
Appendix G  
Summary of Infrastructure Study Stage 2 



Education 
 
8.60. The total costs of delivering the level of educational infrastructure necessary for 
supporting the proposed housing growth is £62 million. This consists of £21 million to expand 
the secondary provision within Thetford and Attleborough and £21 million for providing an 
additional five Form Entries (FE) of primary provision within Thetford and Attleborough and 
increasing capacity within the remaining growth locations by up to 260 places.  
 
8.61. Norfolk County Council is currently undertaking a strategy review of Special Educational 
Needs (SEN) provision across the district and this may have additional implications for the 
costs identified above and in the table below. 

 
 



Health 
 
9.26. The total costs associated with the expansion of healthcare provision are £19 million, 
including the delivery of new Primary Care Centres in Thetford and Attleborough, and the 
expansion of existing facilities in the remaining growth locations. The costs associated with 
the additional hospital beds reflect the increased demand for sub-regional provision which can 
be attributed to housing growth in Breckland. While these costs may not fall on the district 
council, they are nonetheless a costs associated with the development.  
 
9.27. Stakeholder dialogue has identified significant pressures on the health and social 
facilities located within Attleborough. The proposed PCC in Attleborough would expand local 
provision to: (i) meet existing shortfalls in provision, and (ii) meet the increased demand 
associated with the housing development. It is estimated that 75% of the cost of the PCC may 
be attributed to the housing growth, with the remaining 25% associated with existing 
shortfalls. The cost of £3 million identified below represents 75% of the total cost of providing 
a PCC (£4 million), i.e. the proportion of costs associated with the proposed development. 
 

 
 

Police 
 
10.17. The total costs of expanding emergency services facilities is estimated to be 
£3,000,000 and incorporates the expansion of the Safer Neighbourhood Team in Thetford 
and the relocation of the police station in Attleborough. The relocation of Attleborough’s police 
station will incorporate an expansion of the existing facilities, and 50% of the total £2m costs 
are assumed to be growth related; the non-growth component of the costs will be funded 
through the Norfolk Constabulary Capital Fund. 
 
10.18. There will be a need to expand fire and ambulance services, however the analysis 
indicates that this is unlikely to have any significant capital costs. Any additional costs are 
likely to be reflected in the services’ revenue expenditure and are not captured here.  
 



 
 

Community Facilities 
 
11.18. The total costs of expanding community facilities are £5.9 million, and the costs are 
predominantly located within Thetford and Attleborough. 
 

 
 

Green Infrastructure 
 
12.20. The total costs of meeting the Core Strategy targets for green space are £5.9 million. 
The provision of green space is required throughout the district, however the greatest 
requirement is within Thetford and Attleborough.  
 



 
 
 



 
 
n.b. The costs are calculated on a square metre basis. Costs for similar provision will vary 
inline with the average size of sites in each growth location. 



 

Transport 
 

 
 



 
 
* Identified within the Stage 1 Report 
** Requirement dependent on the future growth direction within the town 
 
13.33. In the above table, critical infrastructure has been identified as infrastructure that must 
be delivered to enable growth. Essential infrastructure is infrastructure that is required if 
growth is to be achieved in a timely and sustainable manner and desirable infrastructure is 
infrastructure that is required for sustainable growth but is unlikely to prevent development in 
the short to medium term. 



Utilities 

 
 
14.69. The water related infrastructure requirements need to be confirmed by the detailed 
Water Cycle Strategy study. Allowance has been made for certain risk items identified within 
the Outline WCS.  
 
14.70. The majority of utility infrastructure requirements are considered critical, as they 
require action now to ensure they are planned and implemented to enable proposed growth to 
take place. The long term requirement for water supply improvements have been marked 
essential, as some development can take place before these works are implemented. 



INFRASTRUCTURE DELIVERY 
 
15.1. The successful delivery of the infrastructure required to reach growth targets is 
dependent on the creation of a robust Delivery Framework based on a strategic and inclusive 
process for planning and committing expenditure by all relevant public organisations and 
private investors. 
 
15.2. Growth areas have adopted different names for these frameworks but in general the 
framework needs to be based upon and include:  

• Accurate growth trajectories; 

• A cost plan of infrastructure required to deliver the policy-driven level of sustainable 
growth; 

• A funding plan, including all public and private sector funding sources; 

• A robust approach to capturing developer/landowner contributions; and 

• Organisational arrangements amongst the various service providers, public sector 
agencies and Breckland District Council. 

 
15.3. Breckland is fortunate to be within the East of England Sub Region as the East of 
England Development Agency (EEDA) have fully embraced the growth agenda, 
understanding the importance of infrastructure planning to enable growth they are taking a 
proactive approach to achieving growth through the promotion of Integrated Development 
Plans (IDPs). IDPs are designed to address the gap in the alignment of infrastructure and 
planning processes at a local and sub regional level. 
 
15.4. Broadly an IDP is:  

• A single delivery plan for capital led investment designed to deliver growth; 

• Evidence based and clearly linked to social and economic analysis; 

• Designed to set out investment priorities, the critical things that without growth will not 
happen sustainably; 

• Developed over functional urban areas rather than administrative boundaries; 

• Delivered through high level partnerships; 

• Focused up to 2021, but provides advance warning of infrastructure that needs to be 
provided later; 

• Capable of being used by the whole public sector for planning growth. 
 
15.5. EEDA are hoping that authorities and partnerships responsible for delivering growth 
within the region will adopt the IDP model so that they can better understand the relationship 
between Economic and Housing Growth and prioritise investment in infrastructure in the 
Region. 
 
15.6. The methodology used to deliver this study and the Delivery Framework set out below 
has been approached with IDPs in mind and provides a strong foundation from which to 
deliver a Breckland IDP if that the route that the district decides to take. 
 
PHASING 
15.7. The early identification of when infrastructure is required is also fundamental to ensuring 
growth targets are met. The phasing programme set out below identifies when each of the 
pieces of infrastructure required, to facilitate the development of the growth trajectories, will 
need to be developed often over more than one year to allow for funding packages and 
programme management to be established and for the construction to be undertaken.  
 
15.8. An important part of developing the phasing element of the Growth Delivery Framework 
is prioritising the delivery of the infrastructure that is required. To do this we have categorised 
or prioritised the different elements of infrastructure relative to its importance in delivering 
growth. The three categories we have identified are critical, essential and necessary.  
 
15.9. Critical infrastructure is infrastructure that this study has identified must happen to 
enable growth. These infrastructure items are known as ‘blockers’ or ‘showstoppers’ and are 
most common in relation to transport and utilities infrastructure when, for example sewerage 



systems are at capacity, therefore preventing the development of homes until substantial 
upgrades in the sewerage system have been completed. This infrastructure is highlighted in 
red in the phasing programme. 
 
15.10. In other growth areas ‘showstoppers’ have resulted in development being held up for in 
excess of five years. This can have serious implications for meeting residential dwelling 
growth targets. Showstoppers are identified by the use of red blocks in the phasing 
programme. The critical infrastructure identified at this stage as potential showstoppers are 
for example:  

• Link road across railway to a new junction with B1077 in Attleborough is required to 
provide access to the proposed southern access site 

• A11 widening to north and west of development site in Thetford is necessary to 
provided sufficient capacity for access to the development site 

• Electricity Network Reinforcements in Attleborough are essential to provide sufficient 
capacity to deliver electricity to the proposed employment and housing sites. There is 
existing capacity to support 3,000 homes, excluding the requirements of the proposed 
employment site. 

• Installation of additional 33kV line in Watton 

• Upgrade to Swaffham Waste Water Treatment Plant 
 
15.11. Failure to provide this piece of infrastructure could result in significant delays in the 
projected growth trajectories. 
 
15.12. Essential infrastructure is infrastructure that is required if growth is to be achieved in 
a timely and sustainable manner. Although infrastructure in this category is unlikely to prevent 
development in the short term failure to invest in it, as suggested below, could result in delays 
in development in the medium term. As developments are completed and pressure increases 
on the various elements of infrastructure, further development could be deemed inappropriate 
and unsustainable by planning authorities, resulting in the refusal of planning permission for 
later phases of development. This infrastructure is highlighted in amber in the phasing 
programme. 
 
15.13. Finally, infrastructure identified as desirable infrastructure is infrastructure that is 
required for sustainable growth but is unlikely to prevent development in the short to medium 
term. This infrastructure is highlighted in green in the phasing programme.  
 
15.14. It should be stressed that this assessment has been made on the information that was 
available during the study. As part of managing the growth agenda the recommendations 
should be monitored and updated when new information becomes available or as external 
factors change. 
 
15.15. The prioritisation of the infrastructure projects identified in Section 3, and their 
associated costs, are presented in tables 15.1 to 15.6 below.  
 
COSTS 
15.16. In addition to phasing, the early identification of the costs of providing the infrastructure 
is an essential element of preparing and planning for growth, not least as this will form an 
evidence base when bidding for government funding.  
15.17. It can be difficult to ascertain accurate costs across such large pieces and different 
types of infrastructure and any assessment is clearly a snap shot of costs at one particular 
time. Costs can change quickly and significantly in response to things such as fluctuations in 
the cost of raw materials or labour. In many instances the infrastructure recommendations we 
have made will require further detailed feasibility studies to be undertaken including a detailed 
assessment of individual project costs. We have prepared a strategic cost assessment to 
provide a credible indication of the total infrastructure costs required to deliver growth. 
 
15.18. The cost assessment was undertaken by cost consultants Gardiner and Theobald 
(G&T) who have used detailed information from Spons to identify the current costs associated 
with the delivery of each piece of infrastructure. The costs relate directly to the infrastructure 



required to deliver the growth trajectories, and are calculated using the assumptions set out in 
Appendix C. 
 
15.19. During the study it became apparent that several of the infrastructure projects 
identified had already undergone, or are currently the subject of additional, detailed feasibility 
assessments. Where additional information was available, this was cross referenced with the 
findings of the G&T report to ensure that there were no significant differences. 
 
15.20. The infrastructure costs, by growth location and priority category are identified in tables 
15.1 to 15.6 below.  

 



 
 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



16. FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS 
 
16.1. The identification of existing and potential future funding sources is also essential to 
ensure the timely delivery of infrastructure. Infrastructure providers have notoriously complex 
financial planning approaches to funding and in the majority of cases bids need to be made 
many years in advance. 
 
16.2. Another issue with funding is that the requirement for funding is significantly front 
loaded. This means the funding is usually required during the early years of growth when the 
infrastructure is required to be developed in advance or in tandem with development. This is 
problematic in cash flow terms in that returns on investment are not likely to be realised until 
much later. 
 
16.3. In relation to the total infrastructure costs we have made a broad assessment of the 
level of mainstream public funding, utilities AMP funding, and private sector developer 
contributions that are either currently committed or are a reasonable future assumption. 
These assessments are based on discussions with the service and utilities providers during 
the study period, market analysis and land value capture projections and from our experience 
of work in the other growth areas. It should be noted that detailed further investigation of 
public funding sources will be required as part of the ongoing infrastructure planning process. 
 
PUBLIC SECTOR FUNDING 
 
16.4. The provision of infrastructure will be dependent on significant levels of mainstream 
public sector funding sources (LTP, PCT) as well as Growth Area Funding (GAF) and 
Community Infrastructure Funding (CIF). Justifying the level of expenditure will require a 
comprehensive business plan-led solution that links the infrastructure provision to growth 
trajectories. 
 
16.5. The provision of hard infrastructure will primarily be dependent on public sector funding 
streams. Establishing a likely baseline for public sector ‘income’ will be vital to understanding 
cash flows and potential shortfalls or gaps.  
 
16.6. Clearly one of the principle concerns is the relative short timescale of public sector 
funding programmes (e.g. three years for GAF funding cycles). 
 
GROWTH AREA FUNDING 
 
16.7. Thetford has been identified by DCLG as one of 29 National Growth Points and is 
therefore eligible for Growth Area Funding (GAF). The Thetford Programme of Development 
(Refresh 2008) identifies the infrastructure required to achieve the housing and employment 
growth targets for the town and acts primarily as the bidding document to government for 
GAF. The document identifies a £70.2m funding gap to 2021. The bid was broadly successful 
and attracted funding of £8,352,063 for the period 2008-11. How the allocations is spent 
against the POD is determined locally but the key infrastructure projects highlighted in the bid 
included and related to: 

• Transport and access; 

• Social infrastructure; 

• Utilities (strategic water supply/water treatment and power); 

• Town Centre and wider town regeneration including projects which will lead to 
additional housing delivery; 

• Economic restructuring and jobs growth, particularly in the context of scale of jobs 
delivery and skills; 

• Quality of design including form and function; 

• Green infrastructure and related projects (including environmental enhancements) 

• Environmental performance - buildings, energy generation and waste; 

• Culture including heritage; and 

• Capacity building. 
 



TRANSPORT 
 
16.8. The funding required for transport infrastructure makes up the greatest proportion of 
funding required. For the purposes of this study we have assumed that some of funding for 
transportation will come from the LTP but other funding sources include County Council’s own 
resources. Clearly, developer contributions should also be considered but our assessment of 
these will be dealt with under a standard charge approach detailed below. 
 
UTILITIES 
 
16.9. The funding for utilities at a strategic level is usually paid for by the respective utilities 
company through their asset management plans (AMPs). All incumbent utility undertakers are 
obliged to submit AMPs to their Regulator, which identify the capital investment that the 
undertaker has committed to, over the next 5 or 10 years. This investment is sourced from the 
company’s revenue and covers expansion or enhancement of the strategic utility network 
against projected growth in demand. AMPs are reviewed and approved by the regulating 
authorities that protect the interests of the customers. Typically, AMPs use revenue from 
customer charges to fund the provision of the following strategic elements;  

• Electricity: Grid sub-stations 

• Gas: Reinforcement to the high/intermediate mains 

• Water: New abstraction points and treatment works 

• Waste Water: New or upgrade works to treatment works 
 
16.10. Connection of developments to the non-strategic mains is not included in AMP’s. All 
strategic AMP works can only be undertaken by the incumbent and as such, are known as 
non-contestable works. Prediction of the growth in demand is notoriously difficult as the 
planning process can only give one or two years notice of significant additions to urban 
centres. It is therefore important that planned growth is identified as early as possible and 
utilities providers notified so that it can be taken into account when preparing their AMPs. In 
some cases utilities may refuse to cover all the costs associated with some strategic 
infrastructure if they are deemed to be excessive. In these cases developer contributions may 
be necessary; this is likely to be the case in Attleborough where significant upgrades are likely 
to be required to the waste water and electricity infrastructure. 
 
SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
16.11. In most cases the capital costs associated with social infrastructure required to 
mitigate the impacts of development are borne by the developer who will provide a facility to 
shell and core standard (the building without its fit out and equipment) or will contribute to a 
pooling arrangement to provide such a facility. In some cases there may be potential for 
additional public sector funding, particularly in relation to areas such as education that are 
currently experiencing significant capital investment. 
 
16.12. In some cases, public sector funding may be available to improve existing facilities and 
/ or redevelop them to national standards. For examples the national Building Schools for the 
Future Programme aims to rebuild or renew England’s state secondary schools. These 
programme may not be able to provide funding to support growth, however it may be possible 
to achieve cost efficiencies by combining the redevelopment of existing provision with the 
expansion of a facility to support growth. For example, where a school that will be eligible for 
BSF funding must also be expanded to support the growth of the local population, it may be 
possible for BSF to support the redevelopment o the school and for developer contributions to 
cover the additional cost of providing further forms of entry. This is likely to cost less than the 
total costs of extending a school which is not undergoing redevelopment, however the BSF 
funding will still be safeguarded for the improvement of existing provision. 
 
16.13. There may also be funding available from the Strategic Health Authority and Primary 
Care Trust, Council’s library or leisure service, and the emergency service providers, where 
provision of additional facilities to mitigate development coincide with service provider plans to 
re-provide, extend or enhance existing facilities. This does not reduce the requirement on the 
developer to mitigate the impact of development, but may indicate different delivery solutions. 



This should be considered as part of the ongoing development of the local investment 
framework. 
 
EXISTING UNDERSTANDING OF COMMITTED FUNDING 
 
16.14. Table 16.1 below sets out our initial understanding of committed or potential public 
sector funding as recorded in the Breckland Growth Delivery Model. As can be seen some of 
the projects have committed public sector funding where as the commitment to longer term 
social infrastructure projects is harder to confirm. This understanding of potential public sector 
funding will be reviewed by Breckland District Council as the Infrastructure delivery model is 
continually updated into the near future. 
 

 
 



17. DEVELOPERS CONTRIBUTION 
 
POLICY CONTEXT 
 
17.1. Delivering housing and economic growth, requires increased investment in 
infrastructure to mitigate the impact of development and make growing communities 
sustainable. The Government believes that the infrastructure needed to support development 
should be at least partly funded by owners of land who benefit when planning permission is 
granted for development. 
 
17.2. In response to this belief the Government has introduced provisions in the Planning Bill 
for a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) that will establish a new way to increase investment 
in the vital infrastructure that growing communities need, and try to provide some capital 
towards the significant infrastructure cost that will be generated. A replacement for the poorly 
received Planning Gain Supplement (PGS) proposals, the Bill allows for regulations to 
empower local councils to apply a Community Infrastructure Levy on new developments in 
their areas to support infrastructure delivery. The proposals require Local Authorities to adopt 
a “top down” approach and cost up their infrastructure need in order to support their adoption 
of a tariff. The Authority can then go on to adopt a tariff level that is deemed to be viable in the 
locality and will help towards payment of the required infrastructure cost. The Authority will 
have to be open book in the infrastructure that is needed and have a clear delivery plan to 
ensure confidence from developers. It is likely that there will need to be in practice some form 
of viability test that would enable developers to renegotiate the level of tariff charged in 
particular circumstances, for example sites where the developer is taking responsibility for the 
provision of infrastructure as part of their development. 
 
17.3. The Government has consulted extensively on the potential of standard charges to 
secure developer contributions, including two formal consultations in 2001-02 and 2003-04. In 
addition, the Government consulted informally with key stakeholders during the summer of 
2007 in the context of a decision on whether or not to proceed with PGS at this time. The 
Government concludes from those consultations, and the reaction to the announcement that it 
has decided to proceed with the CIL, that there is now a solid understanding of, and very 
broad consensus in favour of, the standard charging approach which the Government is now 
adopting. 
 
17.4. The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) is now working with 
the main developers and local government bodies to work out the best practical arrangements 
for the CIL. DCLG has established a Practitioners Group of individuals experienced in 
developing or implementing charging policies drawn from across the fields of local 
government, the development industry and members of relevant expert bodies such as the 
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors. 
 
17.5. The Government is also talking to local planning authorities and others about what help 
they need to implement the new regime effectively and fairly, and will consult stakeholders as 
the Regulations are developed. Following all of the above the UK Government announced 
that the Planning Bill (England & Wales) received Royal Assent on 27 November 2008 which 
sets out the primary legislation needed to introduce the levy system. DCLG now needs to 
formally consult on the proposals and had initially proposed finalising them in spring 2009. 
Due to a variety of factors, not least the current instability in the development market and the 
economy as a whole, it is expected this will be delayed with a decision now not being 
anticipated until the autumn of 2009. 
 
17.6. CIL forms part of a wider package of funding for infrastructure to support housing and 
economic growth. It is important to recognise that CIL cannot pay for the entire cost of 
infrastructure required, but it is expected to make a significant contribution.  
 
17.7. The detail in relation to the setting and charging of a tariff has not yet been provided in 
any of the consultation documentation. It is understood that the key intention for CIL is to 
ensure that it is set at what is being referred to as the “Goldilocks” level. That is not so high as 
to prevent development but not so low as to limit the return that the Council can receive from 



new development to help fund the infrastructure that is needed. When reporting figures below 
we have worked on the basis of the maximum level of tariff, given the land value used in the 
calculations, which could be achievable. This is reported with the assumption that some 
process of discounting, especially considering the current economic climate, will apply for 
“special circumstances” where the payment of 100% of the set tariff would result in a specific 
development being unviable. 
 
OVERVIEW OF LAND AND SALES VALUES 
 
17.8. Research of the local land market and sales values for employment and residential uses 
has identified differences in demand, and therefore value, for land in differing locations 
around Breckland. This is particularly the case with residential land which is both affected by 
differing values in different locations within the district and also the different requirements for 
affordable housing. 
 
17.9. A detailed explanation of the property market in the District has been provided in 
Appendix B. However we have drawn out a few of the most relevant factors below to highlight 
at which point a viable tariff may be set. It should be noted that our research into the property 
market was undertaken initially in August 2008 and this was further reviewed and updated in 
December 2008. 
 
RESIDENTIAL 
 
Private Housing 
 
17.10. The Breckland residential market has witnessed steady growth over the past five years 
as highlighted in the graph below. The average private house price for Breckland (across all 
unit types) between July and September 2008 is £193,404 compared with an England and 
Wales average of £222,220. Although house prices are below national average, the relative 
increase over the past year has been greater in Breckland than compared with the England 
and Wales average. Prices are highest in the larger towns of Attleborough and Dereham, 
followed by Swaffham, Thetford and Watton. However, it should be noted that prices for flats 
are higher in Dereham and Thetford than in Attleborough. Good provision of train services 
between Attleborough and Norwich (journey time approximately 19 minutes) is one likely 
factor behind the town recording the highest average property prices. Although Dereham 
lacks a rail link to Norwich, its proximate location together with a strong retail offer attracts a 
number of residents and is a contributory factor to high property prices.  
 
17.11. The existing residential development schemes in Breckland vary in size and location, 
with the major developments being in or around the towns of Dereham, Swaffham, Watton, 
Thetford and Attleborough. Elsewhere in the district, there are various other new-build 
schemes which are smaller in scale. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
17.12. The impact of affordable housing on values especially when considering the likelihood 
of grant support is key to estimating a viable tariff. Our research and findings are as set out in 
the market report at Appendix B.  
 
17.13. In relation to the inputs to the appraisals, we would caveat the 'with grant' figures 
strongly in that in terms of securing grant for affordable units, local and national policy is for 
no grant to be allocated to affordable delivered via S106 agreement. In addition, the Housing 
Corporation issued guidance for the 2008/11 bidding rounds whereby any scheme that needs 
grant in order to be viable will have to justify this by undergoing a financial viability test similar 
to the 3 Dragons affordable housing toolkit currently used by the GLA. 
 
DEVELOPMENT LAND VALUE 
 
17.14. A key element of the appraisal as described below is the input of land value as a cost 
against the scheme to estimate any surplus that may be left over that can be charged as a 



tariff without undermining the viability of a scheme. We have carried out an assessment of the 
current values being paid for land within the district to inform these inputs. It should be noted 
that we have adopted land values which relate to large scale greenfield sites which tend to be 
in the region of a third to a half of the value that is paid for small sites with planning for 
residential already in place. The reason for this is that these smaller sites, under the present 
system, often have significantly higher land values to reflect that S106 costs including 
affordable housing provision are often not required therefore the land value paid is 
significantly inflated. As the intention of a tariff based system is intended to ensure that all 
development pays towards infrastructure, we consider that the implementation of a tariff will 
have the direct effect of reducing these small site values. Using greenfield values ensures 
that we are assessing the maximum tariff that may be available. 
 
Employment 
 
17.15. Breckland is not a major employment area primarily due to its relatively poor 
connections to the major road and transport networks.  
 
17.16. As such, demand for industrial, office and retail space is limited. Accommodating 
existing demand for industrial space on a number of small estates and standalone units. The 
main centre of activity in the district is Thetford, although there is also a degree of supply in or 
around the other main towns. 
 
17.17. With regards to office space, supply and demand is similarly restricted with the main 
concentration being in and around Thetford. This can largely be attributed to the town’s more 
strategic location on the A11 and its rail links to Norwich and Cambridge. The Rural 
Enterprise Valley (REV) initiative was recently established and seeks to promote the A11 
corridor as a base for motorsport and related specialist engineering and manufacturing 
companies. It is hoped that this initiative will result in increased demand and take-up of office 
space within the district, in addition to industrial take-up. 
 
17.18. Of Breckland’s five towns, Dereham is the district’s main retail centre. The town 
benefits from a modest range of existing retail offer including convenience and comparison 
shopping, entertainment and community facilities. Attleborough and Thetford also have a 
limited range of smaller scale retail businesses operating from the town centres. Again, 
Swaffham and Watton have the smallest retail markets and are perhaps constrained by 
incapacity for town centre expansion due to a prevalence of historic buildings.  
 
17.19. The direct effect of this limited supply and demand is a compression on employment 
land values within the district. Discussions with local agents confirmed that demand is low 
with very few sites currently on the market.  
 
17.20. Taking into account the immaturity of the employment market and the very low values 
that are achieved around the district we have not modelled tariff against employment uses as 
a viable level is not considered realistic. Additionally the Council may consider that this is a 
use class that they wish to promote through not applying any form of development charge 
against it. 
 
DEVELOPMENT HECTARE APPROACH AND FINDINGS 
 
17.21. The key to a successful tariff model is that it is affordable and viable in the marketplace 
so as not to prevent development being brought forward. 
 
17.22. To provide an indication of the possible tariff level, we have initially used a single 
hectare development model to assess viability. This model assumes a single hectare of 
Greenfield land with no abnormal ground conditions which is developed for either residential 
or commercial use. The model works through the following calculation: 
 
 
 
 



 
 
17.23. The Gross Development Value (GDV) is the calculation of the total income arising from 
all sales. In our appraisals for a residential scheme this includes both the sales of the private 
units and also the sales of the completed affordable units assuming they are transferred to a 
RSL partner. Although developers are sometimes required to provide land for affordable 
housing through the detail of the S106, our evidence has found that developers usually retain 
the responsibility for building the units and then transfer through contractual arrangements to 
the RSL partner on completion. As this is usual practice within the development market this is 
the approach that we have applied within our appraisals. 
 
17.24. The sensitive inputs to the above calculation which directly affect viability are 
affordable housing requirements (in the case of residential schemes), sales values and build 
costs as these will vary across different areas of the country. Additionally finance rates are 
subject to market change and certainties at the current time are having a significant effect on 
the viability of development. To some extent the added costs of professional fees, marketing 
and purchase costs and developers profit are standard to some extent and can be easily 
accounted for. The greatest area of sensitivity is the land value input to the calculation. As we 
are trying to test the level of a viable tariff we have modelled an assumed cost of land 
explicitly within the cashflow to estimate the level of surplus (or amount possibly left over for 
tariff) once all of the development costs are accounted for. It should be noted that we have 
tried to adopt as much commercial reality when considering our appraisals as is realistically 
possible. 
 
17.25. This is a different approach from that usually seen within the market place as the land 
value is usually reported as the “surplus” amount as developers use this approach to assess 
how much they can “afford to pay”. Within our appraisals we have adopted a rate of between 
£250,000 to £850,000 per hectare (£100,000 to £350,000 per acre) as our assumed district 
wide land cost

1
. As can be seen from the detailed market commentary this is lower than some 

of the land values being achieved on the smaller sites but is intended to reflect the lower land 
value that would be paid for large scale greenfield development land as described above. It 
should be noted that should this land value be proven to be higher or lower as more detail is 
known then the tariff will change. 
 

                                                      
1
 Specific appraisals of Attleborough and Thetford have also been undertaken, which explore the possibility of 
engaging in landowner agreements to maximise the tariff which may be charged. In these instances, land value is 
assumed to vary between £250,000 and £600,000 in Attleborough and £185,000 and £310,000 in Thetford. 



17.26. When considering our appraisals we have assumed clean development sites and we 
have had regard to the housing mix proposed in the SHMA and also adopted a mid range 
density rate of 40 units per hectare. The appraisal assumes a mix of flats and housing 
working on a split of 20% flats and 80% houses as would be expected in this location. We 
have also adopted an average unit size of circa 82 sq metres to reflect this mix of types and 
sizes. To this we have applied market comparable rates in terms of sales values, build costs, 
land value and development timescales. We have also applied market standard rates in terms 
of profit margins and fees. Although these are less subject to change, the inputs in terms of 
sales values, build costs and the timescale for development, dependant on poor or strong 
market demand, plus finance rates can have a significant effect on the viability of schemes. 
We have not explicitly modelled increased build costs in relation to additional costs arising 
from increases in sustainable design standards. If increased sustainable design standards are 
required in the future this may have the effect of increasing build cost and unless sales values 
rise accordingly, which is considered unlikely from historic evidence elsewhere, this will have 
a direct effect on the level of tariff available. 
 
17.27. Subject to all of the variables described above, it is therefore difficult to apply a single 
levy across all areas which may have different demand levels and consequently different 
values. Likewise the availability of Homes and Community Agency (HCA) grant support for 
affordable units when considering residential schemes is of key significance. To assess these 
sensitivities we have carried out the appraisals on a number of different scenarios testing the 
primary variables of: 

• Land value 

• Sales values 

• ousing grant support 
 
17.28. These show the development surplus (i.e. spare cash available for levy contributions) 
or deficit (where the costs of development outweigh the GDV of the scheme). For example, in 
the instance where we have modelled residential schemes with low values and no housing 
grant support there is a resultant deficit. In the scenarios where there is a surplus, this is then 
divided by the number of units assumed within the development scheme to report a single 
sum per unit that may be charged without affecting viability. It should be noted that we have 
currently divided the sum for residential schemes by the total number of units (i.e. private sale 
and affordable). It is also possible to work on the basis that the tariff would be charged on 
private sale units only although research shows this is not common practice. We consider that 
as the charging of the tariff will be linked to planning permission, it will be calculated on the 
total number of proposed units and paid by the developer. It is not considered that the 
payment of tariff for affordable units would be passed on to a RSL partner. 
 
17.29. Due to the values and lack of demand and supply currently being experienced within 
the employment sector we have not tested the application of a tariff at this stage as the 
likelihood of a surplus amount being available for tariff is slim. Breckland District Council may 
wish to take a view particularly in the earlier stages of the plan period, on the amount of tariff 
placed on commercial development so as to improve its viability and therefore attractiveness 
to developers and occupiers. 
 
POTENTIAL COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE LEVY 
17.30. It should be noted at the outset that the development of CIL is still at a very high level 
stage and offers almost as many questions as answers. The ability to set a single tariff which 
can be applied throughout a district at a level suitable to promote development and also 
maximise the possible returns to the Authority is challenging. Current commentators on the 
implementation of CIL are suggesting that there may be differing levels of tariff dependant on 
use class of development, brownfield versus greenfield sites and also site specific costs such 
as contamination. As we note above, our current evidence in this sphere suggests that there 
will have to be significant reductions or indeed exclusions of tariff for brownfield sites so as 
not to prevent future development of these areas. In addition to these generic issues, the 
current economic crisis is having a direct effect on the viability of development and also the 
realistic delivery of development trajectories. It is considered more than likely that the specific 
market conditions being experienced nationally at the current time would justify a discount on 
the tariff but only for the period in which the present conditions prevail. 



 
17.31. We are aware that there may be special circumstances which affect the delivery of the 
Attleborough and Thetford extension areas in that it is feasible that all of the land involved is 
in a limited number of, possibly even a single, ownership. If this is the case then the Council 
may have an opportunity to engage in a landowner’s agreement with the relevant parties 
which may have the effect of price fixing the acceptable return to the landowner to maximise 
the tariff that can be charged. The benefit to the landowner of entering into this form of 
agreement is that the critical infrastructure that is needed to enable his land for development 
can be provided, thereby increasing his asset value from effectively agricultural land value to 
development land values. In the table set out below we have illustrated the effect of setting 
the land value at points between £250,000 per hectare (£100,000 per acre) to £850,000 per 
hectare (£350,000 per acre). We then present the specific cases of Attleborough and 
Thetford, where landowner agreements may be possible, In these examples, the land value 
or Attleborough is set between £250,000 and £600,000 per ha (£100,000 to £250,000 per 
acre) and in Thetford between £185,000 and £310,000 per ha (£75,000 to £125,000 per 
acre). It should be noted that although there are precedents where this approach has worked, 
for example Milton Keynes, it will rely on a committed partnering between landowner and 
Council to work in practice. 
 
17.32. The schedule below sets out the outcome of our appraisals which demonstrates the 
varying levels of levy which may be achievable dependant on differing land values and 
assumed grant support where necessary. As stated before this relies on an assumed land 
value as described in the table which is intended to reflect clean Greenfield sites.  
 
17.33. It should be noted however that the figures shown below may not be viable for all 
development within the district and it is likely that the Council will need some flexibility to deal 
with special cases. From experiences elsewhere, the primary aim for the Charging Authority 
is to set a tariff at a level which is acceptable to the majority of the development pipeline and 
to be prepared to negotiate with those that are unable to pay in terms of viability 
 

 
 
 
17.34. As outlined above we have also specifically modelled the Attleborough extension on 
the basis of a fixed land value utilising a range of between £250,000 per hectare (£100,000 
per acre) to £550,000 per hectare (£220,000 per acre). This has resulted in the following tariff 
levels being estimated: 
 
 
 
 



 
 
17.35. When considering a similar approach in Thetford, the potential levy even at materially 
lower land value assumptions is limited due to the poor sales rates presently being achieved 
at this location. This diversity in value is predominantly attributed to the current poor stock of 
housing available in the district and a perception that it is one of the less attractive towns in 
which to live. We have modelled the Thetford extension on the basis of a fixed land value 
utilising a range of between £185,000 per hectare (£100,000 per acre) to £310,000 per 
hectare (£250,000 per acre) and also made the additional assumption that by way of the 
significant development proposed for the town that the values that are achieved will bring it in 
line at least with the medium sales rate benchmark. This has resulted in the following tariff 
level being estimated: 
 

 
 
17.36. This clearly shows the range of land value levy amounts that arise from testing value, 
location and grant inputs. It is also apparent that the levy available is limited if current market 
land prices are paid for development land and that the Council may need to engage with the 
relevant land owners at Attleborough and Thetford to ensure that the potential receipts from 
tariff are maximised. 
 
17.37. It should be noted that in terms of residential tariff levels, although the Housing 
Corporation grant funding rules have changed in that grant cannot be assumed to be 
available in every case, our assumptions here have been subject to the involvement of our 
inhouse affordable housing teams and therefore are as robust as can be at this early stage in 
the process. The issue of grant support is especially critical in the case of Breckland as the 
values are so marginal. We would recommend that early consultation is made with the Homes 
and Communities Agency to start up dialogue over the likelihood of grant support.  
 
17.38. It should also be noted that we have not allowed for any S106 costs (except affordable 
housing) within any of our single hectare model appraisal and have stripped out any S106 
costs from the appraisals of schemes currently being developed. This is in accordance with 
the CIL proposals which suggest a single levy to allow for all the traditional S106 costs with 



the exception of only affordable housing (in terms of residential schemes) and on site works 
such as specific landscaping requirements. 
 
17.39. Figure 17.1 below illustrates the high, medium, and low land value areas within 
Breckland. This map has been generated on the basis of information collated during our 
research and represents a general idea of relative values. It must be noted that this map 
should only be taken as a guide as the boundaries have only been drawn on an illustrative 
basis. 
 

 
 
 
 



VARIABLE TARIFFS 
 
17.40. We would recommend that Breckland consider the use of a variable rate tariff for the 
district

2
. In such a system different levels of tariff would be levied in different parts of the 

district, depending on the development economics of specific areas. The revenues could be 
pooled across the district allowing for prioritisation of key infrastructure investments, the 
cross-subsidisation of some projects, and procurement of infrastructure improvements. Initial 
work indicates three hypothetical ‘tariff bands’ of £4,000, £5,000, and £7,000 per unit, which if 
applied to the value areas illustrated in the graph above in the sub-region to 2021 could 
generate in the region of £63m. As would be expected, using market land value results in a 
deficit of funding of circa £84m. 
 
17.41. To take this concept forward Breckland should:  

• Maintain the input of the Growth Delivery Framework as a robust basis for the 
introduction of a tariff; 

• Establish tariff levels based on the development economics of each part of the 
Breckland District and agree and establish what proportion of the tariff would be 
directed to each of the growth locations within the district for investment and how this 
cash would be collected; and 

• Undertake consultation on the variable tariff mechanism and secure buy-in. 
 
17.42. The work undertaken to complete this can make a significant contribution to these next 
steps as it is an evidence base of infrastructure requirements, costs and funding assumptions 
and has assessed the potential for developer contributions through market and appraisal 
assessments. Breckland are therefore is a strong position to help and potentially benefit from 
the sub-regional tariff discussions 
 
17.43. The Council may wish to consider the opportunities available to them to close the 
funding gap by way of landowners’ agreements in Thetford and Attleborough to fix land price 
and maximise tariff as per our tables (17.2 and 17.3 above).  
 
17.44. On the basis of a very simple division of the funding gap by total number of units being 
provided in the two towns, and accounting for their relative sales values, this results in a need 
for a tariff of £12,600 in Thetford and £14,000 in Attleborough. To achieve this the following 
assumptions need to be met: 

• Housing grant will be needed in both locations as there is insufficient viability without 
grant even if land value were transferred at nil cost 

• To achieve a tariff of £12,600 per unit in Thetford land value will need to be fixed at 
£125,000 per acre or lower. 

• To achieve a tariff of £14,000 per unit in Attleborough land value will need to be fixed 
at £250,000 per acre or lower. It should be noted that due to the greater viability in 
Attleborough that less Housing Grant may be needed to achieve the target tariff level. 

•  
17.45. We would recommend that the Council consider engaging with the relevant 
landowners at the earliest opportunity to develop the potential for agreement further. 
 
TOTAL TARIFF CONTRIBUTIONS 
17.46. Based upon the variable tariff approach set up above we have, as a rough estimate, 
calculated the maximum level of grant that may be available to the charging authority related 
to the number of housing units proposed in the period 2008 – 2026. When considering the 
numbers reported the following issues must however be kept in mind: 

• The development market is undergoing significant change. If land values do not fall in 
line with sales values or the number of sales do not regain the strength of the market 
seen in the last 3 – 5 years then it is highly unlikely that these totals will be achieved. 

• The tariff amount is based on an assumption of “clean previously undeveloped land”. 
If the sites identified for development have issues in relation to contamination or 
underlying value arising from their previous use then it is unlikely that the tariff will be 
viable at the levels reported. 
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• When considering the level of viable tariff that can be supported in the district we 
have had regard to as much commercial input as possible to ensure that these 
theoretical models reflect what is happening in reality as much as is possible. 

• The tariff amount is calculated at the current time and refers to a simple number of 
units multiplied by the proposed tariff. There is no allowance for inflation of value or 
cost. 

 
17.47. In tables 17.5 and 17.6 below, the maximum achievable tariff varies in relation to the 
cost developers must pay for the land and the potential sales value in those areas. The 
distribution of high, medium, and low land values across the district is illustrated in figure 17.1 
and a list of towns within each band is provided in table 17.4 below. The maximum achievable 
tariff ranges between £4,000 in low land value areas to £7,000 in high value areas, as set out 
in table 17.1. 
 

 
 
17.48. The following table assumes that it is possible to enter landowner agreements for 
development sites in Thetford and Attleborough to increase the potential receipts from the 
tariff. It is assumed that land value of £550,000 per ha is achieved in Attleborough and 
£250,000 per ha is achieved in Thetford. The potential tariff raised in the remaining growth 
locations is unchanged assumed to be unchanged. 
 

 



18. SUMMARY OF PROJECT COSTS VERSES INCOME 
 
18.1. This framework has presented a detailed account of the likely infrastructure projects 
which will be required to match the housing and employment growth planned across 
Breckland up to 2026. The report has presented the likely cost of these projects over time, the 
public sector funding currently available to offset these costs and in the last section we have 
presented the likely additional income expected from developer contributions. Tables 18.1 
below summarises the phased total figures for these stages. 
 

 
 
18.2. As can be seen from the table above, having taken into account available funding and 
potential income from developer contributions this analysis indicates a potential remaining 
funding gap in the order of £105m adopting a variable Market Land Value approach to 
developer contributions. If it is possible to achieve landowner agreements in Thetford and 
Attleborough and setting land values at the levels identified above, it is possible to close the 
funding gap. 
 



19. THE REGIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE FUND 
 
19.1. The funding gap set out above identifies a requirement for significant investment during 
the early part of the growth period. It is clear that there may be a real challenge in securing 
the private sector investment a) in the quantities required; and b) at the time infrastructure 
costs need to be met. Public sector investment will be needed to respond to this through 
traditional funding sources such as additional Growth Area Funding or HCA funding but 
smarter means of investment are being investigated in the region in terms of a Regional 
Infrastructure Fund based on a rolling funds model. 
 
19.2. An innovative regional infrastructure fund is being explored by the East of England 
Development Agency (EEDA) which could be worth £1 billion and pay for the accelerated 
delivery of transport and other infrastructure projects in the East of England. Initial 
discussions with EEDA have identified that projects most likely to attract RIF funding would 
be: 

• Large or of Regional Significance; 

• Attractive; and 

• Deliverable 
 
19.3. The RIF is based upon a rolling fund is a mechanism whereby Breckland could use RIF 
money to pump-prime or forward-fund major infrastructure schemes in situations where the 
anticipated public/private funding for the scheme will not be available in full at the time when 
the infrastructure is needed to support planned development. The cost of the capital 
investment is subsequently recovered (either in full or partially) from public and private sector 
funding streams (e.g. S106 agreements or tariff payments) as they come forward and 
development values are realised.  
 
19.4. A simplified example of how this might operate over the lifetime of development is 
shown below. 
 

 
 
 
 



19.5. In essence, the Rolling Fund is a gap funding mechanism during the early years of 
development. As development gathers pace and value capture increases the ‘surplus’ is 
‘topsliced’ and recycled back into the Rolling Fund for it to deliver further infrastructure 
investment. Cambridgeshire Horizons have been exploring this as a potential funding model 
and have identified the following type of projects in which a Rolling Fund could play a key 
delivery role: 

• Where significant upfront investment is required to construct access roads into major 
development sites to enable housing construction to commence; 

• Higher education facilities required to support the sub-region which development 
contributions can part-support; 

• Significant costs relating to the provision of Secondary and Primary schools on major 
development sites where trigger points necessitate that design, planning and 
development must commence prior to housing construction. 

 
19.6. Given that the majority of funding for infrastructure is likely to come from developer 
contributions, a rolling fund of some description is likely to be needed in Breckland. The fact 
that the housing and employment allocations at Attleborough and Thetford are in relatively 
small numbers of ownership increase the likelihood of an agreement being made between the 
landowners and the Council which would provide greater certainty of repayment to a rolling 
fund over the development period. There are clear benefits to Breckland of such an 
arrangement as this will allow the District to access a larger pool of pump-priming funding 
which could be used to deliver early growth in the District and then effectively pay back this 
funding through future development receipts and public sector funding rounds. 
 
CO ORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT 
19.7. The scale of growth planned in Breckland will generate a series of complex 
organisational challenges that Breckland District Council and the infrastructure providers will 
need to address. Experience from other growth areas suggest that well developed and 
defined mechanisms for decision making and delivery are critical in demonstrating the growth 
targets can be met and therefore justify public and private sector funding. 
 
19.8. Breckland District Council and its partners have developed a wealth of experience from 
the planning and management of growth at Thetford which should be used to support growth 
across the District. 
 
19.9. The original Growth Point bid for Thetford made in March 2006 was supported by key 
partners including Breckland Council, Norfolk County Council, Thetford Town Council and 
Keystone Development Trust. However, delivery arrangements have moved on considerably 
since 2006 and there is now a formal Local Delivery Vehicle called Moving Thetford Forward 
(MTF) to coordinate, manage and deliver Thetford’s growth and regeneration. 
 
19.10. Reflecting its NGP status, the primary role of Moving Thetford Forward LDV is to 
realise significant development opportunities by ensuring the delivery of infrastructure and 
developing and managing implementation of the ‘Thetford Area Action Plan’, to build 
confidence in the town for businesses and residents and to realise the housing and 
employment growth targets for the area. MTF has a Business Plan which is reviewed and 
agreed on an annual basis and sets out the projects that will be undertaken that year and also 
sets out the funding allocated to them including Growth Area Funding sources and the 
prioritisation of projects. 
 
19.11. The overarching aims of Moving Thetford Forward are to: 

• facilitate and accelerate the delivery of growth and economic development of 
Thetford; 

• assist the regeneration and renaissance of Thetford for all its residents, existing and 
new; 

• positively engage with all those with an interest in Thetford, including the public, local 
businesses, landowners and public bodies; and  

• N positively ‘sell’ the benefits and potential of Thetford to the wider world, in order 
toraise its profile, encourage investment and increase confidence in the town 

 



19.12. In addition there are key deliverables for the operation of the partnership: 

• Prepare a statutorily based development plan to be known as the Thetford Area 
Action Plan (TAAP). 

• Procure manage and deliver projects. 

• Refresh and continually monitoring the Programme of Development 

• The establishment and smooth running of the Board and the Thetford Growth Point 
Team, including: 

- Staff recruitment. 

- Office set-up. 

- Creation of operating systems. 

- Subject to resources, creation and implementation of a formal marketing 

and communications strategy. 

• Prepare an annual report 
 
THE BOARD 
19.13. The MTF Board is made up of the 3 tiers of Local Government as well as regional 
organisations (such as English Partnerships and GO East), local business representatives 
and other organisations (such as NHS Norfolk and The Forestry Commission). The Board is 
supported in two ways: a dedicated Thetford Growth Point team and the Moving Thetford 
Forward Officer Group. In addition a Community Forum is being set up and forms a third 
important resource and influencing body for the Board. 
 
19.14. The County and District Councillors who sit on the Board hold the following portfolios 
(each may hold more than one office), and demonstrates the high political level sign up and 
support to Moving Thetford Forward: 
 
• Deputy Cabinet Member for Economic Development, (NCC). 
• Deputy Cabinet Member for Schools, (NCC). 
• Chairman of Economic Development Review Panel, (NCC). 
• Deputy Cabinet Member for Planning & Transportation, (NCC). 
• Chairman of Fire and Community Protection Review Panel, (NCC). 
• Leader of Norfolk County Council, (NCC). 
• Chairman of Norfolk County Council Cabinet, (NCC). 
• Leader of Breckland Council (BDC) 
• BDC Cabinet (Chairman). 
• Leader of BDC Local Strategic Partnership Board (BDC). 
• Executive Member for Economic and Housing (BDC) 
• Executive Member for Planning and the Environment (BDC) 
 
MOVING THETFORD FORWARD - OFFICER GROUP 
19.15. The Officer Group brings together key decision-makers from the public, private and 
voluntary sectors with an interest in and ability to influence/deliver regeneration and 
masterplanning activities in Thetford and surrounding areas.  
 
19.16. Breckland Council is the lead organisation on delivering the Growth Point and the 
accountable body for the funding. Numerous officers from Breckland Council attend the MTF 
meetings – Historic Buildings, Economic Development and Strategic Housing are three 
examples. 
 
19.17. The following organisations are currently represented at MTF Officer meetings: 
• Thetford Town Council officers 
• Breckland District Council officers 
• Norfolk County Council officers 
• Representatives of the three major landowners in the area 
• EEDA 
• Highways Agency 
• NHS Norfolk 
• English Heritage 
• Keystone Development Trust 
• Natural England 



• Brecks Partnership 
• Representative from Suffolk County and District Councils 
• RSPB 
• The Thetford Society 
• Norfolk Landscape Archaeology 
• Police ACLO 
• Forestry Commission 
• Flagship Housing/Peddars Way Housing Association 
 
19.18. As can be seen, MTF comprises representatives from a variety of key decisionmaking 
bodies from the public and private sector including the three tiers of Government, key 
Government Agencies, other partner organisations and the private sector. The land 
surrounding Thetford which provides the opportunity for growth on the periphery of the town is 
primarily in the control of three landowners, namely the Kilverstone Estate, the Shadwell 
Estate and the Crown Estate. In order to continue the close working relationships with the key 
landowners and to ensure their involvement and support in the delivery of growth, each is 
also represented on MTF Officer Group. 
 
19.19. MTF is focussed on work to deliver the growth and regeneration of Thetford. The MTF 
Officer Group is identified for reporting to in the Tender Briefs for studies supporting the 
planning work for Thetford and forms the basis of stakeholder involvement in the studies 
being undertaken. 
 
DISTRICT WIDE CO-ORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT 
19.20. The management and coordination of growth outside of Thetford, in the other growth 
locations such as Attleborough and Dereham, is much less well developed and primarily 
undertaken by Breckland District Council. An important immediate challenge for Breckland 
District Council is to develop a co-ordinated approach to deliver growth across the whole 
district which attracts the same level of stakeholder and political involvement as in Thetford.  
 
19.21. There are a range of potential approaches being adopted by local authorities in the 
growth areas and growth point towns and the emerging solutions vary depending on the 
different set of issues and objectives and they operate within range of political frameworks. 
Consequently although there are no ‘one size fits all’ approaches to the management and 
coordination of growth delivery, there are common key messages: 

• The approach to developing initiatives should be collaborative with significant and 
regular working between organisations and the District/County at Officer and Chief 
Officer levels. The approaches allow growth issues to be approached on a 
subregional basis and encourage comprehensive solutions to move forward. 

• Considerable time is required to keep political members informed with the Chief 
Officers playing a vital role in this process and facilitated by core delivery staff. 

• The role of and frequency of contact between Senior Officers and Chief Officers in 
heading off issues and “squaring off” local and sub-regional issues should not be 
underestimated . 

• The use of a standard charge/tariff system is crucial to demonstrate openness and 
transparency of Section 106/CIL requirements and certainty that the infrastructure will 
be provided as the growth trajectories are delivered. 

• Delivery Boards made up of the key delivery agencies and infrastructure providers 
are successful in ensuring that all stakeholders take ownership for delivering growth 
projects and monitoring success into the future. 

• Organisational structures need to have a degree of flexibility to be able to respond to 
changing circumstances e.g. administrative changes, new statutory requirements and 
different planning mechanisms (i.e. Community Infrastructure Levy). 

•  
19.22. Many of these messages will have already have been well headed from experience of 
developing the MTF at Thetford but Chief Officers and Members should, as matters of 
urgency consider the best arrangements for undertaking these at the District level and ensure 
they are appropriately resourced. An initial assessment identified the following tasks and 
activities that require imminent and ongoing resource allocation: 
 



19.23. At the Breckland level: 

• Management and updating of the Infrastructure Delivery Model; 

• Coordination of infrastructure and service delivery asset management plans and 
delivery strategies; 

• The development of binding agreements with organisations such as the Environment 
Agency, NHS Cambridge and the Utility companies to ensure the required 
infrastructure is provided in a timely and appropriate manner; 

• Management of existing growth related studies and commissioning of any future 
studies; 

• Further development and implementation of the tariff proposals, potentially including 
the preparation of a CIL charging strategy and subsequent consultation and 
examination; 

• Performing the role of honest broker in furthering the HDC growth agenda;  

• Preparation of bids for funding, including Growth Area Funding and the 
distribution,monitoring and management of that funding; and 

• Prioritisation of Growth Liaison with Moving Thetford Forward to update the POD 
using the results from this study; 

• Area Funding 
 
19.24. At the Regional level: 

• Maintaining relationships with regional agencies to ensure the compliance with the 
Regional agenda; 

• The planning, monitoring and management of housing growth targets and 
completions regionally; 

• Preparation of sub-regional bids for funding and the distribution, monitoring and 
management of that funding; and 

• Liaison with EEDA on the development of the ‘banker role’ including the potential 
Rolling Fund and the governance and control arrangements for managing the Fund. 

 
THE ROLE OF THE LOCAL STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP 
19.25. One approach that is being adopted in some growth areas is to use the Local Strategic 
Partnership (LSP) to coordinate and manage growth agenda. LSPs can be well placed to take 
on this role as they have a broad membership including the key infrastructure providers and 
service delivery agencies. Importantly they are serviced by a team of Local Authority Officers 
who have an understanding of the growth and development functions of the Council and are 
subject to scrutiny from local elected members. In some locations LSPs also have access to 
Neighbourhood Renewal Funding and can attract much greater levels of match funding from 
the range of sources available to its broad membership. Finally, given LSPs wider remit to 
develop and deliver A Sustainable Community Strategy they can ensure that the growth 
agenda contributes to the wider regeneration objectives of the district. 
 
19.26. This is an approach that has been developed by Huntingdonshire District Council were 
the current governance and support arrangements in HDC are focussed on the Growth and 
Infrastructure Group of the Huntingdonshire Strategic Partnership. The growth and 
Infrastructure Group is the Project Board for the Huntingdonshire Local Investment 
Framework (LIF) and, as such, are charged with co-ordinating the delivery of the 
infrastructure necessary to support the growth framework. 
 



 
19.27. The Growth and Infrastructure Group includes representatives from the HDC’s service 
departments, CCC Education and Transport departments and NHS Cambridge and is 
supported by staff from HDC’s Democratic Services, Planning and Regeneration 
departments. As required the Group will bring in representatives from the Environment 
Agency, Utility companies and Emergency Services. 
 
19.28. The terms of reference for the Growth and Infrastructure Group include: 

• To support and co-ordinate, as appropriate, the strategic growth and infrastructure 
development for Huntingdonshire, through the delivery of actions relating to key plans 
including the Local Investment Framework; 

• To act as Project Board for the delivery of the Investment Framework for the District;  

• To ensure the co-ordination and delivery of the growth and infrastructure elements of 
the Huntingdonshire Sustainable Community Strategy; and 

• To ensure stakeholders have engaged in the process of strategy development and 
implementation on growth and infrastructure related issues. 

•  
19.29. Initial consultation with LSP officers in Breckland has identified an interest in exploring 
whether the Breckland Partnership is a suitable vehicle to take on the coordination and 
management role. 
 
The Breckland Partnership (LSP) 
19.30. The Breckland Partnership was set up in 2002 and brings together representatives 
from the district council, county council, voluntary and community sector, primary care trust, 
constabulary and a range of key agencies that deliver public services in the area. 
 
19.31. The aim of the Partnership is to create sustainable communities and improve the 
quality of life for all residents in Breckland.  
 
19.32. A key role of the Partnership is to improve ‘ways of working’ by:– 

• Developing common aims, joint priorities and shared commitment; 

• Drawing on the expertise of voluntary, public and private sector partners; 

• Coordinating the delivery of local services and agreed objectives more effectively; 

• Providing a forum for debate and discussion; 

• Increasing awareness of activities and communication between local partners; 

• Enabling the development of rationalised partnership structures. 
 
19.33. The work of the Breckland Partnership began with the publication of the Community 
Plan for Breckland in 2005. The Sustainable Community Strategy replaces and updates the 
initial plan. 
 



19.34. The role of the Partnership has evolved as they face new opportunities and challenges 
and they increasingly look for innovative ways to deliver services that meet established and 
emerging community priorities. 
 
19.35. The new, updated Sustainable Community Strategy reflects this progress and in the 
last two years, the Partnership has developed three new strategies on Economic Prosperity, 
Culture and Social Inclusion. 
 
19.36. Together, with the Local Development Framework and the Norfolk Local Area 
Agreement, the three documents underpin the Sustainable Community Strategy and structure 
the work of the Partnership. 
 
19.37. An increasing part of the Partnership’s role is to represent Breckland at a county and 
regional level and to influence other strategic planning processes. By undertaking this 
representative role, the Partnership will strive to secure additional funding, resources and 
improvements for the District. 
 
19.38. The Breckland Partnership continues to improve and although it would need further 
development and officer support to enable it to take on the full growth portfolio it appears well 
placed to take on the role. If this approach is adopted then the Council will need to explore the 
best way to incorporate or partner with MTF to ensure that the sustainable growth is achieved 
across the whole district. 


