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MINUTES 
Greater Thetford Development Partnership 

Communities Sub-Group 
 

 
 

15 November 2017 
19:00hrs 

Chair: Mr Robert Whittaker (RW) Note / Minute 
Taker: 

Corinne Fulford 

Attendees: Doug Stephen (DS), Andy Cruse (AC), Jenny Hollis (JH) (Substitute for Brenda 
Canham), Martin Engwell (Substitute for Rae Herries), Corinne Fulford (CF) 
Mike Brown (MB) 

Apologies  Rae Herries, Diana Goucher, Brenda Canham 

 

1. Introductions 
The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained the purpose of 
the Greater Thetford Development Partnership Board and its three sub-groups.  
Members introduced themselves. 
 
It was noted that once again we had no minute taker from Breckland Council. 
They had also not provided any papers for members of the public, nor any 
advance warning this time. The Chairman thanked JH and the Town Council for 
providing copies of the papers, and CF for volunteering to take the minutes. 
 
The Chairman moved to item 6 on the agenda: 
 
Sub-Group Membership 

The Sub-Group currently comprises three Council representatives (one each 

from Thetford Town, Croxton Parish and Brettenham and Kilverstone Parish 

Councils) and four independent community members (who were recruited via an 

open application process in 2015).  

Business Forum Representative 

Following the recent changes to the membership of the GTDP Board (with the 

Business Forum one of the organisations to lose their seat), the Board agreed 

that the Business Forum should have a Representative on the Community Sub-

Group. It is expected that the Sub-Group’s Terms of Reference will be updated 

to reflect the change, but in the meantime it was agreed to co-opt a Business 

Forum representative on a temporary basis.  

The Chairman welcomed MB and a brief overview of Thetford Business Forum 
and their intention was given including their wish for the return of 500,000 for the 
no longer required roundabout in connection with the TEP and their strong 
desire for social housing requirements to be addressed. 
 
Further discussion was had with regards the fact that the previous Board 
meetings’ discussion regarding structure changes had not been notified to Board 
members prior to the meeting. Concerns regarding how the Board sorts out its 
Agenda were raised. 
 
JH asked what had the Community Sub-Group done in the last 2 years. CF 
explained that there had been several ongoing challenges. It hadn’t help that the 
Community group had not been considered from outset, so it was late in setting 
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up. Further the Board had not dealt with its own objectives until very recently. 
Details were then given in terms of what had been achieved including the 
dedicated website presence, publication of papers, recent walking and cycling 
survey. AC confirmed that the Planning & Projects Sub-Group had not met since 
last May because nothing was happening. DS confirmed that where MOP had 
expressed concern, RW would invite a relevant individual to address the next 
meeting. 
 
JH felt that the Group really needed to publicise what was going on so that the 
public were aware. CF expressed concern that this had not been effectively 
fedback to the Town Council. 
 
Concern was raised by members that very little had been achieved by the Board 
but that our terms of reference had been satisfied. A MOP, who had attended 
most of the meetings to date said he felt that the Community Sub Group forms a 
good clarification and education process. 
 
RW confirmed that communication is definitely a key issue. 
 

2. Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of the meeting held on 20 September 2017 were approved. 
 

 

3. Announcements & matters arising 
The station had been checked (RW) and there was a hand rail leading to the 
ticket office in place.  
 
The Chairman attended the GTDP Board meeting on 13 October 2017. He 
discussed his update and highlighted: 
 
GTDP Board meeting  
The Board voted to reduce its size significantly, and will now comprise only the 

elected councillors and the chairs of the Sub-Groups. A separate `Officer Group' 

will also be formed, though it is unclear exactly how this will interact with the 

main Board.  

Rather than funding an independent chair, the Board will elect one of its own 

number to chair the meetings. Resources will instead be put into a project-

management position to help with the administration of the Board. 

A report on Communications will be brought to the next Board meeting. 

Board Transparency 
The Board appears to be taking transparency and publicity more seriously now. 

It was agreed that the list of steps outlined in the paper would be proposed to 

the Board, along with the additional item of ensuring Board members get input 

into the Agenda for each Board meeting. 

Community Sub-Group Cycling and Walking Report 

Further background information on existing routes is being collected and we 

await the Little Ouse Waterspace study is due to be published at the beginning 

of December so that we can reference its suggestions in our report. 

RW advised that a number of paths have been formalised but aren’t officially 
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recorded as Rights of Way and it might be good to try and achieve this. 

Cloverfields, Redcastle Plantation and Barnham Cross Common areas were 

mentioned. A MOP also raised Joe Blunts Lane. 

RW confirmed that NCC will be producing a cycle map. A MOP said that most 

people use Google to find their way around and it would be interesting to see 

how that works for Thetford. MB reported that the Business Forum have a keen 

interest in encouraging cycling/walking to free up car parking. 

Answers to Public Questions and Concerns 

Station Lane: 
The track running north from the footbridge to Mundford Road was a particular 

cause for concern at previous meetings, as it provides the only vehicle access to 

the Norwich-bound platform.  

The road used to be a Public Highway, as it was the main road from Thetford to 

Mundford before the Railway arrived. Most of the land within the boundaries has 

no registered owner at present, although the owner of the Builders Yard also 

owns the adjacent land up to the centreline of the road. (The latter is a common 

situation with Public Highways.)  

Norfolk County Council's position is that the route used to be a Public Highway, 

but that rights over it were stopped up by the Great Eastern Railway (General 

Powers) Act 1885 (https://goo.gl/5sRYWr). The Act does not explicitly say this, 

but the Council are relying on an attached plan on which Station Lane is labelled 

as “Road to be Diverted''.  

RW disagrees with their interpretation, and believes that the Act only stopped up 

the road at the level crossing, leaving the rest of the route to the Mundford Road 

as a dead-end Public Highway. i.e. the main road was diverted, but only the level 

crossing was stopped up. 

The text of the Act in Section 7 states explicitly that rights of way over the level 

crossing are to be stopped up, but does not mention the extinguishing any other 

rights. The Railway Cottages existed at the time, and if rights on the road were 

to be stopped up, some provision would have had to have been made for them. 

There is no such provision in the Act. Furthermore, the Act explicitly states that 

the Railway company needs to maintain a footbridge to “allow persons on foot at 

all times to cross and re-cross pedestrians to cross the railway''. There would be 

little point in requiring this if the road on the other side was no longer to be a 

Public Highway. 

Further discussion surrounding the issue for disabled passengers took place. It 
was also raised that there is a wider issue in terms of parking too. 
 
ACTION: It was agreed that this was now raised as a recommendation to 
the Board to take this further. 
 
MOP reported that there were no wheelchair friendly taxi companies in Thetford. 
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JH raised the issue of the ticket machine being on one side of the station only 

and that you are charged more if you purchase a ticket on the train. RW advised 

that there were no plans for an additional ticket machine. He also thought that 

the information about charges was incorrect and may therefore be a matter of 

staff training, he will look into it. 

Transport Issues: 

The Sub-Group’s request for an integrated transport study will be met (perhaps 

coincidentally), as Norfolk County Council are to conduct a number of traffic 

studies in Market Towns across the County. Thetford will be one of the first. 

MOP wants to know when NCC are going to do the survey, what do they plan to 

do so that the Community Group can feedback. DS queried who they will be 

talking to in this area. 

Concern was expressed about the heavy congestion now occurring at the A11 
by-pass crossing points. DS highlighted that Attleborough have 1 roundabout on 
their bypass compared to Thetford’s 4 and that there was already significant hold 
ups experienced particularly at the Mundford Road junction. The increasing use 
of the A11 meant that this situation would undoubtedly get worse, and would 
worsen considerably once SUE housing is built and occupied. The view was 
expressed that the current SUE plan to have traffic light controls on these 
roundabouts would exacerbate the problem rather than relieve it.  It was 
suggested that a fly-over solution was needed.  Although this would not be a 
cheap option, it was considered that it may be the only truly viable one. 
  
MOP suggested that the potential to run a road from Sainsburys to Barnham 
needs to be revisited. 
 
It was confirmed that the length of Mundford Road, Bury Road, Nun’s Bridges 
and Station Road were all key areas with ongoing issues now and are likely to 
worsen with the development. CF noted that Nun’s Bridges in particular had 
seen an increase in pressure during the recent roadworks that have occurred in 
the town. Large HGVs attempted to use it as a cut through, ignoring the 7.5T 
limit and getting completing stuck at the turn into Ford Street. 
 
The opportunity may exists to lobby the local MP for government assistance to 
improve road infrastructure when she holds a meeting with local stakeholders on 
8th December. 
 
A MOP raised a query regarding cemetries and cremation provision, something 
he felt had not been addressed to date. AC confirmed that the issue comes 
under Brettenham and Kilverstone Council. DS confirmed it was definitely on the 
Board’s agenda, along with health etc 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Thetford Enterprise Park & Sustainable Urban Expansion Update 

Several million pounds of funding was still needed for water supply, drainage, 
and power to make the TEP site viable.  A bid to the Homes and Communities 
Agency (HCA) had been submitted by Breckland. If successful, this would 
provide funding for the power and water supply infrastructure. There would be 
enough capacity to provide for both the TEP and the SUE. 
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There was no further update on the Sustainable Urban Expansion. 
 

5. Public questions 
 
MOP expressed concern about traffic turning right out of Croxton Road on to 
Mundford Road and how dangerous it is. JH advised that she has been pressing 
for this to be dealt with for some months, including the trimming of bushes. 
 
MOP stated that the muddy path alongside the river from the sub-station down to 
the Bladen Bridge needs to be addressed. 
 
MOP raised the issue of the empty units at the riverside and a discussion 
followed regarding the issue of retail rents in general and the difficulties faced by 
many town centres due to many of the units being held by pension companies. 
AC advised he had a Projects and Planning meeting coming up.  
 
MB advised that it should be asked what inducement, if any, had been given to 
obtain the current tenant.  
 
MOP stated that upon entry to the bus station, regular buses park in the first bay, 
which leads to congestion, whilst the stands at the other end are not used. Also 
cars park in the exit area as there are no yellow lines. Further issues raised with 
the car park at the bus station, which is rarely utilised. This is largely due to the 
charges made, it was confirmed that 20 minutes are free. It was suggested that 
this time limit be extended. 
 
MOP raised awareness about a short survey run in connection with hazardous 
waste days – he had been advised that the Norfolk County Council were keen to 
receive feedback: http://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/Q61RO/  
 

 

6. Items for discussion 
 
Sub-Group Membership 

This item was dealt with under section 1 

Business Forum Representative 

This item was dealt with under section 1 

Young People’s Representative 

It has previously been suggested that the Community Sub-Group would benefit 

from having more input from younger people, and a specific Young Person’s 

representative was suggested. The newly established Thetford Youth Council 

would have seemed an ideal body to ask to nominate a representative but the 

Town Council will not allow this.  

JH explained that the small non-political group is a Town Council project and 

covers ages 14 – 17 years of age. However, it wouldn’t be feasible at this stage 

but might be in the future. MB suggested that maybe representatives from the 

Young Business Forum could mentor but again it was felt that this might be too 

soon. It was though suggested that a representative from the Young Business 

Forum was invited in their own right. CF also suggested that TGS and Academy 

sixth formers are invited too. It was felt that in the long run it would be useful to 
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have a specific Youth representative on the Sub-Group as an additional 

member, but for the time being we would just try to encourage more attendance 

from younger residents and see what interest there was. 

Election/Re-Election of Community Members 

The Sub-Group's terms of reference state that membership should be reviewed 

annually, but no provision is made for how to refresh or re-appoint the 

independent community members.  

 

It was felt that election of Council and other organisation representatives was 

straight forward as they are selected by the organisations themselves. A MOP 

stated that he felt like an independent member himself because there is full 

engagement with the public and the ability to contribute at the meetings. After 

discussion it was felt that a standard agenda item once a year reviewing 

membership was the best way forward, ensuring that the meeting is well 

publicised before so that any interested MOP will be able to attend. Elections for 

independent members could be held then if necessary. Because of the 

frequency of meetings and the slow pace of developments, it was suggested that 

a two- or three-year term between elections would be more appropriate for the 

independent members. 

 

7. Items to Note: 
 
a) Breckland District Council have launched a new website feature called My 
Breckland (https://www.breckland.gov.uk/mybreckland). People can enter their 
postcode to receive tailored information on things like bin collections, heath 
services, and their councillors. 
 
b) Three local projects are competing for funding in the Aviva Community Fund, 
and need your votes: Project Saxons from Thetford Netball Club, St. Peter's 
Cultural Arts Centre from SIMPLE Norfok & Inspire Focus, and Trip to the 
Pantomime from 1st Thetford Rainbows.  
Vote at https://community-fund.aviva.co.uk before Tuesday 21st November. 
 
c) Thetford Town Council is seeking volunteer Tree Wardens. See 

https://goo.gl/QUHrYk  

 

8. Any Other Business 
 
CF advised that she had noted that in previous Board minutes and at the 
Business Forum’s last meeting on 4 October 2017 that Councillor Roy Brame 
was going to be talking to Leaping Hare about the Board’s ‘Make Thetford a 
Destination of Choice’ objective. She confirmed that she had sent an email on 4 
October 2017 to Councillor Roy Brame and Town Clerk Tina Cunnell confirming 
that Leaping Hare were available to assist wherever they can. To date there has 
been no acknowledgement or response. 
RW felt that the Market Town Initiative had come along and had rather taken 
over the Objective, and Councillor Brame might not be completely in the loop on 
it at the moment. The Sub-Group felt it important that there was full discussion 
and collaboration between the various stakeholders (including Leaping Hare and 
the Sub-Group) on the Market Town Initiative project. 
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JH gave apologies and left the meeting at this point. 
 
The question of future meeting dates was raised. No objections had been raised 
by Sub-Group members to continuing to meet on the third Wednesday of every 
other month, so this was now confirmed. The next meeting will be 17th January 
2018. The Chair will check availability of the Council Chamber. 
 

 
 
 
RW 

 
Meeting Closed: 9.15pm. 
Date of next meeting Wednesday 17th January 2018 


