Yaxham LSC Comments following LPWG Meeting 15" July 2016

To: LPWG Members and supporting Officers
From: lan Martin, Vice-Chairman, NP4Yaxham Working Group

Please accept my apologies for not attending the LPWG meeting at Dereham on 15th July 2016, but |
was incapacitated through an allergic reaction. | had fully intended to be there to help represent
Yaxham’s views. My colleagues have commented on the meeting and | thought it would be useful to
summarise our thoughts and respond on some of the comments made:

1. Yaxham is currently designated as a Rural Village with a Settlement boundary. The emerging Local
Plan proposes that this be changed to Local Service Centre (LSC);

2. Since the current Development Plan was put in place, the parish has lost its two pubs, one of its
two shops, and the school is at its maximum for its constrained site.

3. To propose a change in the status from Rural Village to Local Service Centre puts the onus on
Breckland Council to demonstrate the case, rather than the village to "come up with further
arguments". If the village was already an LSC then then it would be for Yaxham to argue its case.

4. On the current paper that was considered by the LPWG "it is now proposed that [LSCs] are
designated where they satisfy all of the following 5 qualifying criteria". We have we believe
demonstrated that Yaxham does not, either as a parish or as a settlement, satisfy all 5 criteria. In
deed Mr Chairman, at two meetings (July 7th and 15th) we noted that you said Yaxham met “4.5” of
the criteria. If 5is required as per the document, then 4.5 means Yaxham does not qualify. We of
course would argue the score is lower than that. | gather the following observations were offered at
the Dereham LPWG meeting:
¢ The school could be expanded with an extra teacher and that would solve the school
capacity problem. First, the school has three classrooms plus a log-cabin. The latter is only
0.75 of a classroom in size and was not intended to be a separate classroom. However, in
the face of demand it is now used as a classroom. There are four full-time teacher
equivalents on site. There is no additional classroom for a fifth teacher. The site is already
at capacity according to NCC for a new classroom "The 105 place school built in 2005 is at
maximum capacity within guidelines for the 0.51 Ha site" (NCC Response to Local Plan and
NP4Yaxham). The site is constrained and there is no appetite or resources in NCC, the
Diocese or the School to enable a new school to be built on a new site (NP4Yaxham
Consultation Responses). When the current Development Plan was put in place the school
was below capacity. It is not now. Itis therefore not in a position to sustainably provide
additional capacity beyond the current planning applications already committed.
¢ Employment - our previous paper demonstrated that almost all the businesses in Yaxham
are sole traders or farmers. All of the businesses, bar one, that responded to the
NP4Yaxham Business Survey, said they did not intend to employ any additional staff in the
next five years. That includes the two separate free-lance photographers and also my own
business as a free-lance consultant that was mentioned (I Martin Associates). We do not
accept that the current businesses in Yaxham represent additional employment
opportunities that would sustain development beyond that which is already permitted and
organic growth of the parish in the future.
¢ Local amenities - we do not currently have a pub - whilst it is possible that The Mill may re-
open, it is equally possible that it might not.
e The shop - it has declined and is no longer promoted by the owner, its long-term future is
into doubt through putting the site forward for residential development in the Plan.
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On the basis of the foregoing, and the papers already submitted, "Employment" should be scored as
"0", and we would argue that the school, amenities, the shop, and the restricted bus service should
be marked as "less than 1" in each case. On this approach the most we could come up with "3” out
of "5" and contend that Yaxham simply does not have "a range of key facilities close at hand... as a
more sustainable way of living...minimising the need to travel by car.." (Local Plan para 3.32). We
have also reviewed the Thetford LPWG meeting agenda pack for the details where other villages
have had the proposed LSC status removed, and offer the following observations:

¢ Mundford is said to have no employment and no public transport (infrequent), but it has 8
retail shops and Lynford Hall on its outskirts, so there are employment opportunities, and
decidedly more than in Yaxham. The employment score should therefore be a "1". The bus
services is less frequent, but on the approach to Yaxham that would score say "0.5". On this
basis Mundford would be "4.5". It should still not be an LSC, but if we are being "absolutely
consistent", as has been insisted to us, then nor should Yaxham be an LSC.

e Saham Toney is said to have no employment and this time no shop. It does have a limited
Post Office/shop and a pub and the Broom Hall Country House Hotel. It also has the animal
feed supplier, Subridge of Saham Toney, who has just delivered to one of us and on
enquiring about their staffing was informed that there are over 50 people employed there -
in the warehouse, shop and reception, back office and delivery drivers. Being “absolutely
consistent” then this should be “0.5” at least for employment. It should be a “1” for the
school, “0.5” for shop, “1” for community facilities, and “1” for public transport = “4”. Again
it still would not be an LSC, but on similar terms nor should Yaxham be an LSC.

Locality School Shop Community Employment | Pub Transport Score
Facility out of 5
Mundford
1 1 1 1 0.5 4.5
(M)
Saham
1 . 1 . 1. 4
Toney (ST) 0-5 0.5 0
Yaxham 0.75 0.75 0.75 0 0.75
Less than Less than M, Less than M Less than M Less than ST, 3
M & ST More than ST & ST & ST More than M

The range for Yaxham is therefore say "3-4.5", and not dissimilar to others which have been
removed from the LSC list. The fact that this does not meet or “satisfy” all the "5" required then at
the least suggests the case is questionable for changing Yaxham's existing status to that of an LSC,
and that the LPWG could sensibly remove Yaxham from the list of LSCs, in line with its own approach
to other villages, the NPlan consultation responses, the Parish Council's view and the consultation
responses Breckland received in its January/February 2016 Local Plan consultation.

Please Note, NP4Yaxham is about to submit its Plan for Regulation 16 consultation and therefore
Breckland Council should give due weight to its representation of the community's views.

We look forward to your further consideration of this issue, recognise that the case has not been
made for Yaxham to newly become an LSC and take account of the strongly held views across the
community represented by the Parish Council and NP4Yaxham.

lan Martin

19" July 2016
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