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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

MOVING THETFORD FORWARD BOARD 
 

Held on Thursday, 22 September 2011 at 10.00 am in 
Keystone Innovation Centre, Thetford 

 
PRESENT  
Mr J.W. Nunn (Chairman) 
Mr P.D. Claussen (Vice-
Chairman) 
Mrs M. P. Chapman-Allen 
Mr J. Connolly 
Mr M.A. Kiddle-Morris 
Ms E. King 
Mr R.G. Kybird 

Mr A. M.  Poulter 
Mr M. S. Robinson 
Mrs A.L. Steward 
Mr N. Stott 
Mr T. Trotman 
Mr A. Witton 
 

Also Present  
Mr T. Edmunds 
Mrs S. Glossop 
Mr K. Cooper 
Mr I Andrew 
Mr T.J. Lamb 
Mrs E M Jolly 
Mrs S Armes 
Mr N. Lockley 
 

Mrs C. Doherty 
Mrs B. Canham 
Mr M. Harrison 
Mr D. Sully 
Mrs C. Fulford 
Mr T J Jermy 
Mr D. Crawford 

In Attendance  
Tim Edmunds Highways Network Manager 
Mrs Susan Glossop Town Manager 
Natalie Beal Planning Policy Officer (Growth Point) 
Dominic Chessum Joint Marketing & Communications Team 

Leader 
Kevin Cooper Director (Building Partnerships Ltd) 
Julian Bamford Funding and Claims Officer 
Ms Carol Butters MTF Support Officer 
Margaret Bailey Senior Accountant Capital and Treasury 
Julie Britton Senior Committee Officer 
David Spencer Principal Planning Policy Officer* 
Mark Stanton Economic Development Manager 
Mark Stokes Deputy Chief Executive 
Steve Udberg Asset & Property Manager 
Daniel Cox Economic Development Officer 

 
 Action By 

 
 

 Presentation Attached for Information   
   
31/11 WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS (AGENDA ITEM 1)   
  
 After welcoming everyone to the meeting the meeting commenced. 

  
 

Public Document Pack
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32/11 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   
  
 Apologies for absence were received from Mr M Goulding, Mr D 

Murphy, Mr J Pearson, Mr R King and Ms F McDiarmid. 
  

 

33/11 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST (AGENDA ITEM 3)   
  
 None. 

  
 

34/11 MINUTES AND ACTIONS FROM PREVIOUS MEETING (AGENDA 
ITEM 4)  

 

  
  

1) Any Other Business (Minute No. 23/11(c)) 
 

Referring to the final action point at the top of page 3 of the 
agenda, the Deputy Chief Executive advised that he had not, as 
yet, acted upon this matter but would be taking this forward with 
KW (KW was currently on leave). 

 
2) Thetford Area Action Plan (Minute No. 24/11) 
 

Robert Kybird mentioned the overall shortfall of dwellings.  In 
response the Principal Planning Policy Officer advised that there 
would be an opportunity to look at these numbers again in the 
Core Strategy going forward. 

 
3) Urgent Item – Bus Interchange (Minute No. 28/11) 
 

A correction to the second sentence in the first paragraph to 
read:”……decision to hold a Parish Poll” not a referendum. 
 
A further correction was to remove the following sentence from 
the Minutes as Robert Kybird was unsure who said this: “RK 
disagreed and was in favour of the bus station being moved but 
with more facilities included”. 

 
NB: 
 
The MTF Board Minutes had been attached to the Full Council 
Agenda at its meeting on 4 August 2011 and the following corrections 
were made: 
 

a) Empty Shops (Minute No. 18/11(c)(b)) 
 

…”window murals”…. 
 

b) Any Other Business (Minute No. 19/11(c)) 
 

…Nun’s Bridges. 
 

c) Urgent Item – Bus Interchange (Minute No. 28/11) 
 

Third paragraph to read: 
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The bus station was a MTF Board initiative, but parish poll 
costs were the responsibility of the Town Council, which had 
responded to a call from the requisite number of electors at the 
Parish Meeting.” 

 
4) Minutes 
 

Subject to the corrections and amendments above the Minutes 
of the meeting held on 14 July 2011 were confirmed as a correct 
record. 

  
35/11 SCRUTINY - TERMS OF REFERENCE (AGENDA ITEM 5)   
  
 The Deputy Chief Executive reminded Members of the previous 

meeting where the dissolvement of the Board had been discussed.  
 
Members were being asked to approve the set up of the new 
Programme Delivery Panel (PDP), and the nominees were as follows: 
 

• Norfolk County Council representatives: Ann Steward and 
Marion Chapman-Allen with Graham Plant as their deputy. 

• Breckland Council representatives: William Nunn (Chairman) 
and Robert Kybird with Mark Kiddle-Morris and Mark Robinson 
as their deputies. 

• Thetford Town Council representatives: Terry Lamb and Terry 
Jermy with Carl Clark and Brenda Canham as their deputies. 

• For Croxton and Kilverstone Parish Council, Robert King and 
Tony Poulter (no deputies). 

• The Business Representative: John Connolly (no deputy).  

• The Community/Third Sector nominees had yet to be agreed 
as a single candidate for both was preferred.  Currently the 
nominees were Stuart Wilson and Keystone Trust.  Both of 
which would have to have further discussions and then put 
forward a nomination. 

 
Neil Stott suggested that a criteria and interview process should be 
undertaken by the new Panel for the Community/Third Sector 
nominee.  The Deputy Chief Executive agreed to take this suggestion 
forward. 
 
Tony Poulter remained concerned about only having one voting 
Member per Parish.  He also raised concerns about the Business 
Case that had already been discussed at the previous meeting and 
felt that it should be approved by the Board.   
 
The Terms of Reference were highlighted. 
 
The Board would meet bi-annually as the accountable body. 
 
A resolution was required (see Minute No. 36/11). 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MS  
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36/11 SCRUTINY RESOLUTION (AGENDA ITEM 6)   
  
 RESOLVED that: 

 
1) the Terms of Reference for the MTF Programme Delivery Panel 

in line with the Governance Structure 2011 document be 
approved; 

 
2) the Moving Thetford Forward Board with its existing membership 

status be retained; 
 
3) only bi-annual MTF Board meetings be held or by exception; 

and 
 
4) the MTF Board to operate in accordance with the Governance 

Structure document 2011. 
  

 

37/11 THETFORD REGENERATION - INTRODUCTION (AGENDA ITEM 7)   
  
 The Deputy Chief Executive presented this item as a journey of what 

the Board had achieved over the years.  He refreshed Members’ 
memories. 
 
The Parish Poll had been the main topic of discussion at the previous 
meeting.  The results of the proposed question: “Do you want the bus 
station to move from its current site at the Anchor to the site on St 
Nicholas Street” had been 19% in favour of moving the bus facility 
and 81% against. 
 
The Chairman explained that the Board meeting in September had 
been cancelled so that Officers and Members could gain the 
aforementioned result for presentation today. 
 
In response to a question, the turnout and electorate was explained. It 
was pointed out, however, that this type of Poll could not be compared 
to a normal election as it had been carried out over a shorter period of 
time and no postal votes had been allowed. 
 
Neil Stott felt that the public had been given plenty of opportunities to 
have their say but it was time to move on and progress the bus station 
as this matter had been going on far too long.   
 
The Deputy Chief Executive provided Members with the background 
of the Riverside site and the planning history was provided by the 
Principal Planning Policy Officer. 
  

 

38/11 FINANCIAL REPORT (AGENDA ITEM 8)   
  
 The Senior Accountant for Capital and Treasury focussed on the 

financial issues for the bus station and what had changed since the 
original appraisal and risk assessment. 
 
The original release of funding for the Bus Station required the budget 
to be reviewed at certain trigger points and as the planning application 
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had been submitted, a full technical and financial re-appraisal was 
required. 
 
The latest budget update indicated there could be additional costs of 
up to 317k resulting from costs such as Compulsory purchase orders, 
inflationary pressures etc.  No release of funding was being requested 
at this time but Members were being asked to approve the 
reallocation of £1,171,526 from the budget previously earmarked for 
the Riverside Regeneration to the wider Town Centre Regeneration 
(Riverside Regeneration and Bus Interchange). 
 
Tony Poulter felt that such a reallocation would not have a huge 
impact on the Riverside regeneration project. 
 
A summary of the key risks were highlighted. 
 
Members were informed that the Bus Station was still within the 
affordability envelope. 
 
Ann Steward highlighted that Norfolk County Council had set up a 
Norfolk Infrastructure Fund to help deliver growth and regeneration in 
the County and was keen to explore the potential of using the fund in 
a partnership arrangement with Breckland Council to help deliver the 
Riverside regeneration. 
 
Emma King from Flagship Housing drew attention to the risks that had 
been identified and asked whether a full impact assessment had been 
carried out.  The Senior Accountant explained that where risks had 
been identified they would be held on the Norfolk County Council’s 
risk register and were subject to the same processes as all risks held 
by NCC. 
 
Mark Robinson asked about abortive costs.  Members were informed 
that if the bus station continued on the Minstergate site there would be 
no such costs but there would if the bus station was moved.  It was 
noted that the spend to date was in the region of £700k. 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1) the funding of £1,171,526, previously earmarked for the 

Riverside Regeneration be reallocated to the wider Town Centre 
Regeneration (Riverside Regeneration and Bus Interchange); 
and 

 
2) delegated authority be given to the Chairman of the Programme 

Delivery Group in conjunction with the Chair of the Moving 
Thetford Forward Board (the Accountable Body) to allocate this 
funding to either project subject to due diligence. 

  
39/11 THETFORD REGENERATION - OPTIONS (AGENDA ITEM 9)   
  
 Tim Edmunds and Kevin Cooper put forward the options for Thetford 

Regeneration to the Board. 
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Each option, of which there were three, together with any deliverability 
issues was explained.  Each contained a mixture of fact and opinion 
and took into consideration the constraints, costs and economic 
viability. All had been assessed against CLG requirements. 
 
There was also a summary slide at the end of the presentation. 
 
Layout 1 heavily impacted on the ancient monument and could not 
function as a suitable bus facility.  This layout would require additional 
funding and would have a minimal regenerative benefit. 
 
Layout 2 was similar to the first albeit the buses would be moved to 
the rear of the site; in summary, the bus configuration did not work.  
There would be less car parking and part of the listed wall would need 
to be demolished.  There would also be an impact on the ancient 
monument and again would have limited regenerative benefits.  
Members were informed, however, that it might be possible to 
reconfigure the scheme to avoid impact on the scheduled ancient 
monument.  Additional funding would also be required. 
 
Layout 3 showed the bus station on the existing Riverside site.  It was 
the same scheme as previously illustrated but slightly different in 
terms of how the frontage looked. Slides were shown of how the site 
might look in its finished state.  In summary, this site had been tested 
and therefore worked and it left the Anchor site available for other 
uses to aid regeneration of the town.  It was also fundable and 
deliverable and no environmental impact assessment would be 
required (as already confirmed by the CLG).  Further to this the shop 
owners on the other side of the river had stated that if this scheme 
went ahead they would consider regenerating their side. 
 
To do nothing was not an option. 
 
A traffic-light system for each layout was highlighted which showed a 
clear emphasis for option 3. It was difficult and almost impossible to 
deliver the remaining two options. 
 
Kevin Cooper felt that the most important line on the traffic light 
system was the capital investment required for each scheme.  A tick 
box system could prove many things of which regeneration, in his 
opinion, should be more than just a bus station with a few add on’s.  
The bus station should be for the heart of the town, not just for 
residents but for visitors as well.  A scheme such as layout 3 should 
be acted upon and moved forward as there was a chance that the 
Hotel chain that had taken an interest in the site would disappear.  
The Board now had a chance to vote with their heads, the market was 
not improving, and if the Board did not vote to continue, a great 
opportunity for Thetford would be lost. 
 
A Member of Thetford Town Council asked what would happen to the 
parking in the town if layout 3 was approved.   He also asked about 
traffic and pedestrian safety.  Kevin Cooper explained that the car 
parking provision in the town centre formed part of the Town centre 
Masterplanning work. 
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Tim Edmunds reminded Members that the previous Forum proposal 
had no parking allocated.  Layout 3 actually took parking into 
consideration and only 6 spaces would be lost.  As far as traffic was 
concerned, the site at Minstergate was safe for pedestrians.  The 
existing footways were wide enough to safely cater for predicted 
pedestrian movements.  Access was via a 20mph zone which was 
currently so quiet that people felt comfortable to walk in the road.  
Given the nature of the road network traffic speeds in the area would 
remain very low. 
 
Terry Jermy, on behalf of Thetford Town Council felt that the initial two 
proposals had been put together too quickly without the resources to 
undertake the kind of assessments option 3 had been subject to - 
option 3 had already been thoroughly debated in the past. 
 
A Member of Thetford town Council was disappointed that the 
creation of 100 jobs had not been included in the first two layouts. 
 
Neil Stott was frustrated with the negative comments and pointed out 
that if the layout had to be re-debated, Thetford could lose out and 
end up as a ghost town.  The Chairman recognised the frustration but 
further recognised that following the Poll the public should still have 
the opportunity to speak.  
 
Tim Edmunds advised that a technical assessment had been carried 
out on layout 3 and mock up trials had taken place; unfortunately, 
there had been no time to do the same for the remaining two; 
however, both had been looked at very carefully from all aspects.  The 
second layout could be made to work in terms of a bus layout, but it 
would not work as an interchange on the land available or in 
conjunction with the hotel and other development proposed which 
required servicing facilities.  It was pointed out that there was a bigger 
document that sat behind all this work and Mr Edmunds said he would 
be more than happy to have a dialogue with those who had expressed 
concern. 
 
Terry Lamb, on behalf of Thetford Town Council asked why the other 
two schemes worked out to be more expensive and what the problem 
was with the ancient monument.  He also asked why it would cost 
more to use the Anchor site.  The Board was informed that the Anchor 
site had been bought by Breckland Council for regeneration.  The site 
had then been re-assigned to Norfolk County Council for the Forum 
and then ultimately released back to BDC when the site for the 
educational proposal was withdrawn due to a cut in funding.  Kevin 
Cooper explained the cost elements to the scheme.  As far as the 
Ancient Monument was concerned, there was an enormous area at 
the front of the site which was actually all classed as a scheduled 
listed monument and nothing could be built over it. There were a 
variety of constraints one of which was the site had been classed as a 
flood plain. 
 
Corinne Fulford, a Thetford Town Council Member, picked up on the 
Chairman’s point about the public being given the opportunity to 
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speak.  However, in her view, communication between the Board and 
the public following the Poll had not been forthcoming.  The Parish 
Poll had provided a message yet the Board had not continued with 
public dialogue. 
 
Neil Stott disagreed with the aforementioned points as there had been 
a great deal of communication over the years since 2004.  
Unfortunately, what had not been communicated were the decisions 
and this was why the bus station was still under discussion. 
 
Ivor Andrew felt it was about getting the buses in and out from the 
A11 onto the site through the Grammar School Road and raised 
concerns about the safety issue with regard to school children 
crossing the road. 
 
John Connolly said that the Parish Poll had not been ignored and 
pointed out that if the bus station was moved from its present site 
something else would have to go there which would probably involve 
heavy goods vehicles.  
 
After listening to all the comments, the Chairman reminded Members 
of the town’s state of decline - this was why the proposal on the table 
had to be multifaceted.  The Board was trying to drive forward the 
right projects to try and regenerate the town and it could only deal with 
the realities that it was in.  He agreed with the points that Kevin 
Cooper had made and as the Leader of the Council had had the 
privilege of visiting many towns and highlighted a certain town outside 
of Breckland as an unfortunate example of how Thetford could end 
up.  Thetford was sitting on the cusp of something good.  The A11 
was moving forward which would ultimately open up lots of 
opportunities for Thetford.  The Board needed to send a signal to all 
interested parties that it wanted something good to come out of this.  
He was pleased that so many businesses were showing an interest 
but knew that he was never going to please everyone.  It was going to 
be difficult but if regeneration was forecast for any of the towns it had 
to be done for the right reasons.  He pointed out that the Board had 
the best Officers to push this forward and urged Members to propose 
and agree with layout 3.  It was noted that a town had lost its entire 
funding due to its lengthy decision making process. 
 
Marion Chapman-Allen read aloud Jo Pearson’s comments who was 
in full support of the bus interchange scheme on the Minstergate site. 
 
Ann Steward commented on the Chairman’s points and agreed that 
Thetford was very lucky to be chosen for regeneration and must grasp 
the chance. 
 
As it had been quite a few weeks since the Parish Poll, Terry Jermy 
felt that the most credible action the Board should have taken was to 
announce to the public that all the plans etc had already been paid 
for. He further felt that whatever happened to the Anchor site, the front 
façade should remain and the views of the Parish Poll be taken on 
board.  In response, the Chairman agreed with Mr Jermy and had in 
fact spoken to Kevin Cooper about whether the façade of the Anchor 



Moving Thetford Forward Board 
22 September 2011 

 
 

9 

 Action By 

 
 

could be incorporated , making sure that it fitted in with the design and 
area.   
 
Kevin Cooper explained that there would be a number of option 
studies happening but it would be difficult to please everyone. 
 
Robert Kybird, as a Thetford Town Councillor, felt that the Anchor 
Hotel was a major eyesore in the town.  Neil Stott agreed and 
suggested that if the scheme came to fruition, the existing building 
should be brought down and the site utilised for something else for the 
time being. 
 
Corinne Fulford was still unhappy about what she felt to be lack of 
communication and discussion. 
 
The Deputy Chief Executive stated that if the Board did decide to 
continue with the decision, once the decision had been made, 
everyone should support it and send the message out to the investors 
and make it happen. 
 
Following a vote by the Board Members (12 in favour and none 
against), it was 
 
RESOLVED that: 
 
1) the previously approved scheme for the redevelopment of 

Minstergate as a bus interchange and the redevelopment of the 
Bridge Street site as a hotel based leisure and heritage complex 
be continued and approved; 

 
2) the funding of £1,171,526, previously earmarked for the 

Riverside Regeneration be reallocated to the wider Town Centre 
regeneration (Riverside Regeneration and Bus Interchange); 
and 

 
3) delegated authority be given to the Chairman of the Programme 

Delivery Group in conjunction with the Chairman of the Moving 
Thetford Forward Board to allocate this funding to either project 
subject to due diligence. 

  
40/11 THETFORD REGENERATION - RESOLUTION (AGENDA ITEM 10)   
  
 See Minute No. 39/11 above. 

  
 

41/11 ANY OTHER BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 11)   
  
 In response to a concern about traffic on the Croxton Road and the 

5,000 homes in Thetford and whether the parishes were being kept 
involved, the Principal Planning Policy Officer said that this would all 
be taken forward as part of the planning process. 
 
In response to a question about when the Riverside development 
would commence, the Board was informed that the planning 
application had already been submitted. 
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42/11 NEXT MEETING (AGENDA ITEM 12)   
  
 Both meetings of the Moving Thetford Forward Board on 13th October 

and 24 November 2011 would be cancelled and a timetable for the 
new Programme Delivery Panel would be sent out.  

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 11.45 am 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 
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