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 MINUTES               19 September 2018  

 Greater Thetford Development Partnership                           19:00hrs 

                    Community Sub-Group  

  

Chair:  Mr Robert Whittaker (RW)                         Minutes          Doug Stephen  

Attendees:  Sub-Group Members ; Brenda Canham (BC), Andy Cruse (AC), David 

Dawson (DD) (Substitute for Rae Herries), Doug Stephen (DS)  

 13 Members of the public (MOP) 

  Apologies        Rae Herries, Diana Goucher, Mike Brown 

  

1. Introductions    

The Chairman welcomed everyone to the meeting and explained the purpose of the 

Greater Thetford Development Partnership Board and the sub-group.  Members 

introduced themselves.  

It was noted that Breckland District Council (BDC) had withdrawn the secretarial support 

that they had previously provided to the Sub-Group. There was therefore had no minute-

taker and Breckland had also not provided any papers for members of the public. RW 

provided copies of the papers and DS agreed to take the minutes. 

2. Approval of Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting of 16th May were agreed with one amendment to clarify that 

the MOP's comment about bus use of highways in 24/18 was related to a planning 

requirement, rather than just a desire for bus services. Although not a change to the 

minutes AC pointed out that the he had subsequently sort clarification on the Croxton 

survey numbers reported under 26/18(b). While overall the majority were against moving 

the boundary (as correctly reported in the minutes), of the respondents from the village 

itself a majority were in favour of the boundary being moved. 

3. Announcements & Matters Arising 

RW summarised previous GTDP Board discussions. He also stated that he would not be 

standing to continue as an independent member of the GTDP Community Sub-Group. 

A MOP (Michelle Bibby; a facilitator for Breckland Youth Advisory Board) asked if there    

could be more youth participation in the work of the sub-group. RW said he was 

disappointed that the advert for the new independent members, which had been drawn up 

by Breckland, included an 18+ age requirement. He had provided feedback on a draft 

suggesting a lower age limit, but this has not resulted in it being changed. DS pointed out 

that at the sub-group meeting in September 2017 it was stated that TTC had started work 

on establishing a Youth Council and that it was the sub-group’s intention to invite a 

representative to attend their meetings. BC advised that the Youth Council was not 

currently active, as the original members were now over 18, and replacement members 

had not been found. The sub-group decided that it would be beneficial to have youth 
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participation and invited Michelle Bibby to bring a local youth representative from the 

Youth Advisory Board to the next meeting. 

The small size of ‘Public Spaces Protection Order’ (PSPO) signs in Thetford had been 

previously raised and RW had forwarded the concerns to the Safer Thetford Action Group 

(STAG). A MOP commented that not only were the signs too small but that some 

appeared to have been rotated/moved by vandals, as had some cycle route signs. The 

same MOP also commented that there appeared to be no action from police to enforce 

the PSPO. 

RW stated that he thought BDC were trying to find alternative land for allotments so that 

some of the Mundford Road allotments could be used to provide additional parking north 

of the railway station. Any such land would have to be acceptable to Thetford Town 

Council (TTC). BC stated that BDC had not offered any suitable alternative land and 

suggested that closer consultation was needed between BDC and TTC. 

 4. SUE, TEP and Waterspace Updates 

RW stated that work had started on the first phase of the SUE and on the roundabout to 

provide access to the TEP. 

 AC stated that in his opinion, if the Community Governance Review (Thetford Boundary 

Change) resulted in the boundary being moved as per the application so that none of the 

SUE lay within Croxton parish, then the Croxton and Brettenham and Kilverstone Joint 

Neighbourhood Plan would be invalidated. DS did not agree, saying that the plan would 

still apply to the areas remaining with the three parishes. 

A MOP said that the arrangements for voting on the third consultation for the Community 

Governance Review excluded many Thetford residents as it required a valid email 

address and the language used was overly complicated, which made it difficult to 

understand for many people particularly immigrant residents for whom English is a 

second language. 

Several MOPs raised concerns about the change in course of the river Thet upstream of 

Nuns bridges. This has resulted in most of its flow bypassing the old river course from 

there to below Butten Island. This has resulted in low levels of water and/or sluggish flows 

and a number of fish have died. A summary of the Environment Agency’s investigation 

into the situation was shown to the sub-group. The report indicated that the situation could 

be remedied but did not indicate a willingness to instigate action which would require TTC 

agreement. BC will raise the matter with TTC. 

5. Public Questions 

No additional questions were asked under this item. 

6. Items for Discussion 

RW explained that the recruitment process for independent members of the sub-group  

was ongoing and that applications closed on 1st October. 
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The lack of administrative support of the sub-group by BDC was noted. BC agreed to 

approach BDC for financial support to provide for minute taking and document production. 

A MOP (Clare Higson) volunteered to take the minutes at the next meeting. 

7. Items to Note 

The items on the agenda were noted, along with the recently announced consultation by 

Norfolk County Council on the closure of many Children's Centres: 

https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/childrenscentres-2/ . There was some 

discussion and several MOPs expressed concern about the plans and the effect that they 

would have on the area. A MOP suggested that far too little effort was being made by 

councils in general to provide multi-lingual translations of important documentation. 

8. Any other Business 

An MOP asked if a reported investment of £1.3M by Anglian Water in the area might have 

any effect on the Little Ouse Path. This wasn't known, but is something that should be 

watched. 

9. Meeting Summary 

The Sub-Group was happy for the Chair to produce the Highlights / Summary document. 

 

 Next Meeting; 21 November 2018, 7-9 pm, Thetford Guildhall 

 

https://norfolk.citizenspace.com/consultation/childrenscentres-2/

