
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN TEAM 
Parish Council Office 
New Green Centre 
Thurston  IP31 3TG 

Tel: 01359 232854 
e-mail: thurstonnpsg@hotmail.com 

 
 

Minutes of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting held on Friday 18th August 2017 which 
commenced at 2.00pm in the Parish Council Office at New Green Centre 

 
Members present: G Dixon, A Horton, A Reeve, J Rood, A Stiff, D Wood, V Waples (Secretary), 1 
member of the public and Tom Tawell, Engagement Manager and from Pigeon Investment 
Management. 
 

1. To receive nominations for the post of Chairman – agreement was forthcoming that the post 
would be shared by G Dixon and R Fawcett to ensure continuiting of the role. both co-Chairing 
– Ar, As – aif. Both were in agreement with this but it was noted that the situation would be 
reviewed at the end of the year to ensure all were happy with the arrangement. Both Chairs 
would work closely together to ensure that there was continuity within the role. 
 

2. To receive apologies of absence – R Fawcett; B Morris; Anne O’Connell and Gillian Bush 
 
3. To confirm acceptance of the minutes of 21st July 2017 – no actions arising that were not 

covered elsewhere, agreed by all as a true and accurate record. 
 

4. To receive briefing notes on the following: 
Underlying themes around all of these especially the meeting on 11th August 2017 – much 
broader conversation with MSDC and all of the issues in the round – interesting view that was 
forthcoming was that MSDC only needed to find solutions on a 51% probability of success – 
mentioned looking holistically at the issues but no follow-up if the solution being proposed is 
unacceptable. 
RF/GD/VW feel that a letter needs to be sent summarizing the issues that need to be resolved 
and minded to send it to the referrals committee members, District Councillors; County 
Councillor, Secretary of State and Jo Churchill MP. There needs to be a more holistic approach 
as opposed to developer led approach. PC/NP aggrieved that it is down to the PC/NP to initiate 
in depth conversations on cumulative matters relating to Network Rail, Anglian Water, NHS 
England and generally over education and highways.  
 
a) PC/NPSG Meeting with MSDC Planning Officers on 25th July 2017 actions following the 

Planning Referrals Committee Meeting of 12.07.17 – papers A, B and C – issue raised that 
any Highways survey should not be done during the holidays; need to take into account the 
link roads between villages but as things stand at moment this is only covering up to 
boundary only and not dispersal issues. Noted final report by 15th September! MSDC being 
driven by date by which to get the Planning Applications back to the committee. 
Expectation that CIL will cover everything but it has a call across the whole of the District. 
Discussion followed over funding of instructure with CIL versus S106 monies. 

b) PC/NPSG Meeting with SCC Infrastructure Officers on 4th August – paper D 
c) PC/NPSG Meeting with MSDC Planning Officers and SCC Infrastructure Officers on 11th 

August 2017 – papers E. Noted PI does not need to have a worked out solution prior to 
going back to the committee and that he only needs to find measures that will neutralise 
harm and not make matters worse. Do not feel that MSDC working for the community but 
are driven by perceived need to get things approved. 
Noted points 1 – 6  



Should National Power Network be requested for a comment on the cumulative impact – 
meeting agreed to follow this up - AR to source a contact. 

 Anglian Water & Network Rail – difficult to work with according to MSDC but noted that 
there appears to be an understanding that if there is a need for further capacity it is done 
through developer contributions via CIL according to MSDC Planning Department. 

 
5. To consider the representations from the Neighbourhood Plan Team on the following 

application coming forth: 
a) DC/17/03268 – outline planning application (access to be considered) – erection of 6 
dwellings on land on the South Side of Barrells Road, Thurston. 
The NP had thr following comments to make which would form the basis of an objection: 
Edge of village 
No footpath 
Plot for houses only spreads at top of land – thin end of the wedge 
Reference should be made to the site assessment work for this site. 
However the size of development coming forward i.e. 6 is more inkeeping with the NP 
survey but size of housing is larger than the village want. 
 
Generally concerns were raised as follows - If village is to become a larger village how do 
we make it acceptable as a sustainable village. Concern is trying to get whatever is 
approved out of the 5 in for development is sustainable and will enhance and improve the 
village. Noted of all the 12 key service centres for growth up to 2031 for Thurston exceeds 
in total the numbers that all key sites were expected to approve by over 80. 

 
6. To consider a response to Mid Suffolk’s Letter to the Secretary of State (SOS) following the 

Parish Council’s recent submission to the SOS on the significant planning applications facing 
Thurston – paper F 
It was agreed that GW/RF/VW would continue to work on a letter that would be submitted to 
the SOS and would incorporate items as mentioned under 4 above. Once completed a copy 
would be circulated to all. 
 

7. To consider a response to Artisan Planning & Property Services Ltd to the SOS following the 
Parish Council’s recent submission to the SOS on the significant planning applications facing 
Thurston – Paper G 
The meeting agreed that it was minded to write a response to this with reference to the NPPF 
and Neighoburhood Planning given the amount of work that has been done to get the NP so 
far.  
Agreement was had that the NP should write back and need to ensure SOS is aware that the 
Mid Suffolk local plan is out of date and there has been a lack of engagement and work from 
MSDC that has allowed the plan to stall. NP needs to be in conformity with Local Plan but if 
Local Plan is out of date and has not / will not share its information how does a NP get the 
requisite information needed to proceed. 

 
8. To receive an update on the means of the consultation process of the Character Assessment - 

updated digitalised map now received. All is in order to get the document printed. Agreed that 
it needs to be out to consultation with a very clear explanation of what it is and why it has been 
done. Noted comments on factual errors or omissions only were needed – needs to be 
available at public places – advertise as widely as possible :  postcards, noticeboards, library, 
New Green, Thurst, website. 
 

9. To receive any issues coming forward from members of the public present – Bovis site is a 
minded to refuse – how can it be turned into a refusal – revised plans have been submitted on 
the original application number, but issues are that some of the original objections have now 



been removed. Also there is talk that the second application will be for a reduced number of 
houses. 
This is not about houses for people but more about what people can get out of this: MSDC; 
Developers and Landowners. 
Point made that the aim of the LPA is to get the development through and not build a 
sustainable community. 
 
It was agreed that the PC/NP should be proactive and put a notice in the next newsletter that if 
there is an amendment on an existing planning application, all should remember that they 
needed to submit previous comments to ensure that they were still valid. 
 
Nothing further to add from the the representatives of Piegon – it was reiterated that Pigeon 
were keen to engage with both the PC and NP and happy to answer any questions that might 
arise. 
AR – responses by Pigeon to the issues raised by the PC and NP as circulated at the last 
meeting:  

• Thurston Railway Station – question that the development is a highly sustainable 
development for growth – question comment re the station; also contributions 
towards health capacity and footway crossing at Railway crossing need to clarify that it 
is a foot crossing and not a vehicle level crossing. 

• Financial Contributions – for Railway Station – MSDC have stated that CIL money 
cannot be directed to a specific item there is a bidding solution – MSDC not happy 
with the solution so how can the Developer specifiy the sum of money that will be 
contributed to a particular solution? 

• No mention of issues at Pokeriage Corner or Thedweastre Road; misleading 
overdensity when compared with the neighbouring Meadow Lane. 

• Parking places needed for school and drop-off. 
 
Document intended to provide further information to concerns raised by PC and NP had been 
handed out at previous meetings. If there are things that can be explained then Pigeon will be 
happy to discuss more. AH and AR agreed to discuss further and put together a list of the issues 
that have been raised in the document circulated by Pigeon for onward submission to Pigeon 
for comment. 
 
Noted MSDC expects that the PC will also have specific sums of money to use to be able to 
mitigate the severity of the safety issue at the railway station. 

 
10. To receive any issues coming forward from the members of the Steering Group – do we have 

the numbers needed for growth? Need to determine where can we get to without the growth 
numbers? Can we formulate the plan without MSDC’s 5 year land supply? 

 
11. To note the date and time of the next meeting – 15th September 2017 – letter to all on referrals 

cttee and SOS; Character Assessment; Notes on MSDC/Infrastructure Meeting of 8th September 
2017 

 
12. Close at 3.25pm 


