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BRECKLAND COUNCIL

At a Meeting of the

COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE SUB-COMMITTEE

Held on Wednesday, 8 August 2018 at 9.30 am in
The Anglia Room, Elizabeth House, Dereham

PRESENT
Mrs T. Hewett
Mrs J. Hollis

Mr M. J. Nairn
Mr M. S. Robinson (Chairman)

Also Present
Mr R Butler - Chairman of 
Cloverfields & the Willows 
Residents’ Assoc.

Tina Cunnell - Thetford Town 
Clerk

Cllr Brame - District Councillor 
for Castle Ward, Town & NCC 
Councillor & Mayor of Thetford

Cllr Brindle - District Councillor 
for Priory Ward & Town 
Councillor for Thetford

Cllr Sam Chapman-Allen - 
District Councillor for Forest 
Ward

Cllr Crawford - District 
Councillor for Burrell Ward & 
Town Councillor for Thetford

Jane James - Thetford Town Councillor

Cllr Jermy - District Councillor for Burrell Ward, 
Town Councillor & NCC Councillor for Thetford

Mr R. King - Chairman of Croxton Parish 
Council

Cllr Kybird - District Councillor for Harling & 
Heathlands Ward & Town Councillor for 
Thetford

Mr M MacDonald - Norwich Road Estate 
Residents' Association

Cllr Newton - District Councillor for Castle Ward 
& Town Councillor for Thetford

Mr A Poulter - Chairman of Brettenham & 
Kilverstone Parish Council

In Attendance
Mark Stinson - Executive Manager Governance (Deputy 

Monitoring Officer)
Rory Ringer - Democratic Services Manager
Sue Daniels - Electoral Services Team Leader
Steve Ball - Electoral Services Officer
Phil Mileham - Strategic Planning Manager
Julie Britton - Democratic Services Officer

Action 
By

11/18 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 1) 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Elizabeth Gould 
and Councillor William Smith.

12/18 MINUTES (AGENDA ITEM 2) 

The Minutes of the meeting held on 28 March 2018 were confirmed as 
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a correct record and signed by the Chairman.

13/18 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3) 

No declarations were made.

The Executive Manager for Governance reminded the Sub-Committee 
that it was very likely that all Members would have their own views on 
one or all of the proposals before them today and advised that those 
Members should only take part in the debate if they had an open mind 
and were prepared to make a decision based on the evidence before 
them, and had not made strong statements about how they intended to 
vote.

14/18 COMMUNITY GOVERNANCE REVIEW SUB COMMITTEE 
(AGENDA ITEM 4) 

The report asked Members of the Sub-Committee to consider the 
responses to the Stage 2 consultation and agree recommendations to 
go forward to the next stage.

The Executive Member for Governance provided background 
information on how the Council had agreed in November 2017 to carry 
out Community Governance Reviews for the parishes of Carbrooke, 
Great Ellingham and Thetford. Two meetings had since been 
convened of the Community Governance Review Sub-Committee, the 
first meeting had been held to set the Terms of Reference for the 
Community Governance Review followed by a second meeting on 28 
March 2018 to consider the consultation responses to the first stage of 
the Community Governance Review.  The draft recommendations on 
the proposed changes for each of the parishes were then published by 
the Council followed by a second period of consultation from 16 April 
to 22 June 2018.

The detailed responses to the 2nd stage consultation for each of the 
reviews had been attached to the report at Appendices 1, 2 and 3.

Prior to explaining the proposals, the Democratic Services Manager 
felt that it was worth reiterating a number of key points outlined in the 
guidance from the Department for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG) and the Local Government Boundary 
Commission for England (LGBCE).  The aim of any Community 
Governance Review was to improve community engagement and local 
democracy and to facilitate efficient, effective and convenient delivery 
of local services as well as ensuring that electors were treated 
equitably and fairly.  The Council was required to consider these key 
points as set out in the legislation and were paramount when 
considering Community Governance Reviews. The Council was also 
required to ensure that community governance within the areas under 
review would be effective and convenient and reflective of the 
identities and interests of the community in that particular area.  When 
considering these factors, the Council must have regard to two key 
principles; firstly, the impact the community governance arrangements 
would have on community cohesion and secondly, the size population 
and boundaries of the community or parish. 
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The views of local communities and inhabitants should be given 
suitable weight in any final recommendation.  Final recommendations 
should be supported by evidence taking account of all the 
aforementioned criteria.  The Democratic Services Manager also 
reminded Members that the principal Council, i.e., Breckland Council, 
could not amend District Ward boundaries as that power rested with 
the LGBCE and any Ward Boundary changes would require their 
authority; therefore, even if any of the forthcoming reviews concluded 
that the administrative boundaries of any of the Parishes should be 
changed, the current District Ward boundary would remain unchanged 
until such time the LGBCE gave its consent.  

It should also be noted that if, as part of any Community Governance 
Review, the principal Council wished to alter the electoral 
arrangements for a Parish/Parish Ward whose existing electoral 
arrangements had been put in place within the previous 5 years,  
again the consent of the LGBCE would be required.  It was highlighted 
that the current Parish Warding arrangements for Attleborough and 
Thetford had been agreed in July 2014 as part of a District wide 
review; therefore, any proposals to implement any changes to the 
current arrangements before July 2019 would require consent of the 
LGBCE.

Carbooke: Proposal: to increase Councillors from seven to nine for 
Carbrooke Parish Council.

Between the 16th April and 22nd June 2018 two responses had been 
received to the second stage consultation on the draft 
recommendations. One response agreed with the proposal to increase 
the membership from seven to nine Members on Carbrooke Parish 
Council and the other disagreed (see Appendix 1 on page 15 of the 
agenda pack).  

The Democratic Services Manager explained that Carbrooke had a 
current electorate of 1,634 electors (as at July 2018) but based on 
further development over the next 5 years this would likely increase by 
approximately 250 electors by 2023.  For comparison, similar size 
parishes in the area, Necton, Swanton Morley, Weeting and Mundford 
all had 9 Parish Councillors.  Carbrooke was currently the largest 
Parish in the Breckland area but with only a membership of 7.  

There was no-one in attendance to speak on behalf of the Carbooke 
Community Governance Review.  

The Chairman then asked Members of the Sub-Committee to consider 
the recommendations.  Speaking as the Ward Member for Carbrooke, 
Councillor Theresa Hewett pointed out that everyone that she knew of, 
including the Parish Council, who had been involved in this review had 
been in support of the increase to the membership.

After being proposed and seconded, it was:

RESOLVED to RECOMMEND to COUNCIL that the number of 
Councillors for Carbrooke Parish Council be increased by two 
Members from seven to nine.
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Great Ellingham:  Proposal: extension of the Parish boundary to the 
natural boundary with the B1077.  

The original proposal had been to extend the southern boundary of the 
parish of Great Ellingham to meet the natural boundary provided by 
the A11 which lies within the parish of Attleborough (Queens and 
Besthorpe Ward).  However, Members proposed to extend this to the 
boundary with the B1077 at the meeting held in March 2018.  

Between the 16th April and 22nd June 2018 four responses had been 
received to the second stage consultation on the draft 
recommendations. One response agreed with the proposal, two 
responses disagreed with the proposal and one was unclear (see 
Appendix 2 on page 16 of the agenda pack).  

The Democratic Services Manager read aloud an email on behalf of 
the Ward Member, Councillor William Smith who had been unable to 
attend the meeting and had sent his apologies.

There were two items that Councillor Smith wanted to draw Members’ 
attention to.  The first was the email sent to the Democratic Services 
Manager by the Chairman of Great Ellingham Parish Council, in which 
he detailed the Parish Council’s consultation with each individual 
household in the proposed transfer area (this email was also read 
aloud) and expressed some concern with the extended area identified 
in the second stage consultation and declared that the Great 
Ellingham Parish Council remained willing to take on the area covered 
by the original plebiscite/consultation.

The second item related to the comments on page 16 of the Agenda 
pack in respect of the Great Ellingham application.  Objections had 
been made in the erroneous belief that this review was part of the 
Local Plan consultation, and that the review would result in further 
development in the village. 

At least one of the objectors had attended the July meeting of the 
Great Ellingham Parish Council where the matter of the Review was 
raised and the Chairman took the opportunity to correct the objector’s 
misapprehension, informing the objector that the Review was the 
result of a request from residents in West Carr Road etc, to transfer to 
the Civil Parish of Great Ellingham, and that it was not to the 
development under the Local Plan.

It was noted that Councillor Smith’s email had been copied to the 
Chairman of the Great Ellingham Parish Council in the event that he 
should attend the Community Governance Review Sub-Committee 
meeting.   

There was no-one in attendance to speak on behalf of the Great 
Ellingham Community Governance review request.  

Members discussed the original proposal that was consulted on at the 
Stage 1 consultation and were minded to support this original proposal 
which was to extend the southern boundary of the parish of Great 
Ellingham to meet the natural boundary provided by the A11 which 
currently lies within the parish of Attleborough (Queens and Besthorpe 
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Ward)

The proposal to extend the Parish boundary to the natural boundary 
with the B1077 was not supported and after being proposed and 
seconded, it was:

RESOLVED to RECOMMEND to COUNCIL that the southern 
boundary of the parish of Great Ellingham be extended to meet the 
natural boundary provided by the A11 which currently lies within the 
parish of Attleborough (Queens and Besthorpe Ward) (as outlined in 
the attached map).  

Thetford: Proposal: no changes to the current arrangements.

Between the 16th April and 22nd June 2018 3,947 responses had been 
received to the second stage consultation on the draft 
recommendations. 92 responses agreed with the proposal, 3,855 
responses disagreed with the proposal and 94 were duplications (see 
Appendix 3 pages 17 to 29 of the agenda pack).  

Thetford Town Councillor, Jane James was in attendance to speak on 
this matter and read aloud the following statement.  “Thetford Town 
Council’s primary focus in requesting this review was to ensure 
community cohesion and community engagement through any future 
arrangements reflecting the identities and issues of the communities 
involved.  This had been aptly demonstrated by the inclusive cohesive 
deployment of the ‘One Thetford’ cross party campaign aimed at all 
sectors of the Thetford community to ensure all voices were heard.  A 
variety of responders were encountered at the regular town centre 
market place stall.

The marketing of the Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) had always 
been accompanied with the strapline ‘A new Neighbourhood for 
Thetford’.  The opportunity to amend the boundaries to reflect this new 
neighbourhood into Thetford would accurately reflect the urban nature 
of this development and would be embraced.

In the Joint Neighbourhood Plan produced by Croxton, Brettenham & 
Kilverstone Parish Councils, it was stated that they wished to maintain 
the village identities.  Thetford Town Council agreed with this desire to 
maintain the rural identities of the surrounding village hubs and in no 
way wished to consume them.  However, it was of a concern that if no 
change to the boundary arrangements were made it could ultimately 
result in a disengaged and disenfranchised community that neither 
identified itself as a town or a village, resulting in the SUE becoming 
an urban no-mans’ land.

Thetford Town Council was seeking to embrace this new development 
as part of Thetford thus ensuring that this sustainable urban 
development identified clearly with existing communities that it would 
be immediate neighbours with.  Given the positive and negative 
experiences of Thetford during the expansion of the town in the 1960s, 
the Town Council believed it had learnt lessons from the past and was 
best placed to manage this considerable increase in population.  In 
order for the urban extension to be sustainable, it would therefore 
appear logical that an urban identity, with shared characteristics and 
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priorities, be expanded to embrace it”.

The Chairman of Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council was also in 
attendance to speak on this matter and believed that the previous 
comments made by Thetford Town Council would be of no benefit to 
the Parish.  Currently there were not any residents/population within 
the SUE and was therefore contrary to the Localism agenda and if the 
boundary was increased, where would it end.  Brettenham & 
Kilverstone was one sixth of Thetford’s population but had the same 
responsibilities, and to maintain the rural character he urged Members 
that no changes should be made to the current arrangements.

Mr McDonald was in attendance representing the Norwich Road 
Estate Residents’ Association.  He pointed out that the estate and the 
SUE would be divided by a strip of land at Joe Blunts Lane and felt 
that the area should be included within the town boundary.  He 
provided Members with an example at Arlington Way which was part 
of Kilverstone and not Thetford.  The people moving into the SUE 
location would use Thetford’s facilities and should be part of the 
community and be unified with Thetford.

Councillor Kybird, a Breckland Councillor and Thetford Town 
Councillor pointed out that the Town Council had written to 
Brettenham/Kilverstone and Croxton
Parish Councils and neither had engaged in dialogue and did not take 
part in the conversation.

Tina Cunnell also representing Thetford Town Council wanted to put 
forward a practical solution for the new development.  The Town 
Council already had qualified staff in dealing with matters such as 
cemeteries, open spaces, nature reserves etc.  It already had working 
relationships with Norfolk County Council and Breckland Council and 
was also entitled to the ‘Power of Competence’ which was something 
that would potentially be needed whilst negotiating and spending 
money on the new estate.  Therefore, she felt that during the transition 
period, the Town Council already had the staff in place to start the 
work required and had the time to start working on these projects.  It 
also had a good track record of delivering projects and felt that the way 
forward was for the area to be managed by a Council that already had 
the experienced staff and resources in place.

Councillor Jermy, Town, District and Norfolk County Councillor for 
Thetford, disagreed with the aforementioned point made about the 
rural character of the villages.  The first phase of the development that 
he had seen was very urban in design, density, and visually and 
geographically would be far more part of Thetford than it would 
anywhere else.  In his opinion, it was absolutely clear to see, as Mr 
MacDonald stated, that virtually everyone, including the residents of 
the houses when built would regard themselves as being part of 
Thetford.  He also felt that Councillor Jane James was correct when 
she said it would be the worst of all worlds if the boundary was to 
remain the same and the residents within the SUE did not feel part of 
Thetford.  There was a natural/obvious boundary in the dual 
carriageway which would mean that the area would inevitably feel part 
of Thetford and the people would use its services and job opportunities 
in the town. One of the clear pieces of guidance about the Community 
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Governance Review that he felt was very poignant was the importance 
of community cohesion and moving the boundary would achieve this 
as it was quite clear that the people who would be living in the SUE 
would look to Thetford. He was very pleased with the responses from 
the public and the overwhelming percentage of people wanting to see 
a change and disagreeing with the proposal.  Even in Croxton, more 
than half of the responses disagreed with the proposal and was in 
support of moving the boundary.  Additionally, 14 people in 
Brettenham had agreed that the boundary should be moved.  There 
was clear support for this move across Thetford but also across the 
rural areas and it was quite clear that the boundary should be moved 
and he hoped Members of the Sub-Committee would support this. 

The Chairman of Croxton Parish Council spoke on this matter. He 
stated that Croxton was a Parish of two distinct settlement areas – one 
adjoining the current Thetford boundary to the south and the other 
centred mainly around Croxton village and development in the wider 
Parish to the north.

Croxton Parish Council had always respected and been able to 
support the wish of all residents to remain part of a rural environment; 
however, the SUE development would eventually completely surround 
those Croxton residences to the south which already adjoined 
Thetford.

This would inevitably result in the structure of the Parish becoming 
‘urban’ rather than ‘rural’ both in composition and in its representation 
in the longer term.  A recent informal survey of Croxton residents 
confirmed that the majority of residents wished to retain the ‘rural 
nature and concept of Croxton’ and in view of the clearly ‘urban’ 
concept of the SUE development, the Parish felt that the ‘rural’ nature 
of Croxton would be best achieved by moving the Croxton/Thetford 
boundary north to the current A11 bypass.  If this was implemented 
now, and whilst some residents currently living south of the A11 
bypass might be disappointed, it was felt that, in the long term, those 
residents would come to accept the logic of this decision.

In conclusion, Croxton Parish Council overwhelmingly disagreed with 
the proposal for ‘no changes to the current arrangements’ and 
believed that the boundary should be moved.

Councillor Roy Brame, Town, District and County Councillor and also 
Mayor of Thetford felt that the most important issue that the Sub-
Committee had to consider was that the SUE was an urban 
development and a decision must be made sooner rather than later to 
set these boundaries where the villages could be protected.  
Kilverstone & Brettenham Parish Council had stated that they did not 
want to be urban and wanted to remain rural but they still wanted 
development in the region of 3,000 homes which he found very difficult 
to comprehend. He totally agreed with Croxton Parish Council’s views 
about being protected and from losing its identity and felt that the Sub-
Committee should take both Parishes views into consideration.  The 
Sub-Committee also had to look after the democratic rights of the 
people within these boundaries and the future residents of the SUE 
deserved the right to vote for the Council and the Councillors of their 
choice, the one that would provide them with the majority of their 



Community Governance Sub-Committee
8 August 2018

8

Action By
services.  Those residents would believe that they lived in a town and 
should be given the right to vote on that Town Council and not on a 
Parish Council.

Mr Rob Butler, the Chairman of Cloverfields and the Willows 
(incorporating St Andrews) Residents Association spoke as a resident 
and on behalf of the residents and tenants of the 1,577 properties in 
that area.  He reflected on what Councillor Jermy had mentioned about 
the actual consultation process as there were issues that needed to be 
brought to attention.  Whatever happened in Thetford town, would 
heavily affect their direct area. He was actively involved on the market 
stall and the social media promotion in relation to the consultation. 

Prior to speaking about the positive effects of the consultation Mr 
Butler stated that there had been a few slightly disappointing issues as 
part of the consultation process. Many of the people who visited the 
market stall felt that it was unfortunate and disappointing that the 
promotion of the consultation was limited to very minimal publicity 
within the newspapers, the Eastern Daily Press and the Bury Free 
Press, as only a minimal number of Thetford residents bought these 
publications. Likewise, it was equally unfortunate and surprising that 
the local Thetford and Brandon Times chose not to publicise the 
consultation.  Only two articles appeared in the ‘About Thetford’ 
magazine during the whole process and this limited the possible public 
awareness of the importance of the consultation.  Therefore, the 
eventual figures that were received, 3,947 responses could have been 
far higher.  

The Chairman indicated that he would take up the points raised and 
these matters would be addressed accordingly for any future 
consultation.  

Mr Butler pointed out that one of the major concerns voiced at the 
market stall was that the SUE residents would use the Town’s facilities 
without any financial contribution towards the increase in demands 
should the boundary remain the same. The strength of feeling within 
the town could not and should not be underestimated or overstated.  
Also noticeable were the efforts that some residents went to in order to 
register their views.  As for the Residents Association, they were keen 
to make sure that the villages remained as villages.

Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen, District Councillor and Ward Member 
for Thetford Forest highlighted the views made by Thetford Town 
Council and Croxton Parish Council.  He reminded Members that at no 
point would Breckland Council be asking any rural community to 
contribute towards vital services as most residents living in such 
parishes had to travel to the nearest town for those services such as 
health, police, fire and education.  However, he understood all the 
frustrations and although he did not wish to prejudge his decision he 
asked the Sub-Committee to take note that if no changes were made 
to the boundary, part of Croxton at Hill House Lane would be 
subsumed by the SUE and the Parish of Kilverstone & Brettenham 
would end up as an island in isolation.  He then put forward a third 
option to the Sub-Committee for consideration. The A1075 (Norwich 
Road) had a clear delineation that would result in the left hand-side of 
Croxton moving into Thetford but anything to the right of the A1075 
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would remain and their parish identities would be maintained. 

The A1075 (Norwich Road) was highlighted on the map and the 
Democratic Services Manager explained how the boundary would 
change if this proposal was agreed. The Chairman asked where the 
development phases were on the map for Croxton and Kilverstone.

Councillor John Newton, District & Town Councillor for Thetford had 
found the proposal to be very interesting but it was not something that 
he could support.  The consultation had been about the whole of the 
SUE not just part of it and he asked the Sub-Committee to consider 
that point and also take into account the sheer numbers of people of 
Thetford that had taken a great interest in this.  At the start of this 
process, the neighbouring Parish Council had been invited to talk to 
the Town Council but it did not take up the invitation even after much 
encouragement. To carve up the SUE would be totally wrong and 
asked the Sub-Committee not to support the proposal.

Councillor Brame agreed with Councillor Newton that the consultation 
was for the whole of the SUE and nobody had mentioned the fact that 
parts of it could be considered.  He pointed out that in the area shown 
there were only 7 dwellings that would be subsumed by the SUE and if 
it was left where it was the actual village would be just outside the 
proposed boundary and not on the Norwich Road.

In response, Councillor Sam Chapman Allen indicated that the 7 
properties mentioned were indeed to the left of the Norwich Road but 
the Kilverstone Estate would be left as an isolated do-nut.   He felt that 
the Parish Council and the Town Council had contradicted itself in 
respect of community cohesion and felt that his proposal would be a 
suitable proposal for Members to consider.

Councillor Kybird added that the SUE boundary had fingers going out 
around it beyond the A11 due to the proposed junction improvements 
and therefore the guidelines that the Boundary Commission set were 
that the Sub-Committee must look at clear, physical boundaries rather 
than ‘administrative quirks’.  He therefore felt that the original Thetford 
proposal did point out further anomalies in the boundaries but looking 
at the third solution he urged the Sub-Committee to look in detail at the 
outer boundaries and to deal with the anomalies.

The Chairman asked Members for their thoughts and deliberations and 
reminded them that the SUE development consisted of five stages and 
Kilverstone was not currently due to be developed until 2034, whilst 
development in Croxton was scheduled to commence in 2019.  
Community cohesion was key and the ability of the local authority to 
deliver services economically and efficiently. 

In many respects, Councillor Nairn felt that the Chairman of Croxton 
Parish Council had summed up the actual exact requirements and he 
believed that if the status quo remained you would end up with two 
completely different groups within the Parish of Croxton.  Similarly he 
also believed that in the long term the same would happen in the 
Parish of Kilverstone.  In terms of the actual timing of the SUE, he 
believed that phase 1, phase 2 and phase 3 should in actual fact be 
that the boundary be taken to the A11 dual carriageway. This would 
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mean that all of that area would be within the boundary of Thetford. As 
for phases 4 and 5, in the previous submission at the last meeting, 2 or 
3 Members had been in agreement and of the opinion that the 
consultation was actually premature as the area was not currently due 
to be developed until 2034 at the earliest – 16 years from now.  He 
agreed with Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen that the most obvious 
dividing line would be the A1075 so that all to the west of the A1075 
and south of the A11 would actually be incorporated in Thetford and 
the area to the east of the A1075 would include Kilverstone and this 
would be built out at a later date.

Councillor Hollis, although in agreement with the comments, raised 
concerns in respect of the consultation which was to consider the 
whole of the SUE and people had submitted their comments/views on 
the whole of the boundary change and not part now and part later.    

Following advice requested by the Chairman, the Democratic Services 
Manager quoted the guidance which stated that a Community 
Governance Review had to be completed within 12 months from when 
the Terms of Reference (TOR) were published.  The TOR had been 
published on the 8th January 2018’; therefore, this review had to be 
completed by the 8th January 2019.  There was still time for a third 
consultation; however, whatever the decision, a decision would need 
to be made by Full Council no later than the December meeting.  
Therefore, if Members were minded to look at the third/additional 
option then there would be time to have it approved by Full Council in 
December 2018. 

Councillor Hewett found herself in agreement with many of the views 
put forward and felt that if Councillor Sam Chapman-Allen had not 
spoken that she herself would have put forward a third option. She 
genuinely believed that the Croxton area made complete sense 
geographically.  She felt that it was too early to make a decision on the 
Kilverstone/Croxton boundary as it was such a long way into the future 
and the responsibility of making that decision at this point would be 
wrong.  She agreed with Councillor Nairn and Councillor Sam 
Chapman-Allen that this section be considered first and phases 4 and 
phase 5 be left until a later date.

Councillor Hollis again raised her concerns.  Councillor Hewett 
understood her concerns but mentioned, as an example, an area 
called the Blenheim Grange Estates joining Carbrooke which 
geographically was very clearly Watton.  Those decisions had been 
made prematurely.

Councillor Hollis had the greatest respect for all what had been said 
but could not agree with villages being rural when so many homes 
were going to be built within and around them.  Councillor Hewett 
mentioned Shipdham which was very large but was still classed as a 
village.

The Chairman of Croxton Parish Council pointed out that the number 
of proposed dwellings for the village of Croxton was 2,500 not 3,000 
as mentioned above. 

The Executive Manager of Governance pointed out that the current 
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phasing of the development was based on current planning permission 
and could be amended at any stage in the future. 

After much deliberation the Sub-Committee recommended that the 
Parish Boundary for Thetford be extended to include all the land south 
of the A11 and west of the A1075 currently in the Parish of Croxton.  In 
addition to the above proposal it was also recommended that the 
Parish boundary for Croxton/Kilverstone remain unchanged and that a 
further Community Governance Review be carried out nearer to the 
delivery of the remaining phases, 4 and 5.

The recommendation was approved, 3 votes to 0.

In light of the above recommendation, the Democratic Services 
Manager explained that if Members were minded to move the 
boundary then new electoral arrangements needed to be agreed.  This 
would mean that there would have to be a further Parish Ward for 
Thetford.  Thetford Town Council currently had a membership of 16 
and looking at the developments and the timings he suggested that 
initially the whole of the proposed area, effectively, phase 1, 2, and 3, 
would become a single Parish Ward.  Thetford Town Council had 16 
Councillors based on an electorate of approximately 17000 which 
roughly equated to 1100 electors per Councillor. Therefore, based on 
the phase 1 development through to 2026 he suggested a single 
Parish Ward with 2 Town Councillors representing that particular area. 
That would increase the membership of the Town Council from 16 
to18 and there would be further opportunities to increase the 
membership as the SUE developed. In addition, a name for this new 
Ward would need to be agreed.  In respect of the third consultation 
and in terms of dates, the consultation would commence on 20 August 
and continue through to the end of September 2018.  A further 
Community Governance Review Sub-Committee meeting would need 
to agree the final recommendations which would then be presented to 
the Full Council meeting in December 2018 for approval. 

The Chairman clarified that the recommendations made for Carbrooke 
and Great Ellingham would be taken to Full Council for a decision in 
October and the Thetford recommendations would be taken to the Full 
Council meeting in December 2018 following a third consultation and 
Sub-Committee meeting.

Councillor Jermy felt that consultation must have a purpose and would 
prefer the said proposals to be accepted now rather than going out to 
third consultation as he felt that what had been proposed was a fair 
compromise. He asked if this further consultation was a legal 
requirement.

The Executive Manager for Governance confirmed that there was no 
statutory requirement to undertake a further consultation; however, he 
asked Members to consider the guidance that provided a clear way 
forward in terms of consultation.  Due to the changes being proposed, 
that had not been consulted upon, it could potentially put the decision 
at risk if it was challenged.  

Councillor Brame agreed with Councillor Jermy’s comments. He asked 
if this recommendation could go straight to Full Council for a decision. 
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It did not make any sense to keep putting this back for further 
consultation.  A compromise had been reached which mostly everyone 
was in agreement with.  He also mentioned the costs involved.

Councillor Crawford, District and Town Councillor supported a further 
consultation as this recommendation was not the subject of the 
previous consultation and he did not want to run the risk of the 
decision being challenged.

Councillor Kybird did not want another consultation to take place.

The Executive Manager for Governance advised that, due to the fact 
that the recommendation in the 2nd stage consultation was for no 
change, this obviously meant that this new proposal had not been 
consulted on.  The new electoral arrangements also formed part of the 
reason for taking it out for further consultation.  This was of course, the 
decision of the Sub-Committee.  The second point was the Boundary 
Commission would expect to see evidence of suitable consultation on 
these revised proposals and on the electoral arrangements; however, 
this need not be as comprehensive as the previous consultations.

Councillor Brindle was somewhat disappointed with the decision but 
felt that it should be accepted as he did not see the value in further 
consultation unless it caused a significant risk.

Councillor Newton felt that this decision would cause a great deal of 
dismay in Thetford and would destroy a good relationship and felt that 
there should be an even bigger and better consultation.

The Democratic Services Manager stated that according to the 
guidance, consultation was expected when considering electoral 
arrangements.

The Chairman clarified to the Sub-Committee that a vote must be 
taken on the electoral arrangements and the need for a 3rd 
consultation.

Councillor Hewett stated that the first recommendation made was as a 
result of the previous consultation and asked the Democratic Services 
Manager if electoral arrangements would have to be consulted on 
anyway.  Members were informed that there was not an absolute 
requirement to do that; however, the Executive Manager for 
Governance re-iterated the risk of insufficient consultation when 
referring recommendations to the LGBCE for approval. 

Having regard to the contents of the report, consultation documents 
and statutory guidance it was proposed, seconded and RESOLVED 
that a third consultation be held on the following recommendations:

1) the Parish Boundary for Thetford be extended to include all the 
land to the south of the A11 and west of the A1075 currently in 
the parish of Croxton;
 

2) the Parish boundary between Croxton and Kilverstone remain 
unchanged; 
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3) the number of Thetford Town Councillors be increased by 2 

from 16 to a total of 18 Members to cover the proposed new 
Parish Ward; and

4) the name of the new Parish Ward to be determined by 
Breckland Council following consultation.

15/18 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 5) 

The date and time of the next meeting to be confirmed.

The meeting closed at 11.05 am
CHAIRMAN
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