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Thurston Neighbourhood Development Plan 2018 – 2036 
 

Independent Examination 

 

First published: 21 March 2019 

 

Introduction 

 

This document will provide an on-going record of all ‘general’ correspondence during 

the Thurston Neighbourhood Plan examination period between the Examiner (Janet 

Cheesley), the Parish Council / NP Working Group, and Mid Suffolk District Council 

(See item 1). It will also act as a record of matters raised and responses to these. 

 

As required, specific documents will continue to be published on the district councils 

Thurston NP webpage: www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/ThurstonNP 

 

Copies of e-mails / letters appearing on the following pages: 

 

1. E-mail from Examiner dated 18 March 2019 - Procedures and Questions 

2. E-mail from Examiner dated 19 March 2019 - N’hood Plan para’ 3.50 

3. E-mail to Examiner dated 19 March 2019 - Part response to 1 and 2 above 

4. E-mail to Examiner dated 20 March 2019 - New Primary School location 

5. E-mail to Examiner dated 26 March 2019 - Response to para’ 3.50 question 

 

 

http://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/ThurstonNP
http://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/ThurstonNP
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1. E-mail dated 18 March 2019 relating to general procedures etc. 

 

From:   Janet Cheesley 

To:  Thurston Parish Clerk, Paul Bryant (BMSDC) 

Dated:  18 March 2019 

Subject: Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Examination 

 

Dear Paul and Vicky 

 

I am writing to set out how I intend to undertake the examination of the Thurston Neighbourhood 

Development Plan. My role is to determine whether the Plan meets the Basic Conditions and other 

legal requirements. I intend to ensure that the Parish Council feels part of the process.  As such, I 

will copy the Parish Council into all correspondence, apart from contractual matters that are dealt 

with direct with the local planning authority. Likewise, please can you ensure that any 

correspondence from you is copied to the other party. This will ensure fairness and transparency 

throughout the process. 

 

Paul will be my main point of contact. Once I have read all the papers, I may ask for any missing 

documents or seek clarification on some matters.  It may be appropriate for me to seek clarification 

on matters from the Parish Council. I must emphasise very strongly that this does not mean that I 

will accept new evidence. In the interest of fairness to other parties, I cannot accept new evidence 

other than in exceptional circumstances. If the Parish Council is unsure as to whether information it 

is submitting may constitute new evidence, may I suggest that you send it to Paul in the first 

instance for his opinion. If I do seek clarification, I will ask for my request and any responses to be 

published on the Mid Suffolk District Council’s web site. 

 

It may be that there is very little correspondence from me during the examination.  I will endeavour 

to keep you both up to date on the progress of the examination. The default is for an examination 

to be conducted without a hearing. If I feel one is necessary, I will inform you both as early as 

possible, but this is likely to be near the end the examination process. If I do intend to hold a 

hearing, I will inform you of the procedure at that time. 

 

I will issue a draft report for fact checking by both parties. I will ask you both to check my report for 

factual errors such as dates, sequence of events, names and so on that might need to be 

corrected. The report will be confidential and must not be presented to a public meeting. I must 

emphasise that this is not an opportunity to make comments on the report other than those that 

relate to factual errors. In particular, I will not be inviting, and will not accept, comment on any 

suggested modifications. The draft report will only be published as the final version if there are no 

factual errors found and if there is no other reason, such as a sudden change in national policy, 

that could be significant to my recommendations. I will endeavour to issue my final report shortly 

after the fact checking stage. 

 

I confirm that I have received the submission documents from Mid Suffolk District Council, together 

with the Regulation 16 representations. I have visited the Parish and seen everything I need to 

see. 

 

I understand that the Parish Council has taken the opportunity to make comment on the Regulation 

16 representations.  I will consider the comments when I receive them in due course.   

 

Cont/… 
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Representations from Historic England and the Environment Agency are relying on their 

representation at the Regulation 14 stage. Please can I have copies of their full 

representations at that stage. [MSDC note: Our bold for emphasis. See response on page 5 

below.] 

 

There is reference in the Neighbourhood Plan to the future development of a new primary school.  

Is there any update on the possible location or timing of provision of the school that is 

public knowledge?  [MSDC note: Our bold for emphasis. See response on page 10 below.] 

 

The Plan states that the revised settlement boundary includes the sites with planning permission.  

The Policies Maps do not include these sites.  Is this simply an error?  [MSDC note: Our bold for 

emphasis. See response on page 5 below.] 

 

I enclose a recently published NPIERS Guidance to Service Users and Examiners, which may be 

of interest regarding the examination process.   

 

NPIERS_Guidance_to_

Service_Users_and_Examiners_030418_hl.pdf
 

 

Please can Paul arrange for the web site to be updated to announce that I have started the 

examination of the Plan.  

 

Please can this email be placed on the District Council’s web site. If there is future correspondence 

regarding matters of clarification, I will ask for those to be similarly made available.  

 

At the end of the examination, I would welcome feedback as to whether the way the examination 

has been conducted has enabled the Parish Council to feel included in the process.  

 

Regards 

Janet Cheesley 

 

- ends -  

 

https://www.rics.org/globalassets/rics-website/media/upholding-professional-standards/regulation/drs/drs-services/npiers-planning-guidance-to-service-users-and-examiners-rics.pdf
https://www.rics.org/globalassets/rics-website/media/upholding-professional-standards/regulation/drs/drs-services/npiers-planning-guidance-to-service-users-and-examiners-rics.pdf
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2. E-mail dated 18 March 2019 relating to general procedures etc. 

 

From:   Janet Cheesley 

To:  Thurston Parish Clerk, Paul Bryant (BMSDC) 

Dated:  19 March 2019 

Subject: Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Examination 

 

Paul and Vicky 

I am seeking clarification with regard to paragraph 3.50 in the Neighbourhood Plan.     

Paragraph 3.50 - ‘Access to the westbound platform is via the Barrow Foot Crossing over the two 

rail lines. Network Rail acknowledges that there is a need to mitigate passenger risk but to date a 

solution has not been found. The approved development in late 2017 will move the cumulative 

passenger risk into a  higher category and mitigation measures should be in place prior to 

increased development. Car parking at the station is inadequate and is impacting increasingly on 

the village.’ 

I am seeking clarification with regard to the highlighted sentence.  I am unsure whether this 

sentence means mitigation measures should be in place prior to the development of the sites with 

planning permission, or whether it means that mitigation measures should be in place before any 

further development, above that already permitted, should be allowed.  It would be helpful if this 

could be clarified. 

Regards 

Janet Cheesley 
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3. E-mail dated 19 March 2019 relating to general procedures etc. 

 

From:   Paul Bryant (BMSDC) 

To:  Janet Cheesley  

Cc:  Thurston Parish Clerk 

Dated:  19 March 2019 

Subject: Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Examination 

 

Dear Janet 

 

Thank you for your e-mail received yesterday which set how you intend to undertake this 

examination. You also ask three questions, two of which we answer below and one which we will 

respond to asap. I also acknowledge receipt of your e-mail dated today which seeks clarity on para 

3.50, the answer to which will also have to follow.  

 

So, from your e-mail of 18th: 

 

Q1: Representations from Historic England and the Environment Agency are relying on their 

 representation at the Regulation 14 stage. Please can I have copies of their full 

 representations at that stage.  

                

 A: Please see scanned copies of these two representations attached. [MSDC note: See 

 next pages] 

 

Q2:     There is reference in the [NP] to the future development of a new primary school.  Is there 

 any update on the possible location or timing of provision of the school that is public 

 knowledge? 

 

 A: To follow 

 

Q3:   The Plan states that the revised settlement boundary includes the sites with planning 

 permission.  The Policies Maps do not include these sites.  Is this simply an error? 

 

 A: The Parish Council have responded as follows: We acknowledge that this is a 

 cartography error and with the Examiner’s approval and permission would like to ask that it 

 be noted that this should be corrected and should include these sites to be in accordance 

 with Policy 1. 

 

In addition to the above, and with my thanks to Vicky, please also see attached the Parish Councils 

response to the Reg 16 Representations. [MSDC note: Uploaded to our Thurston NP webpage] 

 

I will arrange for all the above, and your two e-mails to be published on our website by the end of 

the week. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Paul Bryant 

N’hood Planning Officer | BMSDC 
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Scanned copy of Reg 14 response from Historic England to Thurston PC 
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Scanned copy of Reg 14 response from Environment Agency to Thurston PC 
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4. E-mail dated 20 March 2019 re new Primary School location …. 

 

From:   Paul Bryant (BMSDC) 

To:  Janet Cheesley  

Cc:  Thurston Parish Clerk 

Dated:  20 March 2019 

Subject: Thurston NP Examination Qstns [Primary School] 

 

Dear Janet 

 

I am now able to respond to your question about the future development of a new primary school in 

Thurston. 

 

Suffolk County Council have advised us that they recently carried out a pre-application planning 

consultation on a proposal to relocate Thurston CofE Primary Academy to a new site off Norton 

Road [i.e., the south east corner of Site A shown on the Policies and Inset Maps ... Figures 13 and 

14 … in the Thurston N’hood Plan]. That consultation has just closed [17 March] and it is currently 

expected that a planning application will be made in April / May, with the school to open in 2021.  

 

Please see: https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/consultations-petitions-and-

elections/consultations/thurston-cep-academy/  for more details. [MSDC Note: Screen shot of SCC 

web page shown below] 

 

Thurston Parish Council have also confirmed that this site is their preferred choice.  

 

I hope the above gives you all the information that you need. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Paul Bryant 

N’hood Planning Officer | BMSDC 

 

 

 

 

[Right: Screen shot of SCC web page 

taken 20 Mar 2019] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/consultations-petitions-and-elections/consultations/thurston-cep-academy/
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/consultations-petitions-and-elections/consultations/thurston-cep-academy/
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/consultations-petitions-and-elections/consultations/thurston-cep-academy/
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/council-and-democracy/consultations-petitions-and-elections/consultations/thurston-cep-academy/
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5. E-mail dated 26 March 2019 re para 3.50 question 

 

From:   BMSDC Community Planning 

To:  Janet Cheesley  

Cc:  Thurston Parish Clerk, Paul Bryant (BMSDC) 

Dated:  26 March 2019 

Subject: Question re paragraph 3.50 of the Plan 

 

Dear Janet 
 
I am replying on behalf of Mid Suffolk District Council and Thurston Parish Council to the question 
you have asked on paragraph 3.50 of the Plan which refers to the foot crossing over the railway 
lines at Thurston Railway Station. 
 
I am attaching a note [see below] which sets out the background and the Council’s response 
together with an e-mail from the Parish Council setting out their position. [see below] 
 
I hope this is sufficient to answer your question. Please let me know if you require clarification or 
further information. 
 
Regards 

* * * * * 
Note …. 

 
 

Examiner Question …  
 
I am seeking clarification with regard to paragraph 3.50 in the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
3.50    ‘Access to the westbound platform is via the Barrow Foot Crossing over the two rail lines. 

Network Rail acknowledges that there is a need to mitigate passenger risk but to date a 
solution has not been found. The approved development in late 2017 will move the 
cumulative passenger risk into a higher category and mitigation measures should 
be in place prior to increased development. Car parking at the station is inadequate 
and is impacting increasingly on the village.’  

 
I am seeking clarification with regard to the highlighted sentence. I am unsure whether this 
sentence means mitigation measures should be in place prior to the development of the sites 
with planning permission, or whether it means that mitigation measures should be in place 
before any further development, above that already permitted, should be allowed. It would be 
helpful if this could be clarified.  
 

 

 
The situation re the Barrow Foot Crossing is complex but the following, most of which has been 
kindly provided by the Parish Council in response to your question (see attached e-mail for full 
response from Thurston PC), hopefully provides the clarification you seek. 
 
In Summary: Thurston Parish Council are of the view that mitigation measures should be in 
place prior to any further development, above that already permitted, being allowed. The 
Parish Council also advise that, despite a number of meetings with key stakeholders to find a 
practical and/or affordable solution, no measures have been found to date to reduce the safety risk 
identified by Network Rail, and that they will continue to actively seek to ensure that those same 
stakeholders continue to meet to discuss this situation. 
 
Background: As stated, rail passengers wishing to access westbound rail services are required to 
cross the rail tracks via the Barrow Foot Crossing (shown in the photo on page 22 of the NP). At 
the time that the five applications now shown as sites A to E on Policies Maps 13 and 14 where 
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being considered, studies undertaken by Network Rail to assess the cumulative impact of these 
developments concluded that these would give rise to a significant increase in pedestrian usage 
which would move the crossing into a high risk category and that mitigation would be required. 
Given this, the Parish Council contended at the planning application stage that a solution to the 
impact of increased usage should be mitigated before permission to develop be granted. Network 
Rails preferred option is to close the level crossing and replace it with a new pedestrian ramp down 
the embankment leading onto Beyton Road. Obviously, there is a cost involved with this and a 
question as to how and from where it would be funded. 
 
The planning applications were subsequently granted with a condition (for all bar application 
5010/16 (2797/16) [Site C]) that prior to commencement of development, a Railway Users Plan be 
submitted to the Local Planning Authority in which, amongst other conditions, details would be 
provided and given to new occupiers, explaining the operation of the existing level crossing and 
how it should be used. Without specific mitigation measures the Parish Council feels that future 
growth will exacerbate the issue and, therefore, that no further development, beyond that which 
was approved in late 2017, should be considered on safety grounds unless mitigation measures 
are introduced and contributions are provided in order to fund specific measures that will ensure 
the station is safe for all users. 
 
I provide below links to (1) the published ‘Agenda Document for Mid Suffolk Planning Referrals 
Committee’ who sat on 1 Nov 2017 to consider the five applications in Thurston and (2) the 
Minutes of that meeting. The section headed ‘Railway Station Safety Issues’ (Agenda document 
pages 24-25) and the summary of Network Rail’s response to the various applications (see 
Agenda document page 156 and repeated elsewhere throughout) might be helpful. [NB: Note also 
that the Agenda document runs to some 1130 pages in total]. 
 
(1) https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Public%20reports%20pack%200

1st-Nov-017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=10 
 
(2) https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Printed%20minutes%2001st-

Nov-2017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=1 
 
You will see from the above that the view was taken that it would not be appropriate to seek S106 
contributions for crossing improvements but rather they should be funded from CIL. The District 
Council is also mindful that the calculation of risk is not simple and is a precise technical point as to 
when and under what circumstances it changes. Therefore the view has been taken that, although 
it is recognised that the crossing needs improvement, there is not sufficient justification at present 
for this being used as a reason for refusing planning applications. 
 

[ - Ends - ] 
 

E-mail from the Parish Council … 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Hopefully this will clarify along with the attachments. Please advise if this is not the sort of answer 
being sought. 
 
“In order to access the Cambridge-bound service, users are required to cross the 2 rail tracks on 
foot via the Barrow Level Crossing.  Network Rail have noted from their census of daily Barrow 
Crossing usage at Thurston Railway Station that on 10% of days the daily track crossing exceeds 
200 which would be comparable with a D3 risk categorization (requiring Barrow Crossing problem 
resolution).  Copies of their studies from both 2015 and 2017 are attached. 
 
Despite holding a number of meetings with all key stakeholders no practical and/or affordable 
measures have been found to date to reduce the safety risk. 
 

https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Public%20reports%20pack%2001st-Nov-017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Public%20reports%20pack%2001st-Nov-017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Public%20reports%20pack%2001st-Nov-017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Public%20reports%20pack%2001st-Nov-017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=10
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Printed%20minutes%2001st-Nov-2017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Printed%20minutes%2001st-Nov-2017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Printed%20minutes%2001st-Nov-2017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://baberghmidsuffolk.moderngov.co.uk/documents/g1164/Printed%20minutes%2001st-Nov-2017%2014.00%20Mid%20Suffolk%20Planning%20Referrals%20Committee.pdf?T=1
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Given the above, the Parish Council contended at the planning application stage for the 5 
significant planning applications (as outlined under Policies Maps 13 and 14 of the Submission 
Document) that a solution to the impact of increased usage should be mitigated before permission 
to develop be granted. Network Rail submitted a paper (attached) detailing their concerns and 
requests for funding from development in the form of a legal agreement as CiL funding was in no 
way guaranteed for the measures being proposed.  
 
The planning applications were granted with a condition ( for all bar application 5010/16 (2797/16)) 
that prior to commencement of development, a Railway Users Plan be submitted to the LPA in 
which, amongst other conditions, details would be provided and given to new occupiers, explaining 
the operation of the existing level crossing and how it should be used. Without specific mitigation 
measures the Parish Council feels that future growth will acerbate the issue.  
 
Given the increase in risk and increased usage at the station that has been identified, the Parish 
Council believes that no further development, beyond that which was approved in late 2017, 
should be considered on safety grounds unless mitigation measures are introduced and 
contributions are provided in order to fund specific measures that will ensure the station is safe for 
all users. 
 
I have been asked to confirm that the highlighted section in paragraph 3.50 of the Neighbourhood 
Plan as per the email below confirms the Parish Council’s stance that mitigation measures should 
be in place prior to any further development, above that already permitted, be allowed. 
 
The Parish Council is actively seeking to ensure that all relevant stakeholders continue to meet to 
discuss this situation.” 
 
Regards 
 
Mrs V S Waples 
Clerk & Proper Officer to the Council 
 
 

5070_16-NETWORK_

RAIL-740519.pdf
 

 

144179 Thurston 

Station Level Crossing Closure Feasibility Report.pdf
 

FOI201800247 - 

Thurston  Station-SBCMSL-2976-2017-09-1-1_Redacted.pdf
 

 
 
 
 


