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34/14 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 
(AGENDA ITEM 2)  

 

  
 All Members had received e-mail representation from the Applicant.  

 
 

35/14 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 3)   
  
 The Chairman noted that an article in the Thetford and Brandon Times had 

inferred that people turning up at the meeting would be able to ask questions.  He 
asked anyone not registered to speak that had a question to contact the Usher 
and an effort would be made to give them the opportunity to speak.  
 

 

36/14 THETFORD, CROXTON, KILVERSTONE & BRETTENHAM: LAND TO 
NORTH OF THETFORD: COMPREHENSIVE MIXED USE URBAN 
EXTENSION (UP TO 5000 DWELLINGS, 22.5HA OF EMPLOYMENT LAND, 
LOCAL CENTRES, 3 PRIMARY SCHOOLS, GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, 
PLAYING FIELDS, OTHER AMENITY AREAS & MEANS OF ACCESS): 
APPLICANTS: THE KILVERSTONE ESTATE, THE CROWN ESTATE & 
PIGEON (THETFORD) LTD: REFERENCE: 3PL/2011/0805/O (AGENDA ITEM 
5)  

 

  
 The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager (Capita for Breckland 

Council) presented the report.  The application had originally been submitted in 
2011 and it had taken a long time and a lot of work to reach the current position. 
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He gave a brief and concise outline of the planning process and the issues to be 
taken account of.  The detail was in the report. 
 
The outline planning application was for up to 5000 new dwellings, 19.5ha of 
employment land, local commercial centres, community and healthcare uses, up 
to three primary schools, associated green infrastructure, playing fields, 
allotments, drainage systems and highway improvements including new road 
junctions, alterations to existing junctions, public transport, cycle and pedestrian 
routes together with other physical infrastructure and enabling works. 
 
Members were shown the extent of the site on a plan.  It included some junctions 
on the A11 and various sites within the Town Centre where work would also take 
place.  Two acres of land within the Hilborough Estate was also included as it 
would act as mitigation for protected species.  Members had carried out a Site 
Visit on 14 March 2014. 
 
The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager explained the background 
to the application.  Thetford had been identified as the main area for strategic 
growth in the Core Strategy (CS) of the Council’s Development Plan which had 
been adopted in 2009.  Policy CP1 of the CS allocated 7,877 dwellings for 
Thetford over the plan period.  It also stated that the allocation would be met by 
way of a new greenfield allocation in Thetford which would consist of a strategic 
urban extension (SUE) to the north-east of the town within the boundary of the 
A11. 
 
Policy CP3 required Thetford to provide at least 5,000 new jobs by 2021. 
 
The Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) had been adopted in July 2012.  It had 
been subject to a challenge in the High Court which had been dismissed in 
January 2013.  Within the TAAP there was a commitment to provide at least 
5,000 new dwellings, the majority of which would be on land to the north and 
north-east of the town.  There was specific provision for the SUE, including a 
Masterplan and a series of policies designed to ensure the delivery of the SUE.  
The site was also clearly defined in the Proposals Map. 
 
The scheme clearly had a basis in the Development Plan which had been subject 
to a lot of consultation and Examination in Public.  The adopted policies gave 
substantial weight to the determination of the application. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) had been issued in March 
2012.  The TAAP had been adopted after that.  Policy TH1 of the TAAP indicated 
conformity with the NPPF and clearly set out a positive approach to development 
reflected in the presumption in favour of sustainable development.  As a core 
principle of planning in England it added significant weight to the determination of 
any planning application. 
 
However, that had to be set against the requirement for an appropriate 
assessment under the Birds or Habitats Directive.  That meant that if the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment (HRA) failed, then the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development also failed. 
 
Another key element of the NPPF was the need for Local Planning Authorities 
(LPAs) to demonstrate a five year housing land supply.  Breckland was not able 
to demonstrate such a supply.  A consequence of that was that the housing 
supply policies in the Development Plan should not be considered to be up to 
date. 
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The proposal under consideration was a key part of the strategy for Breckland to 
deliver its housing requirements.  The lack of a five year housing supply should 
be given significant weight and should weigh in favour of approving the 
application.  However, Members needed to be clear that granting the application 
would not resolve the five year housing land supply problem overnight.  It was a 
long term development and housing delivery was likely to take several years 
before coming on stream. 
 
Other elements of the NPPF were material to the consideration of the application.  
Paragraph 173 referred to the delivery of development and viability 
considerations and said that the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
development (such as affordable housing, infrastructure contributions, etc) 
should be taken into account when considering the normal cost of development 
and mitigation, and allow a reasonable return for the developer. 
 
With regard to viability, affordable housing contributions should not prevent 
development from going forward.  Significant weight needed to be given to 
viability. 
 
The scheme was subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and 
HRA.  The EIA concluded that any adverse impacts of the scheme could be 
adequately mitigated against. 
 
The scheme was in five phases.  Development started in the centre of the site 
and then worked across the site from west to east.  Page three of the report 
indicated the number of houses proposed at each stage of development, up to a 
maximum of 5,000.  Any proposal to increase that number would require a fresh 
planning application.  The table on page three also set out the proposed land 
uses for the site. 
 
The Highways Agency (HA) had given advice on the A11 trunk road and Norfolk 
County Council was responsible for all other roads, public transport and travel 
plans.  Details of the changes to various junctions on the A11 had been the 
subject of substantial discussions and had resulted in the direction by the HA to 
include Conditions 17 to 24 (attached at Appendix 1 to the report). 
 
Joe Blunts Lane would be utilised as an interim solution for the provision of a 
guided bus route.  The route would be shared with pedestrians and cyclists and 
would use the existing underpass.  That was the only part of Joe Blunts Lane to 
be used. 
 
Policy TH26 of the TAAP indicated the delivery of a bridge crossing over the 
railway between Joe Blunts Lane and the A11 which would enable bus, 
pedestrian and cycle movements.  The bridge was scheduled for delivery in the 
early part of the second half of the scheme.  The developer was committed to 
working with Network Rail and the Council to deliverer the bridge.   
 
There had been no comments from Network Rail until the previous day when 
they had submitted comments which said that more detailed discussions were 
needed.  In terms of the proposed bridge they noted that if agreed to by Network 
Rail and it proved necessary to close the railway, a minimum of 20 weeks prior 
notice would be required.  They had also noted that any attenuation ponds 
should be situated at least 10-20 metres from their boundary to ensure the safety 
of the railway. 
 
Those matters would need to be addressed by the developer as part of future 
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discussions with Network Rail and as part of any reserved matters applications. 
 
Highways conditions were also proposed to ensure that details relating to public 
transport, travel plans and road improvements were properly phased and 
delivered.  The legal agreement would include a requirement for £2.6million to 
deliver the Travel Plan. 
 
Conditions were proposed to ensure that proper drainage schemes and flood 
attenuation methods were agreed as part of each phase of development.  The 
Environment Agency had raised no objections to the development. 
 
The HRA had been required as there were a number of important, protected 
species on and around the site.  The HRA had been carried out by an 
Independent Consultant, with the agreement of Natural England (NE) and the 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB).  Mitigation measures included 
the provision of the land at Hilborough Estate for disturbed birds.  The land would 
be managed to appeal to the species and would be made available at the start of 
Phase 1 of the development. 
 
The HRA raised a number of points which were set out on page 36 of the report.  
The developer had confirmed in writing that they accepted the points and would 
work to ensure that the recommendations and requirements were met.  It was 
important to note that if the HRA was not formally signed off by the Authority then 
planning permission could not be granted.  It was therefore proposed that the 
recommendation to Members be amended to reflect that position. 
 
With regard to Affordable Housing and viability, it was noted that Thetford had a 
relatively high proportion of affordable housing compared to nearby towns.  
Taking a realistic and pragmatic approach in line with the advice in the NPPF, 
and following detailed discussions about the financial aspects of the scheme it 
was clear that the scheme would be unable to deliver 40% affordable housing.  
The viability had been independently assessed by DTZ and they had confirmed 
that it would be unviable at 40%.  It was therefore suggested that affordable 
housing would be provided for a part of Phase 1 at 15% (at a minimum of 500 
units) and then at 10% for the remainder of that phase.  That would result in 
about 131 affordable units for Phase 1 of the development. 
 
There would then be a review mechanism which would use 10% as a benchmark 
going forward.  The first review would take place on the completion of 80% of the 
first phase.  The figure identified at that stage would be combined with the 10% 
figure to provide an average to establish the level of affordable housing for that 
phase.  That way the risk was shared in terms of whether the viability went up or 
down.  It was the officers’ view that that was a realistic figure and would still 
provide a significant level of affordable housing. 
 
There had been a request for a library contribution from the County Council.   
They had asked for it to be paid at an early stage of the development but it was 
considered that it would be more appropriate to require the contribution in the 
second half of the development. 
 
Members were asked to bear in mind that the application was outline and would 
be delivered over approximately 20 years through a number of reserved matters 
applications.  Those reserved matters applications, together with the legal 
agreement and the conditions would ensure that such things as health provision, 
education, green infrastructure and sport and recreation provision would be 
agreed and brought forward at the appropriate time.  
 



Planning Committee 
4 April 2014 

 
  Action By 

 
The reserved matters applications would address the details of layout, design 
and materials among other things.  The basis of the plans, including the densities 
and heights were already included as part of the Outline application.  
Development would accord with those unless they were changed through a 
formal planning application. 
 
With regard to Condition 4 which required a site-wide phasing programme to 
ensure comprehensive development, it was noted that the HRA required that 
there be a body to oversee development.  As it would be difficult to establish 
precise timings for buildings it was also proposed to add a condition to monitor 
and review progress.   
 
It was pointed out the Condition 5 required a Design Brief to be submitted with 
each reserved matters application.  
 
The requirements of other conditions were also noted and it was proposed that 
an additional condition be added to control the size of the retail units. 
 
Members were reminded of the advice in Section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act which stated that if regard was to be had to the 
Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts, the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicated otherwise. 
 
It was considered that the principle of the development had been established 
through the Development Plan process and was strongly supported by policies.  
It complied with the NPPF and would contribute significantly to the provision of 
housing within the District.  The application was therefore recommended for 
approval subject to the satisfactory resolution of all matters raised by the HRA.  
Any substantive amendments to the scheme would be referred back to Members 
for formal agreement. 
 
Mr King (Croxton Parish Council) had no objection to the development but was 
concerned that it was totally to the north and east of the town and would create a 
dormitory city.  There was no regeneration of the town centre and it was likely to 
attract retail away from the town centre.  Housing near the A11 would encourage 
movements out of Thetford.  The development would increase the ‘them and us’ 
feeling.  A link between housing development and employment growth was 
essential and a responsibility to market the employment areas should be built in.  
Stone Curlews were a major factor and the surveys used dated back to 2010.  
Recent information from the Thetford Society differed and therefore the 
information should be revisited and updated.  The long term future depended on 
the right decision. 
 
Mr Engwell (Kilverstone & Brettenham Parish Council) were in support overall but 
noted that the scheme was zero rated for Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  
The Parish Council had two modest aspirations; a community hall, which could 
be located outside the SUE but accessible to residents, and the redevelopment 
of the Kilverstone Alms Houses with more efficient homes.  They were also 
concerned about Primary Care facilities as existing surgeries were already 
overloaded. 
 
Mr Howard (Thetford Town Council) reiterated their comments submitted in 2011 
and 2013.  They objected on the principle of the concentration of 5,000 dwellings 
on one side of Thetford.  Following amendments to the proposals they were 
broadly content.  Comments made by the general public at the Town Council 
meeting had been sent in separately. 
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Mr Wilson (Thetford Society) asked who wanted 5,000 houses in one area.  It 
would create an imbalance along with the Leisure Centre and the Academy, all to 
the north of the town.  The town centre was being marginalised.  Development 
was occurring in Brettenham and Kilverstone but the services would be supplied 
by Thetford Town Council.  If no Stone Curlews had been found in the survey 
why was land being offered?  Natural England said that the mitigation land 
should be close, not ten miles away with the Battle Area in between.  They did 
nest in the development area, so when would there be a new survey?  Thetford 
needed balanced growth. 
 
Colonel Parker (Norwich Road Residents Association) were broadly content but 
had concerns about delivery.  Could the 5,000 dwellings be kept under review 
and reduced when other development occurred in Thetford?  They were 
concerned about services, pipes, etc being routed along Joe Blunts Lane.  The 
nature of the green space was integral to their quality of life.  Services would 
have to be enhanced as development progressed as there was not enough 
electricity or water.  Previous developments had promised a great deal via their 
legal agreements, but little was evident. 
 
Mrs Payne (Objector) had moved to Thetford 52 years ago as part of the London 
overspill scheme.  She had three questions: 1) How would the town cope when 
residents from the scheme used the Town’s services, when the town was not 
receiving rates from them as growth was in different parishes? 2) The extra 
housing was meant to address the needs of people on the long-term waiting list, 
yet only 500 affordable houses were to be built.  Could they insist that at least 
500 would be built?  3) How could they ensure that Thetford’s historic heart kept 
beating and did not wither and die and how did the Ancient Monument people 
feel? 
 
Mr Hunt (Vice Chairman of Croxton Road Residents’ Association) thought that 
the area would become a dormitory.  He hoped lessons would be learned from 
the past.  Thetford was fully built up there was no room to develop; the site area 
was in Croxton.  Two industrial areas had been deleted for which they were 
grateful but there was still one area within 100m of where they lived which they 
were seeking to have moved alongside the A11.  The area was completely 
surrounded by housing and on heathland.  There were concerns about noise.  If it 
could not be moved could it be confined to office accommodation?  The 6m wide 
roads needed widening and the Mundford Rd/ Croxton Rd junction had not been 
mentioned.  Could there be a Park & Ride or a Park & Share facility?  Re housing 
density, could the parking allocation be increased to 2 spaces for one bed, 3 
spaces for two bed and 4 spaces for three bed?  Serco already had problems 
with parked cars. 
 
Mr Van Cutsem (for Applicants) said it was an important step in Thetford’s future 
which had started with the Core Strategy and Thetford Area Action Plan.  The 
application was the culmination of five years of hard work with officers, 
consultees, town and parish councils, residents groups and individuals.  The 
development would provide 5,000 new homes, employment land, formal sports 
pitches, local centres and primary schools with nursery provision (the first to be 
delivered by September 2016).  Almost 50% of the site would comprise green 
infrastructure of formal and informal space.  The playing fields would be open to 
all and would help to integrate the development whilst retaining its rural 
character.  Allotments would also help to create a sense of community.  The 
Scheduled Ancient Monument would be enhanced by landscaping.  They had 
worked with Natural England and the RSPB to mitigate impact on wildlife, 
including a beetle corridor.  Joe Blunts Lane was an important feature and further 
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landscaping would ensure its integrity was retained.  There would be five 
individual character areas across the site and a range of densities.  The vision 
was to improve Thetford.  It was not separate from that. 
 
The affordable housing provision was less due to the massive infrastructure 
burden.  The viability exercise had been transparent.  Times were tough but it 
was hoped that they would improve, hence the review mechanism. 
 
The investment through the transport improvements would ensure efficiency and 
strong links to the town centre.  There would be investment in all five 
roundabouts on the A11 to keep traffic running smoothly and on internal junctions 
too.  The high frequency bus service would be convenient and there would be 
good information on travel times.  The bus service would be an important link to 
the town and beyond.  It would make the town centre accessible to the whole 
catchment area.  As part of the Healthy Town vision the pedestrian and cycle 
routes would help to remove cars.  The economy would benefit from the larger 
catchment area and the additional employment land would be delivered over a 
period of time.  It was expected that there would be 25,000 construction jobs 
creating an economic life of their own.  It was good news for the prosperity of the 
town. 
 
In response to the questions raised he responded as follows: 

• The Stone Curlew survey data was still being collected.   

• A community hall had been allocated for delivery in the middle of 
Phase 1 

• The services on Joe Blunts Lane would be placed underground and 
the area would be enhanced with tree planting and ponds. 

• The Croxton Road / Mundford Road junction was included in the traffic 
assessment. 

 
He hoped Members could support the application. 
 
Councillor Childerhouse (Ward Representative) spoke on behalf of Croxton 
residents.  They had no problem with the principle but were concerned with the 
cramped appearance.  If some of the development was moved to the south and 
south east it would allow the town centre to remain as the town centre.  Under 
current proposals there would be two town centres.  The viability assessment 
was reasonable.  Thetford needed owner/occupied properties.  Were there any 
details of which companies would be providing the jobs?  He was pleased the 
housing was being phased and hoped the jobs would be too.  He did not think 
that the development linked well with the town centre and thought it would be 
easier for people to go elsewhere, but Thetford needed people to use the town 
centre.  He was glad about the improvements on the Croxton Road.  The key 
point was to keep the town centre central.  There was an allowance of 6,000 
homes in the Core Strategy and TAAP and 1,000 to the south would improve the 
balance.  He hoped the Council would reconsider its Stone Curlew policy. 
 
Councillor Jolly (Ward Representative) spoke for Brettenham & Kilverstone 
residents who had fully participated in the Moving Thetford Forward Board and 
were generally supportive.  She wanted to ensure on-going dialogue with the 
Moving Thetford Forward Board to ensure synergy.  There was no clearly defined 
plan for the community centre to the east (Kilverstone).  It was not referred to in 
Phase 4.  The only provision was a community hub in Phase 2 but that was a 
long way from Brettenham, Kilverstone and Croxton.  There was little cohesion.  
They were seeking funding to improve their existing facilities.  There was no 
solution for health provision either.  There were low sums in the S106 for health 
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provision, equating to £44 per head.  Recreation and education contributions 
were also modest.  However, £243 per head was set aside for speed cameras!  
Redevelopment of the Kilverstone Alms Houses would be an asset.  They sought 
money for a footpath and for the site to be added to the application. 
 
The Chairman asked the Usher if any members of the public had questions.  The 
following questions were then asked, which would be answered later by Officers. 
 

• Was there any cemetery provision? 

• There was not enough electricity, water or sewage capacity – what 
extra provision would be provided? 

• Residents of the Norwich Road Estate asked for an improved pathway 
along the A1075 to stop residents from the new development using 
their estate as an access route. 

• Could some plots be sold for self-build projects? 

• A gentleman who occupied Lodge Farm House was concerned about 
proposals to convert it into a public house or bed and breakfast.  It 
was a rare house with a Regency façade and would not be big 
enough for conversion.  He and his wife were anxious to know about 
plans as their future was uncertain. 

 
The Chairman advised that there would be a 30 minute break and Officers would 
respond to the questions at the start of the next session, at noon. 
 
Following the break the Planning Manager answered some questions and 
advised that the Regional Planning and Building Control Manager would answer 
questions referring to general or scheme specific issues. 
 
With regard to the questions put by Mrs Payne he responded as follows:  

1) It was up to the parishes to work together.  Business Rates and New 
Homes Bonus money was collected and administered centrally by the 
Council and was not an issue that the Planning Committee could deal 
with. 

2) He confirmed that 500 affordable houses would be delivered, that would 
form part of the legal agreement. 

3) Without development it was unlikely that the town centre would continue 
to thrive.  The scheme would deliver sustained development over a long 
period of time and a proportion of people would use the town centre.  
There would be good bus access.  All retail trends showed that town 
centres were recovering and it would probably profit at the expense of the 
retail units in the SUE. 

 
Cemeteries were something the parishes delivered and again they would need to 
work together.  He suggested that they contact officers for discussions. 
 
The Applicants had indicated that they would be happy to consider self-build. 
 
Lodge Farm was not directly affected by the application and there were no 
current applications under consideration.  If an application was received, 
residents would be consulted. 
 
The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager then responded to other 
questions.  Several of the issues had been addressed in the presentation.  The 
location of the SUE had been addressed at length in the CS and TAAP and found 
sound by the Examination in Public. 
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The Stone Curlew surveys were part of the HRA.  More would be done going 
forward as part of the monitoring and review process.  The survey had been 
carried out independently with co-operation from NE and RSPB. 
 
Health provision in the SUE in the form of health centres, doctor’s surgeries and 
dental practices would be addressed in detail in the reserved matters 
applications. 
 
Service provision had been discussed with the utility providers and all had been 
resolved, not just for the SUE but for the whole TAAP. 
 
Employment would be phased in at the right times.  That would be controlled 
through the legal agreement and during the reserved matters stages to ensure 
parallel provision with housing and infrastructure. 
 
The Chairman then opened the matter for debate by Members.  He noted that the 
Highways Authority, NCC Highways, Natural England, RSPB and DTZ 
representatives were present to answer questions. 
 
Councillor Lamb was concerned about the loss of food producing land in favour 
of development.  Food was more important than houses.  However, he noted that 
the principle of development had been accepted and therefore he felt his role 
was to ensure that Thetford benefitted from it.  He had been part of the Planning 
Committee when the Cloverfields development had been approved.  That had 
promised all sorts of things to Thetford, such as schools, medical centre and 
shops but they had finished up with over 800 houses and a Tesco’s and nothing 
else.  This time Thetford needed to get something real and meaningful. 
 
Councillor Sharpe asked about the affordable housing percentages and the 60/40 
split between affordable and shared equity properties.  He asked where that 
figure had come from and was advised that the Applicant’s had received advice 
from the Council. 
 
He then asked why the advice of the Independent Consultants, DTZ, had not 
been taken up.  Their opinion was that 15% affordable housing was the viable 
figure. 
 
The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager explained that there were 
two elements.  The mix of housing was based upon Central Government advice 
on social housing delivery.  The 15% had come from the Consultant’s report and 
had been based on a number of variables including land values.  The Local 
Planning Authority tried to ensure realistic delivery.  Development would start 
with 15% then going forward the review mechanism would be used.  The Council 
was ‘hedging its bets’ testing assumptions with actualities. 
 
Councillor Sharpe asked the Applicant whether they had consulted the Housing 
Associations to ensure that the correct type of affordable housing would be 
provided.  He noted that each area had different requirements and if Thetford 
needed one or two bed units it would be pointless to provide four bed homes. 
 
The Applicant confirmed that they would work with the Council to ensure the right 
type of accommodation was provided. 
 
The Planning Manager advised that the matter would come back to the 
Committee as part of the reserved matters phase and that the question would be 
answered at that time. 
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Councillor Spencer asked it there would be an upgrade to electricity supply and 
sewage facilities.   
 
Discussions had taken place with the providers and there was a capacity 
constraint on electricity which would be addressed by the provision of a 38K 
cable from Barnham Cross to a sub-station on the development site. 
 
Councillor Claussen was concerned about the amount of money being used to 
upgrade the A11 roundabouts.  He thought that money should be coming to 
Thetford and asked where any leftover money would go.  He wanted some sort of 
control mechanism for the legal agreement monies to ensure that community 
aspirations were looked after. 
 
The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager advised that it was a 
matter for the Council to decide.  S106 monies were paid to the authority and 
then handed back to the community.  There needed to be discussions on how it 
would work.  Part of the HRA and the recommendation to Members was for a 
body to oversee the whole development.   
 
Councillor Carter thought it was an opportunity for best standards to apply to the 
design of the houses.  He wanted assurance that when the various parts of the 
scheme came forward the Council would ensure it was ‘at the top of the tree’ in 
design terms.   
 
The Planning Manager referred to Condition 5 which required a Design Brief to 
be discharged before any development took place.  Each reserved matters 
application would come back to the Committee.  Members would have the 
opportunity to ensure that high standards were met.  They could refuse any parts 
that did not meet their requirements. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen referred to trees and biodiversity.  The change of use 
would alter the site.  She asked that Condition 9 be amended.  It currently 
required the developers to conduct a survey of the site but she was worried that 
large amounts of ancient hedgerow and trees could be lost.  She requested that 
the survey be carried out immediately so that no hedges, trees or woods would 
disappear. 
 
Councillor Robinson noted for transparency that he knew the site well as his 
property adjoined Joe Blunts Lane.  He asked how the character of the lane 
would be maintained when cables were to be laid along its length and how the 
guided bus lane would interact with pedestrians, as it was a preferred route to the 
Academy.  He was also concerned that Norwich Road was not fit to deal with the 
increased traffic movements. 
 
Mr Van Cutsem assured him that although there would be disturbance when the 
services were put into Joe Blunts Lane they would be fully underground.  The 
guided bus route would be effectively on tram lines and pedestrians would be 
able to use the Lane at the same time. 
 
Mr Tracey (Norfolk County Council Highways) said that the outline proposals had 
been rigorously scrutinised.  Each Phase would have its own Transport 
Assessment.  All the issues would be looked at in detail and the broader 
implications had already been considered.  All of the key junctions had been 
improved including the implications of the interactions between junctions. 
 
Councillor North asked how the Committee could be sure that all the conditions 
would be fully regulated.  The Regional Planning and Building Control Manager 
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said that there would need to be a mechanism in place to oversee the whole 
delivery of the scheme.  That needed to be in place as soon as permission was 
agreed to ensure that conditions were monitored. 
 
The Planning Manager advised that once the decision was made the Regional 
Planning and Building Control Manager would no longer be involved.  The role 
would be taken over by the replacement Principal Planning Officer (Major 
Projects) to ensure that continuity was in place. 
 
Councillor Bowes asked why an industrial area had been sited adjacent to the 
Ancient Monument.  It was explained that the Masterplan was illustrative.  There 
was a need to ensure protection for the Scheduled Ancient Monument.  There 
were always issues with employment areas and the need to minimise their 
impact on residential areas.  The aim had been to split the employment areas, 
but careful consideration of their relationship with other areas was needed. 
 
Councillor Armes wanted to highlight health provision.  The funding for health 
was lower than the PCT had estimated was needed.  The two existing surgeries 
were already at capacity with no prospect of expansion and dental provision was 
the same.  She acknowledged such matters would be dealt with under the 
reserved matters applications but stressed the importance of getting it right. 
 
The Planning Manager pointed out that it was not the function of new 
development to deal with existing problems.  The application had been on-going 
for some time and the PCT had been given the opportunity to have input.  Health 
care would be carefully considered and would be reviewed as matters moved 
forward. 
 
Councillor Armes asked if the library contribution could come to Thetford and was 
advised that that request would be considered when the legal agreement was 
finalised.  
 
Councillor Lamb made a plea for some flint to be incorporated in the new 
development and it was confirmed that the developers would agree to that. 
 
Councillor Chapman-Allen asked if there had been any discussions with Network 
Rail about the possibility of a further station on the outskirts of the development.  
Mr Van Cutsem advised that there were no current discussions although the 
developers had tried to engage with Network Rail.  The Chairman asked that land 
for the stop be retained for the future. 
 
Councillor Claussen asked if all the HRA requirements were not met, could it be 
a deal-breaker?  The answer was yes.  The regulations made it clear that if the 
Local Authority was not satisfied that the impact on protected species could be 
suitably mitigated it could refuse the application, or refer it to the Secretary of 
State for intervention in exceptional circumstances.  However, that eventuality 
was not expected. 
 
There being no further questions, the Solicitor was asked to read out the 
amended recommendation including the additional and varied conditions. 
 
Members voted 10 to 1 in favour of the recommendation.  It was therefore: 
 

RESOLVED that  
 
(1) the application be deferred and officers authorised to grant approval, 

subject to the conditions set out in Appendix 1 and the additional 
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condition(s)/variation(s) set out below and the completion of a 
Section 106 Agreement relating to the matters set out in Appendix 2 
to the report:  
 

a. Additional condition to require definition of the size of retail 
units proposed within the commercial centres; 

b. Amendment to Condition No 9 requiring a survey to be carried 
out, before any development, to identify trees and 
hedgerows for retention and protection; 

c. Variation to Condition No 4 requiring a monitoring and review 
mechanism to be agreed for the phasing programme; 

d. Informatives as proposed by Norfolk County Council in relation 
to the highway network; 

e. Affordable Housing: that the scheme delivers 15% affordable 
housing in the first sub-phase, which shall be a minimum of 
500 units, and 10% for the remaining units within Phase 1.  
That all other phases shall be delivered at 10% affordable 
housing unless amended by a review mechanism agreed as 
part of the S106 Agreement. 

 
(2) officers be given delegated powers to finalise all conditions and the 

S106 Agreement; and 
 
(3) officers be given delegated powers to formally sign off the Habitat 

Regulations Assessment (HRA) once all matters have been 
satisfactorily agreed and prior to the issuing of any Decision Notice 
and S106 Agreement.  

 
 
The meeting closed at 1.00 pm 
 

 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

