighbourhood Plan General Regulations 2015 require a qualifying body 

either to submit an environmental report prepared in accordance with the 

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 or a 

statement of reasons why an environmental report is not required. 

2.7 In order to comply with this requirement, the BDC undertook a screening 

exercise (January 2017) on the need or otherwise for a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) to be prepared for the Plan. This report 

followed on from an earlier screening exercise. The January 2017 version had 

the advantage of being able to refer directly to a much more developed Plan. 

The report is thorough and well-constructed. As a result of this process BDC 

concluded that the Plan is not likely to have any significant effects on the 

environment and accordingly would not require SEA. It reached this 

conclusion for three principal reasons: 

 the Plan does not allocate any sites for development; 

 the Plan seeks to avoid or minimise environmental effects when 

determining development proposals; and 

 the Plan is unlikely to affect any designated sites in the vicinity or lead 

to other environmental effects. 

2.8 The report includes the responses from the three statutory consultees for this 

process. This is best practice. I am satisfied that the SEA report complies with 

the basic conditions.   

2.9 During the course of the examination BDC refreshed earlier work on the 

compliance of the submitted Plan with the Habitats Regulations. It did so to 

take account of a recent European court case (People over Wind/Peter 

Sweetman). That case has had implications for how competent authorities 

undertake habitats Regulations Assessment screening reports for plans and 

projects.  

 

2.10 The Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening report produced in 

July 2018 is very comprehensive. It assesses the likely effects of the 

implementation of the submitted Plan on the Breckland Special Protection 

Area and the Breckland Special Area of Conservation. Parts of both of these 

protected sites fall within the neighbourhood area. Section 3 of the screening 

report provides an assessment of any likely significant effect of each policy in 

the Plan on the two European designated sites.  It concludes that there are no 

likely significant effects on the qualifying features of either site. Natural 
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England support this conclusion. As such appropriate assessment work is not 

required. 

 

2.11 Having reviewed the information provided to me as part of the examination I 

am satisfied that a proportionate process has been undertaken in accordance 

with the various regulations. The July 2018 HRA screening report is 

commendably thorough.  None of the statutory consultees have raised any 

concerns with regard to either neighbourhood plan or to European obligations.  

In the absence of any evidence to the contrary, I am entirely satisfied that the 

submitted Plan is compatible with this aspect of European obligations. 

2.12 In a similar fashion I am satisfied that the submitted Plan has had regard to 

the fundamental rights and freedoms guaranteed under the European 

Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) and that it complies with the Human 

Rights Act.  There is no evidence that has been submitted to me to suggest 

otherwise.  There has been full and adequate opportunity for all interested 

parties to take part in the preparation of the Plan and to make their comments 

known.  On this basis, I conclude that the submitted Plan does not breach, nor 

is in any way incompatible with the ECHR. 

Other examination matters 

2.13 In examining the Plan I am also required to check whether: 

 the policies relate to the development and use of land for a designated 

neighbourhood plan area; and 

 the Plan meets the requirements of Section 38B of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (the Plan must specify the period to 

which it has effect, must not include provision about development that 

is excluded development, and must not relate to more than one 

neighbourhood area); and 

 the Plan has been prepared for an area that has been designated 

under Section 61G of the Localism Act and has been developed and 

submitted for examination by a qualifying body. 

 

2.14 Having addressed the matters identified in paragraph 2.13 of this report I am 

satisfied that all of the points have been met subject to the contents of this 

report. 
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3 Procedural Matters 

3.1 In undertaking this examination I have considered the following documents: 

 the submitted Plan. 

 the Basic Conditions Statement. 

 the Consultation Statement. 

 the BDC SEA Screening report. 

 the Character Appraisal work. 

 The BDC Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report July 

2018 

 the representations made to the Plan. 

 the Parish Councils responses to my Clarification Note. 

 BDC’s response to my Clarification Note. 

 the Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control Policies 

Development Plan Document (DPD) 2009 

 the Breckland Site Specific Policies and Proposals DPD 2012 

 the emerging Breckland Local Plan 2011-2036 

 the National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012). 

 Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014 and subsequent updates). 

 relevant Ministerial Statements. 

 

3.2 I carried out an unaccompanied visit to the Plan area on 27 April 2018.  I 

looked at its overall character and appearance and at those areas affected by 

policies in the Plan in particular.  My site inspection is covered in more detail 

in paragraphs 5.9 to 5.16 of this report. 

 

3.3 It is a general rule that neighbourhood plan examinations should be held by 

written representations only.  Having considered all the information before me, 

including the representations made to the submitted plan, I was satisfied that 

the Plan could be examined without the need for a public hearing.  I advised 

BDC of this decision early in the examination process. 
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4 Consultation 

 

 Consultation Process 

 

4.1 Policies in made neighbourhood plans become the basis for local planning 

and development control decisions.  As such the regulations require 

neighbourhood plans to be supported and underpinned by public consultation. 

 

4.2 In accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 

the Parish Council has prepared a Consultation Statement.  This Statement is 

very thorough and comprehensive. It includes a very detailed assessment of 

the consultation undertaken as part of the various stages of Plan production. It 

also provides specific details on the consultation process that took place on 

the pre-submission version of the Plan (August to September 2017).  

 

4.3 The Statement sets out details of the comprehensive range of consultation 

events that were carried out in relation to the initial stages of the Plan.  

Section 4 provides details about: 

 

 the organisation of an Open Meeting in September 2014; 

 the circulation of a Community Questionnaire to every household in 

March 2015; 

 engagement with communities on scoping work; 

 an informal consultation period from October to November 2016 with a 

drop-in session 

 

4.4 The Statement also comments in significant detail about how its key policies 

were influenced by a variety of private and public bodies.   

 

4.5 The Statement sets out how the submitted Plan took account of consultation 

feedback. They are supplemented by 20 appendices on a variety of issues 

including the comments received as a result of the pre-submission 

consultation and the Parish Council’s responses to those comments 

(Appendix R). They do so in a very thorough and effective way. They help to 

describe the evolution of the Plan.  

 

4.6 It is clear that consultation has been an important element of the Plan’s 

production.  Advice on the neighbourhood planning process has been made 

available to the community in a positive and direct way by those responsible 

for the Plan’s preparation. In coming to this judgement, I have taken account 

of the detailed comments made on this matter by Andrew Cruse. Plainly 

individual neighbourhood plans are prepared in different ways by different 

qualifying bodies. In addition, the plans themselves, and their associated 
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consultation processes in particular reflect the nature of the issues being 

addressed. In the case of the submitted Plan I am satisfied that the 

consultation exercises that have been undertaken have been proportionate to 

the neighbourhood area and the issues that it has addressed. I can see from 

the information supplied to me that there has been separate correspondence 

between Mr Cruse and the Chairman of Brettenham and Kilverstone Parish 

Council and I have also taken account of the views of the Parish Council 

chairman on this matter. 

 

4.7 From all the evidence provided to me as part of the examination, I can see 

that the Plan has promoted an inclusive approach to seeking the opinions of 

all concerned throughout the process. BDC has carried out its own 

assessment that the consultation process has complied with the requirements 

of the Regulations. 

 

Representations Received 

 

4.8 Consultation on the submitted plan was undertaken by the District Council for 

a six-week period that ended on 16 March 2018.  This exercise generated 11 

responses from a range of organisations and private individuals as follows: 

 

 CLH Pipeline Systems 

 National Grid 

 Norfolk Geodiversity Partnership 

 Environment Agency 

 Historic England 

 Natural England 

 Norfolk County Council 

 Thetford Town Council 

 Andy Cruse 

 Anglian Water 

 Breckland District Council 

 

 



 
 

Croxton and Brettenham & Kilverstone Joint Neighbourhood Plan – Examiner’s Report  

 

8 

5 The Neighbourhood Area and the Development Plan Context 

 

 The Neighbourhood Area 

 

5.1 The neighbourhood area consists of the parishes of Croxton and Brettenham 

& Kilverstone. Together the two parish areas comprise the Forest Ward at 

BDC. It sits to the north and east of Thetford sits in a nationally and regionally 

recognised landscape known as ‘The Brecks’. Its population in 2011 was 330 

persons. It was designated as a neighbourhood area on 8 July 2014. 

 

5.2 The neighbourhood area is based around three separate communities. 

Croxton is located to the north of Thetford. It is an attractive linear village 

based on its historic conservation area. Brettenham lies adjacent to the River 

Ouse and is located to the south east of Thetford. Kilverstone borders 

Thetford and lies to the north of Brettenham.  

 

5.3 The neighbourhood area includes the strategic urban extension (SUE) to the 

north of Thetford. The urban extension was included in the Breckland Core 

Strategy (2009) and was later refined in the Thetford Area Action Plan (2012). 

The Joint Plan is underpinned by an ambition to ensure the physical 

integration of this site with the existing communities in the neighbourhood 

area.  

 

Development Plan Context 

 

5.4 The development plan context is very comprehensively set out in the Basic 

Conditions Statement.  In summary, it consists of: 

The Breckland Core Strategy and Development Control policies (2009); 

The Site Specifics Proposals and Policies Document (2012); and  

The Thetford Area Action Plan (2012). 

Various elements of minerals and waste policy documents including the 

Norfolk Core Strategy and Minerals and Waste Development Management 

Policies Development Plan Document (2011) and the Norfolk Minerals Site 

Specific Allocations Development Plan Document (2013). 

5.5 The Basic Conditions Statement usefully highlights the key policies in the 

development plan and how they relate to policies in the submitted Plan. This 

is good practice. It provides confidence to all concerned that the submitted 

Plan sits within its local planning policy context. The particular strength of the 

Statement is that it assesses each policy against each of the following 

documents: 

 

 The 2009 Core Strategy 
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 The emerging Local Plan (2011-2036) 

 The Thetford Area Action Plan (2012) 

 

5.6 The Thetford SUE is an important component of adopted local planning policy. 

Its development is set out in detail in the Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP). 

Croxton, Kilverstone and Brettenham are identified as rural settlements in 

Policy SS1 of the adopted Core Strategy. Croxton and has its own settlement 

boundary in the Core Strategy. The other two settlements do not have 

settlement boundaries. 

 

 5.7 The emerging Breckland District Local Plan 2011-2036 was submitted for its 

own examination in November 2017. Its hearing sessions were taking place 

as I examined the submitted Joint Plan. Plainly the timings involved have not 

permitted the submitted neighbourhood plan directly to take account of this 

emerging local planning context.  

 

5.8 Nevertheless the submitted Plan has been prepared within its wider adopted 

and emerging development plan context. In doing so it has relied on up-to-

date information and research that has underpinned existing and emerging 

planning policy documents in the District. This is good practice and reflects 

key elements in Planning Practice Guidance on this matter.  

  

 Site Visit 

 

5.9 I carried out an unaccompanied visit to the Plan area on 27 April 2018.  

 

5.10 I drove into the Plan area from the west along the A11. This gave me an initial 

impression of the character of the neighbourhood area and its strategic 

relationship with Thetford. 

 

5.11 I looked initially at Croxton. I saw its linear nature and its strong historic 

character. I parked in the village hall car park and saw the tree planted by 

Lady Rosemary Musker in 1980. It was doing well. 

 

5.12 I then drove to Kilverstone via Wretham. I was able to see the very distinctive 

‘Brecks’ environment as well-described in the submitted Plan.   

 

5.13 I looked at Brettenham village. I saw the Shadwell Estate and the Water 

Trough.  

 

5.14 I then drove into Thetford along the Kilverstone Road so that I could see the 

site allocated for the Thetford SUE. 
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5.15 I then drove down to Euston to view the southern part of the neighbourhood 

area.  

 

5.16 I finished my visit by driving along the A11 to the east of the neighbourhood 

area. This gave me an opportunity to see the Plan area in its wider landscape 

setting. It also helped me to understand the nature of the relationship between 

the various settlements.    
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6 The Neighbourhood Plan as a whole 

 

6.1 This section of the report deals with the submitted plan as a whole and the 

extent to which it meets the basic conditions. The submitted Basic Conditions 

Statement has helped considerably in the preparation of this section of the 

report. It is a well-presented, informative and very professional document.  

 

6.2 The Plan needs to meet all the basic conditions to proceed to referendum.  

This section provides an overview of the extent to which the Plan meets three 

of the five basic conditions.  Paragraphs 2.6 to 2.10 of this report have already 

addressed the issue of conformity with European Union legislation. 

 

 National Planning Policies and Guidance 

 

6.3 The key elements of national policy relating to planning matters are set out in 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) issued in March 2012. 

 

6.4 The NPPF sets out a range of core land-use planning principles to underpin 

both plan-making and decision-taking.  The following are of particular 

relevance to the Joint Plan: 

 

 a plan led system– in this case the relationship between the Core 

Strategy, the saved elements of the 1999 Local Plan and the Thetford 

Area Action Plan 2012; 

 recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and 

supporting thriving local communities; 

 taking account of the different roles and characters of different areas; 

 always seeking to secure high quality design and good standards of 

amenity for all future occupants of land and buildings; and 

 conserving heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance 

 

6.5 Neighbourhood plans sit within this wider context both generally, and within 

the more specific presumption in favour of sustainable development, which is 

identified as a golden thread running through the planning system.  Paragraph 

16 of the NPPF indicates that neighbourhoods should both develop plans that 

support the strategic needs set out in local plans and plan positively to support 

local development that is outside the strategic elements of the development 

plan. 

 

6.6 In addition to the NPPF I have also taken account of other elements of 

national planning policy including Planning Practice Guidance and the recent 

ministerial statements. 
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6.7 Having considered all the evidence and representations available as part of 

the examination I am satisfied that the submitted Plan has had regard to 

national planning policies and guidance in general terms.  It sets out a positive 

vision for the future of the plan area within the context of its position in the 

settlement hierarchy and the scale of planned development set out in the 

development plan. It includes a series of policies that seek to ensure that the 

forthcoming strategic development at Thetford in the neighbourhood area 

delivers sensitive and appropriate development. In addition, it proposes 

detailed policies for village gateways and to avoid the coalescence of 

settlements. The Basic Conditions Statement maps the policies in the Plan 

against the appropriate sections of the NPPF. 

6.8 At a more practical level the NPPF indicates that plans should provide a clear 

framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made and 

that they should give a clear indication of how a decision-maker should react 

to a development proposal (paragraphs 17 and 154).  This was reinforced with 

the publication of Planning Practice Guidance in March 2014. Its paragraph 41 

(41-041-20140306) indicates that policies in neighbourhood plans should be 

drafted with sufficient clarity so that a decision-maker can apply them 

consistently and with confidence when determining planning applications.  

Policies should also be concise, precise and supported by appropriate 

evidence. 

6.9 As submitted the Plan does not fully accord with this range of practical issues.  

The majority of my recommended modifications in Section 7 relate to matters 

of clarity and precision. They are designed to ensure that the Plan fully 

accords with national policy. 

 Contributing to sustainable development 

6.10 There are clear overlaps between national policy and the contribution that the 

submitted Joint Plan makes to achieving sustainable development.  

Sustainable development has three principal dimensions – economic, social 

and environmental.  It is clear to me that the submitted Plan has set out to 

achieve sustainable development in the neighbourhood area.  In the economic 

dimension the Plan includes a policy for the SUE of Thetford (JNP4)) and for 

employment development (JNP9).  In the social role, it includes a policy on 

community uses (JNP8), and for the Kilverstone Alms Houses (JNP14). In the 

environmental dimension the Plan positively seeks to protect its natural, built 

and historic environment.  It has specific policies on village gateways (JNP3), 

on the historic environment (JNP5) on the natural environment (JNP6) and 

seeking to avoid the coalescence of settlements (JNP11). An assessment of 

this matter is set out in section 5 of the submitted Basic Conditions Statement. 
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 General conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan 

6.11 I have already commented in detail on the development plan context in the 

wider Breckland District area in paragraphs 5.4 to 5.8 of this report. 

6.12 I consider that the submitted Plan delivers a local dimension to this strategic 

context and supplements the detail already included in the adopted Local 

Plan. The Basic Conditions Statement helpfully relates the Plan’s policies to 

policies in the development plan. I am satisfied that the submitted Plan is in 

general conformity with the strategic policies in the development plan.  
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7         The Neighbourhood Plan policies 

7.1 This section of the report comments on the policies in the Plan.  In particular, 

it makes a series of recommended modifications to ensure that the various 

policies have the necessary precision to meet the basic conditions.   

7.2 My recommendations focus on the policies themselves given that the basic 

conditions relate primarily to this aspect of neighbourhood plans.  In some 

cases, I have also recommended changes to the associated supporting text. 

7.3 I am satisfied that the content and the form of the Plan is fit for purpose.  It is 

distinctive and proportionate to the Plan area. The wider community and the 

parish councils have spent time and energy in identifying the issues and 

objectives that they wish to be included in their Plan. This sits at the heart of 

the localism agenda. 

7.4 The Joint Plan has been designed to reflect Planning Practice Guidance (41-

004-20170728) which indicates that neighbourhood plans must address the 

development and use of land.  

7.5 I have addressed the policies in the order that they appear in the submitted 

plan. Where necessary I have identified the inter-relationships between the 

policies. 

7.6 For clarity this section of the report comments on all policies whether or not I 

have recommended modifications in order to ensure that the Plan meets the 

basic conditions.   

7.7 Where modifications are recommended to policies they are highlighted in bold 

print.  Any associated or free-standing changes to the text of the Plan are set 

out in italic print. 

 The initial sections of the Plan (Sections 1-3) 

7.8 The presentation of Plan as a whole has been prepared to a high standard. It 

is well-organised and includes effective maps and photographs that give real 

depth and purpose to the Plan. It makes an appropriate distinction between 

the policies and their supporting text. It also ensures that the vision and the 

objectives for the Plan set the scene for the various policies.  

7.9 The initial elements of the Plan set the scene for the policies. They are 

commendable to the extent that they are proportionate to the Plan area and 

the subsequent policies. Section 1 provides a very clear introduction to the 

preparation of the Plan, its relationship with strategic policies in Breckland 

District Plan and the definition of the neighbourhood area itself. It very 

helpfully includes five maps which set the scene for later issues and policies.  
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7.10 Section 2 sets out very helpful details about the neighbourhood area. It 

addresses matters such as social and community matters, employment and 

transport issues and its physical environment. It very comprehensively 

describes the character and appearance of the neighbourhood area. It is 

particularly effective in how it does so for its component areas.  

  

7.11 Section 3 out the Vision for the Plan area. It is clear, concise and 

proportionate. It has a specific focus on integrating the SUE with the existing 

communities.  Its overall aim is underpinned by five groups of objectives, all of 

which are distinctive to the neighbourhood area. 

 

7.12 Section 4 includes the various policies. The sixteen policies are helpfully 

introduced on pages 28 and 29. 

 

7.13 Thereafter Section 5 addresses the implementation and monitoring of the 

Plan. Finally, the Plan is supported by a series of appendices. Appendix A is 

the most detailed and includes a series of Character Area Maps.  

7.14 The remainder of this section of the report addresses each policy in turn in the 

context set out in paragraphs 7.5 to 7.7 of this report.   

 Policy JNP1: Housing Design and Materials 

 

7.15 Paragraph 4.1 of the Plan sets out the rationale behind this policy. It 

comments about the importance of sympathetic development as reported in 

the resident’s questionnaire. Paragraph 4.7 continues this approach by 

emphasising the importance of the definition of local vernaculars within the 

character survey work undertaken.  

 

7.16 The policy sets out a series of factors with which new development should 

comply. It addresses development both generally within the neighbourhood 

area and within the SUE in particular. Whilst this approach is comprehensive 

it presents a difficulty in terms of scale. On the one hand significant planned 

development will come forward within the SUE within the context of 

development plan policies. On the other hand, development elsewhere in the 

neighbourhood area is likely to be very restricted. In addition, where it does 

take place it will be of a small-scale. In this context the policy satisfactorily 

addresses the latter category of development but not the former. This is 

compounded as Policy JNP 4 provides more specific comments on the SUE.  

 

7.17 Taking all matters into account including the response of the parish councils 

to my clarification note I recommend that the structure of the policy is recast 

so that its principal focus is on new residential development outside the SUE. 
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This approach has particular implications for the second and fifth paragraphs 

of the policy as submitted.  

 

7.18 BDC has drawn my attention to two of the criteria set out in the fourth 

paragraph of the policy. The first relates to the scale of amenity space. The 

second relates to access to rear gardens without passing through the house 

itself. I sought clarification from the parish councils on these matters. They 

advised me that these issues were not intended to stifle good design. 

Nevertheless, they had been designed to reflect the character of the 

neighbourhood area and to take account of the needs of modern life 

(including the need for access for domestic waste wheelie bins). I was also 

advised that the recently made Yaxham Plan in the District had included 

similar policy approaches. Having taken account of all the available 

information I conclude that, with modifications, these elements of the policy 

meet the basic conditions. They will ensure good design which reflects the 

character of the neighbourhood area.  

7.19 The final paragraph refers to a series of design elements for the SUE. In 

particular it refers to the need for the designs within the area to ‘reflect the 

prevalent design and detailing of buildings within the parish’. I have sympathy 

with the approach included in the submitted Plan. Nevertheless, it falls well-

short of the clarity required by the NPPF on this matter. In particular it fails to 

take account of the very fact that the SUE will be an urban extension of 

Thetford within the two parish areas concerned. In this context it would be 

impractical to insist that the development, layout and design of the SUE 

should be expected to follow that of the built-up parts of the two parishes. 

7.20 Moreover the approach adopted fails to be in general conformity with the 

adopted Thetford AAP. This is a detailed document that sits as part of the 

development plan. It sets out the basis on which the wider SUE will be 

developed. In particular its policies TH20 (Strategic Design Principles) and 21 

(Locally Distinctive Features of the Landscape) provide very clear and robust 

information on this matter. As such I recommend that this element of the 

policy is recast accordingly. 

 In the first paragraph replace ‘the relevant settlement’ with ‘settlement in 

which it is located’. 

 Combine the second, third and fourth paragraphs of the policy into a 

single paragraph. In doing so delete ‘both within and’ (in the second 

paragraph) and ‘help to’ (in the third paragraph). In the fourth paragraph 

delete ‘To achieve this’. After ‘in the immediate area' add ‘in particular:’ 
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 Replace the final paragraph with: 

 ‘New residential development within the identified SUE as shown on 

Map 1 should deliver high quality design and should be orientated in a 

way which does not adversely impact on the rural character and 

appearance of the rural context within which it is located. New 

residential development within the SUE will be supported which 

successfully address the design and landscape principles set out in 

Policies TH20 and 21 in the Thetford Area Action Plan 2009’ 

 Replace paragraph 4.11 with the following: ‘Policy JNP1 provides specific 

design guidance for development within the wider neighbourhood area. Its 

latter paragraph refers to the SUE in particular. Policy JNP4 provides further 

policy guidance on the incorporation of the SUE into its wider rural landscape 

setting.’ 

 Policy JNP2: Housing Density 

7.21 This policy addresses the density of new residential development that may 

come forward in the Plan area. It makes a general distinction between the 

wider Plan area and that part of it within the SUE. Nevertheless, in places that 

distinction is not completely clear.  

7.22 The first paragraph refers to general development in the Plan area. It requires 

that the density of any new development is consistent with that of 

development in its immediate locality. Whilst specific density issues are not 

addressed in the various Character Assessments I am satisfied that the 

generality of the approach meets the basic conditions.  

7.23 The first paragraph of the policy also indicates that specific densities should 

reflect the area’s access to services and facilities. I sought clarification from 

the parish councils on this matter. I was advised that it reflected the approach 

in the TAPP Policy TH20 which proposes higher densities closer to the centre 

of the proposed new residential accommodation on the SUE site. Whilst I 

have sympathy for the approach adopted I am not satisfied that the approach 

adopted in this part of the policy has the clarity that is necessary for its 

consistent application by BDC throughout the Plan period. The circumstances 

and the planning context that exists around the development of the SUE 

simply do not exist elsewhere in the Plan area. In addition, the wording in the 

policy offers no guidance about the relationship between density and services 

and facilities nor the definition of services and facilities. Accordingly, I 

recommend that this part of the policy is deleted.  

7.24 The second paragraph of the policy refers to two related matters. The first 

supports higher densities in the central area of the SUE. The second sets out 

an expectation that there will be a gradual decrease in density at the edges of 
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the SUE. This is proposed to provide a gentle transition between the urban 

and rural parts of the neighbourhood area. The parish councils also 

responded to my clarification questions on this matter. The response 

acknowledges that an outline planning permission has been granted for the 

SUE and that the indicative density plan achieves the objective that it has in 

mind in promoting this policy in the Plan.  

7.25 Taking all these factors into account I recommend that the second paragraph 

is recast so that it adds value to existing policy rather than to repeat important 

elements of that policy.  

 In the first paragraph of the policy delete its second sentence. 

 Replace the second paragraph with the following: 

 ‘Within the SUE as shown on Map 1 housing densities should respect 

the guidelines set out in the Thetford AAP and the indicative density 

plan accompanying outline planning permission 3PL/2011/0805/O. New 

residential development within the SUE will be supported where it 

provides an appropriate transition between the urban part of the SUE 

and the rural character of the landscape in the neighbourhood area 

which surround the SUE’. 

 After the first sentence in paragraph 4.12 insert an additional sentence to 

read: ‘Policy JNP2 addresses this important matter. Its first paragraph refers 

to new residential proposals generally within the Plan area. Its second 

paragraph refers specifically to the SUE.’ 

 Policy JNP3: Enhancing Village gateways and protecting local landscape 

character 

7.26 This is a very distinctive and well-designed policy. It has several related parts. 

The first seeks to retain the countryside and its different landscapes. In 

particular it seeks to safeguard the Brecks area. The second paragraph of the 

policy refers to undeveloped gaps between development and indicates that it 

will be protected from unsuitable development. This part of the policy overlaps 

with Policy JNP11. The third aspect of the policy identifies as series of 

important gateways. It offers support to proposals that would enhance their 

visual appearance. I comment on these parts of the policy in turn.  

7.27 The first paragraph of the policy has good intentions. However as submitted it 

does not identify the area to which it applies. In addition, its reference to its 

more sensitive areas and features’ does not have the clarity required by the 

NPPF. On this basis I recommend two modifications to this part of the policy. 

The first defines that this part of the policy applies to parts of the 

neighbourhood area outside the SUE and the settlement boundaries for the 
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individual villages. The second provides greater clarity to the distinctive 

features by setting out this approach within a separate sentence.  

7.28 The second paragraph of the policy refers to undeveloped gaps between 

settlements. It also refers to Policy JNP11. In that policy the gaps are defined. 

They are not defined in this policy. In any event there is no need for a policy to 

be repeated. On this basis I recommend the deletion of this part of the policy. 

It is adequately addressed elsewhere in the Plan. 

7.29 The third paragraph of the policy sets out a compelling case for identifying 

gateways and supporting their enhancement. I recommend a series of 

modifications to this part of the policy to bring the clarity required by the 

NPPF. The first rearranges the order of the remaining part of the policy so that 

the gateways sit before the policy itself. The second is to replace ‘encouraged’ 

with ‘supported’ in the policy and to ensure that its final sentence is capable of 

being implemented through the development management process. As 

submitted it merely requires that ‘care should be taken’. 

 In the first paragraph of the policy replace ‘surrounding the parishes’ 

with ‘in the neighbourhood area outside the strategic urban extension of 

Thetford and the defined settlement boundaries’. Insert full stop after 

‘character’.  

 Replace the remainder of this paragraph of the policy with the following: 

 ‘Those parts of the neighbourhood area that include sensitive features 

typical of the Brecks area will be particularly protected. Developments 

which adversely impact on the Brecks landscape will not be supported’.  

 Delete the second paragraph of the policy. 

 Reverse the order of the third and fourth paragraphs in the policy. 

 In the third paragraph of the policy: 

 In its first line replace ‘will’ with ‘would’. 

 In its second line insert a full stop after ‘supported’. 

 Thereafter delete ‘and’ and start the next sentence as 

‘Opportunities…’. 

 In its fourth line replace ‘be encouraged’ with ‘also be supported’. 

 In the final sentence replace ‘Care should be taken’ with 

‘Development proposals should be designed’. 
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 Include the following additional text at the end of paragraph 4.14: 

 ‘The first part of Policy JNP3 offers particular protection to the distinctive 

Brecks landscape. It is typically characterised by forests of coniferous 

woodlands, lines of Scots Pines and open heathland.’ 

Policy JNP4: Integrating the Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) 

7.30 This policy sits at the heart of the Plan. Its ambition is to ensure that the 

planned SUE is sensitively integrated into its physical environment in general 

terms. It also sets out a policy context to create a sensitive gradual transition 

in character between the urban elements of Thetford and the more rural 

character of its surrounding landscape setting. 

7.31 The policy has several related parts. The first paragraph sets out these 

ambitions in a policy context. The second and third paragraphs continue this 

approach. They make the distinction between those parts of the SUE closest 

to Thetford and those towards the edges. The fourth paragraph sets out key 

principles which development proposals should incorporate in order to respect 

the rural nature of the SUE. The final paragraph adds specific details to the 

policies that already exist in the Thetford AAP. They include matters such as 

designing out crime, the integration of affordable housing into layouts and 

opportunities for people to meet formally and informally.  

7.32 The supporting text at paragraph 4.23 helpfully provides a context for the 

extent to which the submitted policy adds value and distinctiveness to existing 

planning policy and to approved planning application on the site. It 

acknowledges that the strategic design principles for the development of the 

SUE site have already been established in Policy TH20 of the TAAP. It also 

recognises that outlines planning permission has been granted for the 

development of the site. It continues by commenting that ‘there is still much in 

the way of finer details of the SUE that have still to be finalised and therefore 

through this JNP to influence those reserved matter and subsequent 

applications.’ I will approach the policy in this context given that there is no 

need for a neighbourhood plan to repeat policies in other plans.  

7.33 The relationship between this policy as submitted and adopted policies in the 

Core Strategy and the TAAP were at the heart of comments made on the 

submitted Plan by BDC. I also included these issues within my clarification 

note to the parish councils. I have considered all the information very carefully 

on this important matter. In doing so I recommend a series of modifications to 

the policy to ensure that it meets the basic conditions in general terms, and 

has the clarity required by the NPPF in particular.  

7.34 In the first instance I recommend that the initial three paragraphs of the policy 

are deleted. I do so for two reasons. The first is that they largely repeat policy 
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guidance in the TAAP. The second is that the submitted policy offers no clarity 

on how the different parts of the SUE should reflect the character appraisals 

of the rural areas set out in the JNP. Whilst the SUE cuts into the different 

parishes concerned its relationship will principally be with Thetford rather than 

the individual villages in the parishes concerned. In some parts of the SUE 

development in a particular parish area will be over a mile away from the 

principal settlement in that parish. In addition, within the overall context of the 

SUE it may be impractical for many of its parts to reflect the form, style and 

materials of the relevant parish. The linearity of Croxton is an obvious 

example. I recommend the replacement of these three paragraphs with a 

more general approach which requires layouts and designs to take account of 

adopted policy.  

7.35 I recommend that the fourth paragraph of the policy should be retained and 

modified so that it takes account of the response to the clarification note. The 

response helpfully identified that the ambition was to provide distinctive 

guidance on the design of the rural edges of the SUE. However, within the 

context set out above I recommend the deletion of the first criterion as it is 

unnecessary in the context of adopted policy.  

7.36 I also recommend modifications to the structure of the fifth paragraph of the 

policy so that it adopts a policy format and adds value to existing policies 

 Replace the first three paragraphs of the policy with: 

 The SUE of Thetford, as shown on Map 1, will be supported where it 

accords with the development principles of the Thetford Area Action 

Plan 2012 in general terms, and its density profiles across the site in 

particular. 

 Replace the first sentence of the fourth paragraph with: ‘In particular 

proposed developments around the rural edges of the SUE will be 

supported where they:’   

 Delete criterion a) 

 In criterion c) delete ‘of’ and insert the following at the end ‘and make 

use of appropriate rural treatments such as tree planting, hedgerows, 

low walls and fences and grassed verges as boundaries for properties 

or open spaces’.  

 Restructure the fifth paragraph to read: 

 ‘Development proposals will be supported where they result in: 

 Inclusive and mixed communities…. existing communities;  
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 Layouts where affordable housing is well integrated with…. local 

context; and 

 Opportunities…. formally and informally’ 

At the end of paragraph 4.23 add: ‘The first part of Policy JNP4 requires any 

reserved matters applications to respect this existing planning context.’ 

At the end of paragraph 4.24 add: ‘This is addressed in the second and third 

parts of Policy JNP4’. 

 Policy JNP5: Historic Environment and Character  

7.37 This policy addresses the historic environment of the neighbourhood area. It 

is comprehensively underpinned by the work undertaken as part of the 

various Character Appraisals. It has three parts. The first paragraph requires 

that new developments proposed in close proximity to heritage assets should 

take account of this historic fabric. The second paragraph sets out a particular 

requirement for all such development proposals to be accompanied by a 

heritage statement. The third paragraph comments that the individual 

character appraisals identify the relevant designated heritage assets and non-

designated heritage assets (based on BDC information).  

7.38 The approach adopted in the first paragraph of the policy meets the basic 

conditions in general terms. The importance of heritage assets is set out in 

the NPPF (paragraphs 126-141). However, I recommend a modification to the 

policy so that it has the clarity required by the NPPF. As submitted this part of 

the policy simply requires that development proposals should ‘take account’ of 

the historic fabric and assets of the neighbourhood area. 

7.39 The second paragraph sets out the need for development to be accompanied 

by a heritage statement. It sets out in significant detail the type of information 

that needs to be included within such statements. I have sympathy for the 

approach adopted. Nevertheless, it goes beyond the requirements in local 

and national policy. In particular it is all-embracing in its requirement for the 

preparation of a heritage statement for any development proposals which may 

affect heritage assets. This contrasts with the approach set out in paragraph 

128 of the NPPF where local authorities are advised that they ‘should require 

an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, 

including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be 

proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to 

understand the potential impact of the proposal on their significance’. 

7.40 Taking all matters into account I recommend the deletion of this paragraph 

and its relocation in the supporting text. In any event this important matter is 

already addressed in national policy.   
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7.41 I also recommend the deletion of the third part of the policy. It is a statement 

of fact rather than a policy. I recommend that its details are incorporated into 

the supporting text.  

 In the first paragraph of the policy replace ‘should take account of’ with 

‘will be supported where they respect’. In its first line remove the first 

two commas. 

 At the end of the first paragraph add ‘as detailed in Appendix A’.  

 Delete the second paragraph of the policy. 

 Delete the third paragraph of the policy. 

 At the end of paragraph 4.27 add ‘The Character Assessment work is set out 

in Appendix A’ 

Delete the second sentence of paragraph 4.28. Replace it with the following: 

 ‘Where the nature of the proposed new development is such that detailed 

information is necessary to assess its impact on heritage assets a heritage 

statement should be provided by the applicant to support the proposal. [Insert 

at this point the deleted second part of the policy from the beginning of its 

second sentence]. Applicants are encouraged to discuss the need or 

otherwise for a heritage statement with Breckland District Council. The 

designated and non-designated heritage assets in the neighbourhood area 

are set out in Appendix B.’ 

 Policy JNP6: Natural Environment 

7.42 This policy is largely the equivalent policy for the natural environment as 

Policy JNP5 operates for the historic environment. The supporting text at 

paragraph 4.30 identifies that the neighbourhood area is one of the most 

environmentally sensitive in the country.  

7.43 The policy is divided into four paragraphs. The first sets out the legislative 

background to this important matter. The second sets out an expectation that 

natural features should be retained. The third paragraph refers to 

compensation for the loss of any biodiversity asset. The fourth paragraph 

supports proposals which would lead to the enhancement of the ecological 

network.  

7.44 I recommend that the first paragraph of the policy is deleted. In effect it is 

supporting text rather than policy. At the same time, I recommend that the 

paragraph is incorporated into paragraph 4.30 of the Plan. In coming to this 

recommendation, I have taken account of the parish councils’ response to my 

clarification note.  
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7.45 I recommend that the wider remaining policy is recast. As submitted it takes 

on a high-level approach that largely runs in parallel to that set out in the 

NPPF. Plainly this inherently has regard to national policy. However, at the 

same time a parallel approach is unnecessary and it adds no local or 

distinctive value. In addition, the policy as submitted offers no direct guidance 

to either a developer or to BDC on the likely outcome of a planning application 

where it generates a degree of impact on the natural environment. Within the 

context of my recommended modification for the policy to be recast I now 

comment on the detailed component parts. 

7.46 The second paragraph of the policy adopts an appropriate approach. It 

recognises the inherent importance of safeguarding the natural environment. 

However, its matter of fact approach to retain all trees and hedgerows runs 

the risk that poor-quality features are unnecessarily maintained. I recommend 

a modification to ensure that it takes on a more proportionate approach that 

has a closer relationship to national and local policies. The suggested 

modification proposed by BDC is very helpful and I am happy to recommend it 

accordingly. 

7.47 The third and fourth paragraphs address issues of compensation and the 

enhancement of the ecological networks respectively. I recommend that they 

are incorporated into the restructured policy with modifications to ensure that 

they have proper regards to national policy. 

Replace the policy with: 

Development proposals will be supported where it can be demonstrated 

that they have had regard to the following biodiversity principles: 

 They avoid the loss of trees of high and moderate quality with 

identifiable arboricultural, landscape or cultural value as well as 

important hedgerows unless their removal results in an ecological 

gain and/or an improvement to an identified local green space; 

 Where a loss of mature trees, hedgerows or other features of 

ecological importance is unavoidable the proposal should include 

an on-site replacement features to an equivalent standard; 

 They would result in the enhancement of the ecological network 

including the management and support of designated sites and 

improving habitat connectivity;  

 Where possible they would result in a biodiversity net gain in the 

neighbourhood area. 

Insert the deleted first paragraph of the policy at the end of paragraph 4.30. 

Thereafter add: ‘Policy JNP6 provides a context within which development 
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proposals can be assessed against a series of conservation and biodiversity 

principles’.  

Policy JNP7: Transport and Highways Safety 

7.48 The policy seeks to address a related series of transport and highways safety 

issues in the neighbourhood area. They include new footpaths, measures to 

enable improved levels of walking and cycling and to discourage the formation 

of rat-running.  

7.49 The policy is underpinned by a series of reasoned justifications in the 

supporting text. They mainly relate to traffic volumes and speeds on the local 

road network and the lack of safe pedestrian routes and footpaths. 

7.50 I recognise that the community have fed its comments into the formulation of 

this policy. Nevertheless, I recommend the deletion of the elements of the 

policy that relate to traffic capacity and traffic speeds. I do so for three 

reasons. The first is that the policy elements in this part of the policy are not 

specific to any forms of development or to any particular stretches of road. On 

this basis it would be impractical for BDC to apply the policy in a consistent 

fashion. The second is that the policy does not have regard to national policy. 

Paragraph 32 of the NPPF is clear that ‘development should only be 

prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative 

impacts of development are severe’. The third is that the first paragraph of the 

policy comments that development will be expected where possible to help 

reduce existing (transport and highway safety) risks. National policy is clear 

that new development should not be expected to mitigate existing network 

issues which predate the proposed development concerned. I coming to this 

recommendation I have taken account of the parish councils’ response to my 

clarification note.  

 7.51 The second, third and seventh paragraphs of the policy address pedestrian 

and cycling facilities and accessibility. Their approaches have regard to 

national policy in general terms. Nevertheless, as submitted they are 

statements rather than policies. I recommend that the second and third 

paragraphs are combined and presented in a format which offers support to 

development proposals which include such proposals. The seventh paragraph 

of the policy would then provide supplementary detail to that modified part of 

the policy.  

 Delete the first, fourth and fifth paragraphs of the policy.  

 Replace the second and third paragraphs of the policy with the 

following: 
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 ‘Subject to other policies in this Plan development proposals will be 

supported which include: 

 New footpaths which form part of a coherent network and provide 

attractive pedestrian accessibility; and/or 

 Other proposals which would include measures to improve levels 

of walking and cycling in the neighbourhood area’.  

 Policy JNP8: Community Facilities 

7.52 This policy sets out the Plan’s ambitions for new community facilities in 

general and on the SUE in particular. It has two parts. The first relates to 

existing facilities and sets out a robust policy basis for their retention. The 

second part of the policy sets out the case for additional community facilities 

in association with new residential development. It makes the connection with 

Section 106 agreements and any emerging Community Infrastructure Levy 

(CIL) in the District. The supporting text is similar to that associated with 

Policy JNP4. In this case it sets out the existing policy context in relation to 

the Section 106 agreement associated with the outline planning application for 

the SUE.  

7.53 The supporting text is similar to that associated with Policy JNP4. In this case 

it sets out the existing policy context in relation to the Section 106 agreement 

in relation to the outline planning application for the development of the SUE.  

7.54 BDC raise comments about the relationship between the policy and that in the 

Core Strategy on existing facilities. It suggests that the approach in the 

submitted policy is very similar to its existing and emerging local policy. Whilst 

I agree with its views a modification of the submitted policy is not required to 

ensure that it meets the basic conditions. 

7.55 I recommend the deletion of the first two paragraphs of the second part of the 

policy. The first paragraph largely repeats the schedule of community facilities 

which were already included in the Section 106 agreement associated with 

the outline planning application for the SUE. In addition, it refers to a potential 

CIL which has yet to be determined by BDC.  

7.56 I recommend the deletion of the second paragraph as its focus on 

consultation with the community and the parish councils is mainly about 

process rather than policy. Nevertheless, I recommend that it is repositioned 

as supporting text.  

7.57 The final part of the second element of the policy correctly comments that new 

community facilities in the SUE should reflect local materials and be designed 

to be integrated into the landscape. However, I recommend the deletion of its 
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final sentence as the planning process cannot directly influence the use of 

community facilities by either existing or new residents. 

In the first part of the policy replace ‘permitted’ with ‘supported’. 

 In the second part of the policy delete its first and second paragraphs. 

 In the third paragraph of the second part of the policy delete its second 

sentence. 

 At the end of paragraph 4.36 insert the deleted second paragraph of the 

second part of the policy. In doing so remove ‘Community Infrastructure Levy’ 

from its contents. 

 Policy JNP9: Employment 

7.58 This policy properly sets out to protect existing employment uses and to 

promote sensitive new small-scale employment uses. The generality of its 

approach has regards to national policy.  

7.59 The first paragraph seeks to protect existing employment sites (separately 

listed in paragraph 4.44). It also supports small-scale extensions on these 

identified sites subject to environmental and design criteria. I recommend that 

this part of the policy is broken down into its two component parts. I also 

recommend that the means by which the two sites will be protected is 

incorporated into the policy. In doing so I reflect the parish councils’ response 

to my clarification note on this matter. I also recommend that the two sites 

concerned are incorporated into the policy itself and shown on a map base. 

This will bring the necessary levels of clarity for a development plan 

document.  

7.60 Thereafter I recommend that the second part of the first paragraph of the 

policy becomes a free-standing element of the eventual modified policy. I 

have sympathy for the approach taken to small scale extensions. 

Nevertheless, ‘small scale’ is not defined and may mean different things to 

different people. On this basis I recommend that it is replaced with 

‘proportionate’.  

7.61 The second paragraph of the policy specifically refers to new employment 

uses. As with the first part of the policy I have sympathy for the approach 

taken to small scale extensions. Nevertheless, small scale is not defined and 

may mean different things to different people. On this basis I recommend that 

it is deleted. The issue of scale is appropriately addressed by reference to 

‘appropriate to a rural area’ This will provide a degree of judgement within 

which BDC can determine any such planning applications against national, 
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local and neighbourhood plan policies in the round. I also recommend the 

substitution of ‘encouraged’ with ‘supported’. 

7.62 Finally I recommend the deletion of references to new employment uses that 

will contribute to the social fabric of the parishes. In its helpful response to the 

clarification note the parish councils accept that this concept would be difficult 

to define.  

In the first paragraph replace ‘Existing sites…. Protected and’ with: 

 ‘Within the Croxton Park Employment Area and the area adjacent to the 

Thetford Garden Centre in Kilverstone as shown on Map [insert number] 

proposals for the change of use of buildings in employment use 

(B1/B2/B8 uses) to non-employment uses will not be supported in 

circumstances where planning permission is required.’ 

 Retain the remainder of the first paragraph as a free-standing paragraph 

within the modified policy. Replace ‘small scale’ with ‘proportionate’. 

 In the second paragraph delete ‘small scale’ and replace ‘encouraged’ 

with ‘supported’. Delete ‘especially those…. parishes’. 

 At the end of paragraph 4.44 add: ‘These areas are shown on Map [insert 

number] 

 Policy JNP10: Surface Water Drainage and Flood risk 

7.63 The policy sets out the Plan’s approach to surface water drainage and 

flooding. The consultation process has attracted varied representations to this 

policy. Its approach to sustainable urban drainage is supported by Anglian 

Water. However, in contrast BDC and Thetford Town Council consider that 

the policy largely repeats existing national and local policy and is therefore 

unnecessary. 

7.64 I sought clarification from the parish councils on this latter point. I also sought 

their comments on the nature of developments that would be affected by the 

policy. As submitted it refers to ‘any new development’.  

7.65 I have considered all the representations very carefully together with the 

comments from the parish councils. Whilst I have sympathy with the approach 

adopted in the Plan I recommend that the policy and its supporting text are 

deleted. I have taken this view for two principal reasons. The first is that the 

policy adds little to existing national and local policy and provides no added 

local value or distinctiveness. The second is that the policy is intended to 

apply to any new development or to a significant alteration to an existing 

building. This approach is disproportionate to the matter concerned in general 

terms, and in relation to the required assessment required for development 
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proposals in particular. Neither the policy nor the supporting text provides any 

context within which I could reasonably propose a modification to the policy 

based around distinctive local thresholds. 

 Delete policy 

 Delete paragraphs 4.45-4.46. 

 Policy JNP11: Avoiding the coalescence of settlements 

7.66 This policy identifies two Protected Areas to the immediate north and east of 

the SUE. The policy is underpinned by two related issues. The first are the 

concerns expressed by local residents that the SUE may lead to a 

coalescence of the urban area with its surrounding rural communities. The 

second is the Plan’s assessment of the visual amenity value of the two 

identified areas and its community environmental value. I looked at the two 

proposed areas closely on my visit to the neighbourhood area.  

7.67 The policy identifies the protected areas on Map 6 and then comments the 

types of development that would and would not be supported in the identified 

areas. The focus of the policy is to prevent coalescence and to respect the 

character and identity of the rural settlements concerned.  

7.68 I sought clarification from the parish councils on the approach that it had 

adopted. In particular I was keen to establish the extent to which the concept 

of Protected Areas was necessary over and above the policy approach in 

national and local policies for the countryside. The parish councils’ response 

was very comprehensive and touched on landscape sensitivity, the risks of 

coalescence and the previous decisions that have been made as part of the 

work on the emerging Local Plan. I was also advised about the fragility of the 

BDC’s five-year housing land supply position and potential future 

development pressures on the two Protected Areas.   

7.69 Having looked at these areas in detail when I visited the neighbourhood area 

and taking account of the information available to me I am satisfied that the 

principle of the two proposed Protected Areas meet the basic conditions. In 

particular I am satisfied that there is a sensitivity in landscape such that it 

would not satisfactorily accommodate new development. In addition, I am 

satisfied that there are sound reasons for wanting to prevent coalescence 

between Thetford and Croxton and Thetford and Kilverstone. 

7.70 The NPPF is clear that local or neighbourhood plans should not seek to 

restrict development in an arbitrary way throughout expanses of the 

countryside. However, I am satisfied that the proposed Protected Areas are 

proportionate in size for their defined purpose. In reaching this conclusion I 

have also taken account of the comments made by BDC on my Clarification 
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Note. It advised that notwithstanding the Council’s current lack of a five-year 

housing land supply planning applications for development in the proposed 

Protected Areas would be unlikely to be considered suitable for sustainable 

development given the lack of access to services in the two Areas concerned 

and their inherent environmental attractiveness.  

7.71 Whilst the Protected Areas are acceptable in principle I am not convinced that 

their defined boundaries have the clarity required by the NPPF. In several 

cases they do not follow field or other natural boundaries. Some of the 

boundaries shown cut through field boundaries in their natural ambition to 

round off the proposed boundaries. 

7.72 Nevertheless a neighbourhood plan needs to have appropriate clarity for both 

landowners and BDC in its capacity as the local planning authority. In this 

context it is unacceptable to have a policy boundary running arbitrarily through 

a field. In order to correct this matter, I recommend modified boundaries to 

both Protected Areas. In both case this would result in them following 

recognisable features. 

7.73 The policy itself has several different levels. Its first two paragraphs generally 

seek to protect the visual and scenic character of the wider countryside of the 

neighbourhood area. The third paragraph identifies the two proposed 

Protected Areas and gives them ‘special consideration’. The fourth paragraph 

of the policy describes the roles played by the two Protected Areas in 

preventing the coalescence of communities. The fifth paragraph of the policy 

identifies the circumstances in which development will be permitted in the two 

identified areas.  

7.74 The structure of the policy is both lengthy and confusing. It is not clear 

whether its approach applies to the general countryside or to the two identified 

Protected Areas. In addition, the fourth paragraph of the policy is largely 

supporting text rather than policy. I recommend modifications to address 

these various matters. 

 Replace the second and third paragraphs of the policy to read: 

 ‘The following undeveloped areas between settlements are designated 

as Identified Protected Areas: 

 [As a) in the third paragraph] 

 [As b) in the third paragraph] 

Within the designated Identified Protected Areas proposals for built 

development will not be supported where they would have a detrimental 

impact on the predominantly open and undeveloped character of their 
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landscapes or which would contribute towards an erosion in the 

physical gap between the settlements concerned’. 

In the fourth paragraph of the policy replace ‘in order to’ with ‘In 

particular development proposals should’. 

In the fifth paragraph of the policy replace ‘permitted’ with ‘supported’.  

 Revise the boundaries of the Protected Areas to those shown on the 

map in Appendix A of this report. 

 At the end of paragraph 4.48 add the following new supporting text: 

 ‘Policy JNP11 reflects these important community considerations in the 

designation of Identified Protection Areas. Their purpose is to respect the 

character and identity of the various settlements, to support their 

predominantly open and undeveloped character and to prevent the 

coalescence of Thetford with the identified rural settlements.’  

 Policy JNP12: Character Appraisal for Croxton 

7.75 This policy is one of two (with JNP15) which describe the character of a 

particular part of the neighbourhood area and then seeks to ensure that new 

development in the area incorporates its identified characteristics. These 

policies are both well-crafted and are, by definition, very distinctive to the 

neighbourhood area. They are precisely the type of policies that national 

policy anticipates will come forward in a neighbourhood plan both in their own 

right and to supplement local plan policies.  

7.76 I am satisfied that in general terms the policy meets the basic conditions. 

Nevertheless, I recommend that the order of its paragraphs is rearranged so 

that it has the clarity required by the NPPF. I also recommend that the policy 

is modified so that it reads in a self-contained fashion. As submitted it forces 

the reader to revert back to Policy JNP1 earlier in the Plan.  

 Relocate the fourth paragraph of the policy referring to the Map to the 

start. 

 Replace the second paragraph with: 

 ‘Development proposals in the Croxton Character Area will be 

supported where they incorporate these important characteristic details 

in a proportionate fashion within their designs’.   

Include the following additional supporting text at the end of paragraph 4.56: 

 ‘Policy JNP12 captures key elements of this work and offers support to 

schemes which incorporate the same distinctive materials and detailing in 
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their designs. It operates in a complementary fashion to the more general 

policy JNP1’. 

 Include the following additional supporting text at the end of paragraph 4.58: 

 ‘The final part of the policy relates a series of non-designated heritage assets 

to Policy JNP5’. 

 Policy JNP13: Greens, Open Spaces and undeveloped areas 

7.77 This policy identifies five local green spaces (LGSs). The supporting text at 

paragraph 4.64 correctly identifies that proposed designations of this nature 

stem from paragraphs 76 to 78 of the NPPF. The supporting text at paragraph 

4.65 shows very helpful photographs of the various areas. I saw them as part 

of my visit to the neighbourhood area.  

7.78 I raised with the parish councils two related queries in my clarification note. 

The first was the extent to which they had been assessed against the three 

criteria in paragraph 77 of the NPPF. The second was the extent to which 

they are adequately displayed on a map base so that they can be interpreted 

and safeguarded throughout the Plan period with a proportionate amount of 

detail and vigour.  

7.79 On the first point I was provided with the detail which the retained consultant 

had carried out on the matter but which was not included in the submitted 

Plan. Plainly these circumstances are not ideal. However, I am satisfied that 

the designation of the five proposed LGSs meets the basic conditions. I have 

reached this conclusion for three reasons. The first is that the Plan and the 

five sites have been the subject of full public consultation. The second is that 

their inclusion within the Plan as LGSs (and without the site-by-site appraisal) 

has not attracted any representations. The third is that the consultant’s 

assessment of the five proposed LGSs runs in parallel with my own 

observations of the sites. Nonetheless I recommend that the appraisal table is 

inserted into the supporting text to provide a long-term audit trail of the choice 

of these sites as part of the Plan-making process.  

7.80 On the second point the parish councils explained its difficulties around map 

production. I am satisfied that there has been no confusion on this matter – 

the location of the five sites are clear within the neighbourhood area.  I 

recommend that the five sites are shown on a separate map given the wider 

importance of this policy. 

7.81 Finally I recommend that the policy itself is recast. As submitted it includes 

significant elements of supporting text. In addition, its policy elements do not 

precisely reflect the intentions of the NPPF on this matter.  
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Replace the policy with the following: 

 ‘The following areas as shown on Map [insert number] are designated as 

local green spaces: 

 Croxton Area at entrance to High Tree Close 

 Brettenham Village Green 

 Brettenham School Green Rushford 

 Kilverstone Memorial Green 

 Kilverstone Green hosting village sign 

 Development will not be supported on land designated as local green 

space except in very special circumstances’ 

 Shown the five designated LGSs on a separate map 

 Insert the consultant’s appraisal of the five LGSs (in the response to the 

Clarification Note) at the end of paragraph 4.64 to read: ‘The sites were 

assessed against the criteria 77 of the NPPF as part of the Plan-making 

process as follows: 

 [Insert consultant’s appraisal] 

 Policy JNP14: Kilverstone Alms Houses 

7.82 The policy addresses the Kilverstone Alms Houses. They are located at the 

northern end of Church Lane in Kilverstone. They are in need of substantial 

investment to bring them up to modern living standards. 

7.83 The first part sets out a context for their refurbishment and restoration. The 

second addresses their potential redevelopment. The third sets out a series of 

criteria that would apply to any proposed redevelopment of the site. The fourth 

seeks to safeguard the historic wall to the front of the site. The fifth refers to 

the relevant map. 

7.84 In general terms the policy provides flexibility for future proposals. This 

reflects the current work that is being undertaken by the Parish Council in its 

capacity as the Trustee of the Almshouse Trust.  

7.85 At various points throughout the policy a variety of language is used to direct 

the outcome of development proposals. They include ‘encouraged’ and 

‘allowed’. I recommend that they are replaced with ‘supported’. 

7.86 I also recommend that the first paragraph of the policy (dealing with the 

refurbishment and restoration of the Alms Houses) is presented in criterion 
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format similar to that in its third paragraph. This will bring the clarity required 

by the NPPF. I also recommend that its wording recognises that certain 

refurbishment schemes may not need planning permission. 

7.87 The second paragraph of the policy offers support for redevelopment 

proposals where it is demonstrated that the existing buildings are no longer 

viable and beyond economic review. I recommend that the elements of the 

policy which refer to RICS guidance are deleted from the policy and replaced 

in the supporting text. It explains how the policy will be assessed rather than 

set out policy itself.  

7.88 I recommend that the fourth paragraph of the policy which refers to the 

frontage wall is simplified. As included in the Plan the significance and 

coverage of the policy is not clear. 

 At the beginning of the first paragraph of the policy insert ‘Insofar as 

planning permission is required’ 

 At the end of the first sentence in the first paragraph replace 

‘encouraged’ with ‘supported’ and replace the remaining sentences 

with: 

 subject to the following criteria: 

 a) they have regard to the form, scale, massing and materials of the 

buildings and the character of the area; 

 b) the existing accommodation should be retained; and 

 c) they address opportunities to improve the energy efficiency of the 

buildings. 

 In the second paragraph replace ‘permitted’ with ‘supported’. Delete 

‘and that this is…. RICS guidance)’ 

 In the third paragraph replace ‘allowed’ with ‘supported’, insert a semi-

colon after criteria a) and a semi-colon followed by ‘and’ after criterion 

b). 

 In the fourth paragraph replace ‘should not…of part’ with ‘should take 

account of the significance’. 

 Insert the following at the end of paragraph 4.68: ‘Proposals for the 

redevelopment of the Alms Houses will be assessed against the second part 

of the policy. Any proposals should be supported by an independent viability 

assessment prepared in accordance with RICS guidance in place at that time’ 
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 Policy JNP15: Character Appraisal for Brettenham and Kilverstone 

7.89 I am satisfied that in general terms the policy meets the basic conditions. 

Nevertheless, I recommend that the order of its sections in rearranged so that 

it has the clarity required by the NPPF. I also recommend that the policy is 

modified so that it reads in a self-contained fashion. As submitted it forces the 

reader to revert back to Policy JNP1 earlier in the Plan.  

 Relocate the fourth paragraph of the policy to the start of the policy. 

 Replace the second paragraph of the policy with: 

 ‘Development proposals in the Brettenham Village, Brettenham West, 

Rushford and Kilverstone Character Areas will be supported where they 

incorporate these important characteristic details in a proportionate 

fashion within their designs’.   

 Include the following additional supporting text at the end of paragraph 4.71: 

 ‘Policy JNP15 captures key elements of this work and offers support to 

schemes which incorporate the same distinctive materials and detailing in 

their designs. It operates in a complementary fashion to the more general 

policy JNP1’ 

 Include the following additional supporting text at the end of paragraph 4.72: 

‘The final part of the policy relates a series of non-designated heritage assets 

to Policy JNP5’ 

Policy JNP16: Areas for Enhancement in Brettenham and Kilverstone 

7.90 This policy addresses the disused railway station in Brettenham. It is identified 

as a potential opportunity in the relevant Character Appraisal. 

7.91 I recommend that the structure of the policy is recrafted so that it has the 

clarity required by the NPPF. Otherwise it meets the basic conditions. 

7.92 I also recommend the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 4.77. As 

submitted it is unnecessary and has the potential to conflict with the European 

Convention on Human Rights.   

 Delete the first paragraph of the policy 

 In the second paragraph replace ‘to the above area’ with ‘to the disused 

railway station site in Arlington Way in Brettenham as shown on Map 9b’ 

 Delete the third paragraph of the policy 

 In paragraph 4.76 add at the end of the first sentence ‘for Brettenham and 

Kilverstone.’ 
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 In paragraph 4.77 delete the second sentence.  

 Other matters 

7.93 This report has recommended a series of modifications both to the policies 

and to the supporting text in the submitted Plan. Where consequential 

changes to the text are required directly as a result of my recommended 

modification to the policy concerned I have highlighted them in this report. 

However other changes to the general text may be required elsewhere in the 

Plan as a result of the recommended modifications to the policies. It will be 

appropriate for BDC and the parish councils to have the flexibility to make any 

necessary consequential changes to the general text. I recommend 

accordingly.  

 

 Modification of general text (where necessary) to achieve consistency with the 

modified policies. 
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8         Summary and Conclusions 

 

 Summary 

 

8.1 The Plan sets out a range of policies to guide and direct development 

proposals in the period up to 2036.  It is distinctive in addressing a specific set 

of issues that have been identified and refined by the wider community.  

 

8.2 Following my independent examination of the Plan I have concluded that the 

Joint Neighbourhood Development Plan meets the basic conditions for the 

preparation of a neighbourhood plan subject to a series of recommended 

modifications. However, within this context the Plan remains fundamentally 

unchanged in its role and purpose. 

 

 Conclusion 

 

8.3 On the basis of the findings in this report I recommend to Breckland District 

Council that subject to the incorporation of the modifications set out in this 

report that the Croxton and Brettenham & Kilverstone Joint Neighbourhood 

Development Plan should proceed to referendum. 

 

 Referendum Area 

 

8.4 I am required to consider whether the referendum area should be extended 

beyond the Plan area.  In my view, the neighbourhood area is entirely 

appropriate for this purpose and no evidence has been submitted to suggest 

that this is not the case.  I therefore recommend that the Plan should proceed 

to referendum based on the neighbourhood area as approved by the District 

Council on 8 July 2014.  

 

8.5 I am grateful to everyone who has helped in any way to ensure that this 

examination has run in a smooth and efficient manner. The parish councils’ 

responses to my Clarification Note were very helpful in preparing this report.  

 

 

 

Andrew Ashcroft 

Independent Examiner  

24 July 2018 

 

 

 


