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BRECKLAND COUNCIL 

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 4TH APRIL, 2014 

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR OF COMMISSIONING 

(Author: Simon Wood) 

KILVERSTONE & CROXTON:   Land 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) 

APPLICANT:  The  Kilverstone Estate, The Crown Estate and Pigeon (Thetford) 
Limited 

REFERENCE:  3PL/2011/0805/O 

1 Description of Development: 

1.1 This is an outline application proposing a Sustainable Urban Extension located to the 
 north of Thetford. All matters except for access are reserved for subsequent 
 approval.  

1.2 The site has a total area of 285 hectares (704 acres). The proposal consists of: 

 Up to 5,000 new dwellings (Use Class C3)  
 Up to 19.5 hectares of employment land (Classes B1, B2 and B8),  
 Local commercial centres (Classes A1 – A5 and Class B1 (a)),  
 Community and healthcare uses (Classes D1, and C2),  
 Up to three primary schools (Class D1),  
 Green infrastructure,  
 Playing fields,  
 Open green spaces and other amenity areas,  
 Allotments,  
 Drainage systems, and  
 Means of access including new road junctions and alterations to existing junctions, 

public transport, cycle and pedestrian routes, and other related physical 
infrastructure, and enabling works. 

1.3 The highway works relate to: 

 1 A11/A1075 Norwich Road junction 

 2. A11/Croxton Road junction 

 3. A11/A134 Mundford Road junction 

 4. A11/B1107 Brandon Road junction 

 5. A11/London Road junction 

 6. A134 Brandon Road/London Road 

 7. A1066 Mundford Road/Croxton Road junction 

 8. A1066 Hurth Way /A1075 Norwich Road junction 
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1.4 There will be no additional access points into the site from the A11, but it is proposed 
 to increase the capacity of existing roundabouts. Access directly into the site will be 
 from Mundford Road, utilising an existing access point, Croxton Road and the A1075 
 (Norwich Road). 

1.5 The following drawings have been submitted for approval: 

 1.         Drawing 1479/014/SK301RevD – Application Site Location Plan 

 2          Drawing 1479/014/SK302RevE - Site Boundary Plan 

 3. Drawing 1479/014/SK001/RevH – Land Use (Built Development and Ancillary  
  Uses) Parameter Plan 

 4.         Drawing 1479/014/SK002/RevG – Access and Movement Hierarchy-  
  Parameter Plan 

 5.         Drawing 1479/014/SK004/RevE – Pedestrian Routes -Parameter Plan 

 6.         Drawing 1479/014/SK005/RevE – Cycle Routes -Parameter Plan 

 7.         Drawing 1479/014/SK006/RevG  – Open Space and Landscape - Parameter 
  Plan 

 8.         Drawing 1479/014/SK007/RevH – Building and Infrastructure Heights  -
  Parameter Plan 

 9.         Drawing 1479/014/SK008/RevH – Density -Parameter Plan 

 10.       Drawing 1479/014/SK010/RevE – Phasing -Parameter Plan 

 11.       Drawing 1479/014/SK012/RevE – Development Zones - Parameter Plan 

 12.       Means of Access Drawings 

 i. Drawings LWL/100/001RevD1, LWL/100/002RevD1, LWL/100/003RevD1 
  and LWL/100004RevD1 - A11/A1075 Norwich Road junction (Junction 1) 

 ii. Drawings Figure 3/RevTA7 and Figure 4/RevTA6 - A11 / A1075 Croxton  
  Road junction (Junctions 2 A and B) 

 iii. Drawings LWL/300/001RevD2, LWL/300/002RevD2 and LWL/300/003RevD2 
  - A11/A134 Mundford Road junction (Junction 3) 

 iv. Drawings LWL/400/001RevD1, LWL/400/002RevD1 and LWL/400/003RevD1 
  - A11/B1107/A134 Brandon Road junction (Junction 4) 

 v. Drawings LWL/500/001RevD2, LWL/500/002RevD2 and LWL/500/003RevD2 
  - A11/London Road junction (Junction 5) 

 vi Drawing Figure 11/RevTA5 – A134 Brandon Road/London Road Junction 
  (Junction 6)  

 vii. Drawing Figure 12/RevTA5 - A1066 Mundford Road/Croxton Road junction 
  (Junction 7) 

 viii. Drawing Figure 13/RevTA5 - A1066 Hurth Way / A1075 Norwich Road  
  junction (Junction 8) 
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Table 1: Land Use table 

 

Development Type Size in Hectares % of scheme 
Playing Fields 
 

19.2 9.8 

Allotments 
 

5.37 2.7 

Open Space 
 

28.16 14.4 

Education 
 

6.19 3.2 

Commercial Development
 

2.58 1.3 

Social Development 
 

2.11 1.1 

Employment 
 

19.33 9.9 

Residential 
 

112.58 57.6 

Total 
 

195.52 100% 

 

1.6 It is proposed that the development be delivered in five phases. Each phase would 
 have a number of sub-phases, precise details of which are as yet unknown but will 
 be determined during the reserved matters stage.  

1.7 The number of maximum residential units proposed per phase is as follows:   
  

 Phase 1  1058 
 Phase 2  1100 
 Phase 3  711 
 Phase 4  1422 
 Phase 5  709 
 Total  5000 units maximum. 

1.8 Amended details to the scheme were received on 1st October 2013. 

 These changes consisted of: 

1.  Industry and business uses adjacent to Croxton Road and west of Norwich Road  have been 
 replaced by residential uses (total reduction from 22 hectares to 19.5 hectares). 

2. An area of residential use has been replaced by  the Academy Sports Provision. 

3.  Development blocks have been reconfigured to respond to the revisions to the Academy. 

4. The Primary Centre and Blakeney Farm local centre are presented as mixed use areas. 

5. A minor change to the boundaries of the development due to junction revisions. 

6. An increase to the landscape buffer at Kilverstone Lane. 
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7. The use of playing fields has changed to respond to the revisions to the Academy. 

8. Provision of habitat for BAP beetle species around the perimeter of the Scheduled Ancient 
 Monument and adjacent to the A11. 

9.  Reservation of details of Junction 9 on Croxton Road and Junctions 10a, 10b and 10c on 
 Norwich Road  for later determination. 

10.The secondary road adjacent to the Heath has been moved one block away from it. .   
Proposals for a landmark structure have also been omitted. 

11.The primary school in the Red House character area (Phase 1) has been moved closer to 
 Jane’s Wood and the previous school site is now developed for residential. 

12.The inclusion within the red line for the planning application of land to provide space for 
 ecological mitigation measures in relation to stone curlew, woodlark, nightjar. This 
 land is  at the Hilborough Estate and Brandon Road.  

 A more detailed description of the proposal is given below.  

2 Site and Location 

2.1 The site lies towards the north of Thetford and within the line of the A11. It consists of 
 mainly open arable fields separated by hedgerows and small patches of woodlands. 
 There are a number of small farmsteads present on the site but otherwise there are 
 relatively few buildings present.  

2.3 The site is contained on its western side by Mundford Road and a Scheduled Ancient 
 Monument (SAM). There is also a significant industrial area located at Fison Way.  

2.4 The eastern side is defined by mature landscape features and is predominantly rural 
 in character. It contains the boundaries of the buffer zone to the Breckland Special 
 Protection Area (SPA) as well as the setting of Kilverstone Hall. 

2.5 The mainline railway bisects the site and passes over a local thoroughfare, Joe 
 Blunts Lane. It runs along the northern edge of the site and then passes in cutting 
 under the A11. 

2.6 The A11 itself is a major trunk road connecting Thetford with the M11, A1, M1 and 
 A14.  

2.7 The area for development lies within a radius of approximately 2.5 kilometres of the 
 town centre of Thetford. Croxton Road and Norwich Road provide radial links 
 between the town centre and the SUE. 

2.8 The Thetford Academy campus is adjacent to the southern boundary and extends 
 into the proposed SUE area.  

2.9 Other development around the site consists of a Tesco Superstore at the junction of 
 Norwich Road and Kilverstone Road. The Lodge Farm Industrial Estate sits to the 
 south west of the site.  

 3 EIA Required 

3.1 The application was assessed as consisting of development that required an 
 Environmental Impact Assessment  in accordance with the Town and Country 
 Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 
 2011 (EIA Regs).  
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3.2 In line with the Scoping Opinion provided by the Local Planning Authority on 2nd June 
 2010 the following topic areas were considered in the Environmental Statement. 

 Landscape and visual impact 
 Traffic and Transport 
 Noise 
 Air Quality 
 Land Use and Soils 
 Archaeology and Cultural Heritage 
 Ecology and Nature Conservation 
 Contaminated Land 
 Hydrology, Hydrogeology, Drainage and Flood Risk 
 Climate Change: and  
 Socio-Economic Factors 

3.3 There was also a description of the likely significant effects of the development, 
 including reference to possible cumulative effects as required by Schedule 4 of the 
 EIA regulations. 

3.4 The ES originally identified four main impacts that could potentially impact on the 
 scheme: 

 The upgrade of the A11 between Thetford and Fiveways to dual carriageway 
standard 

 A proposed biomass plant on land to the east of the A134, Mundford Road 
 The Thetford Enterprise Park with 18ha of employment use 
 A proposed extension to Feltwell Quarry, 13.6km to the north west of the application 

site. 

3.5 An addendum to the ES was received as part of the amendments package and 
 identified 23 further developments in four parish/town areas which may impact on the 
 proposed scheme. 

3.6 A non-technical summary was submitted with the original application and an updated 
 summary formed part of the amendments package.  

3.7 The findings of the ES will be described in detail below. 

3.8 Screening was carried out in respect of Protected Species and it was concluded that 
 a Habitats Regulation Assessment was required. That is discussed in more detail 
 below.  

4 Relevant Site History 

 Ref: 3CM/2011/0035/F: Location: Thetford Academy, Croxton Road 

 Proposal: Demolish 3 buildings & erect new building, sports hall, ancillary buildings, 
 MUGA, outdoor pitches & car /Cycle parking 

 Decision: Conditional Approval - 19-01-2012 

 Ref: 3PL/2011/1108/F: Location: Land off Croxton Road (adjacent Rosemary Musker 
 High School) 

 Proposal: Erection of concrete skate park with associated lighting & fencing, access 
 from Joe Blunt’s Lane 
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 Decision: Not Yet Determined 

5 Policy Considerations 

5.1 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that: 

 “If regard is 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 indicate otherwise.” 

5.2 The Development Plan for the application site consists of: 

 The Adopted Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan 
 Document (CS) - 2009 

 Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) – 2012 

5.3 Since the original submission the East of England Plan has been formally revoked 
 and no longer forms part of the Development Plan. 

5.4 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was issued in March 2012 and 
 provides the national context for Development Plans and development within 
 England and Wales. It is a material consideration in the determination of planning 
 applications.  

 National Planning Policy Framework. 

5.6 The NPPF has at its core the approval of sustainable development. It identifies three 
 dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental 
 (paragraph 7). These are mutually dependent and in order to achieve sustainable 
 development economic, environmental and social gains should be sought jointly and 
 simultaneously through the planning system (paragraph 8). 

5.7 The NPPF indicates that where development accords with an up to date 
development plan it should be approved (paragraph 12). Even though the CS pre-
dates the NPPF it is considered that the Development Plan as a whole is up to date 
and therefore this application should be determined in accordance with it unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. The weight to be accorded to  housing 
supply policies are subject to the ability of the Local Planning Authority to 
demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply and this is discussed in more detail below. 
The Thetford Area Action Plan was adopted post NPPF and, as such, is in conformity 
with the framework.    

5.8 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states that when making decisions on development 
 proposals the decision maker should: 

 “approve development proposals that accord with the development plan without 
 delay; and where the development plan is absent, silent or relevant policies are out 
 of date, granting permission unless: 

 any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework 
taken as a whole; or 

 specific policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.” 
 

5.9 The NPPF seeks to promote sustainable development and advocates a number of 
 ways in which that can be achieved having regard to this particular proposal.  
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5.10 Paragraphs 38 recommends that for large scale residential developments policies 
 should promote a mix of uses in order to provide opportunities to undertake day-day 
 activities including work on site.  

5.11 Paragraph 49 indicates that housing applications should be considered in the context 
 of the presumption in favour of sustainable development and where an authority 
 cannot demonstrate a five year housing land supply then policies for the supply of 
 housing in the Development Plan should not be considered up to date.  

5.12 Paragraph 119 states: 

 “The presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 14) does not 
 apply where development requiring appropriate assessment under the Birds or 
 Habitats Directives is being considered, planned or determined” 
 
5.13 The NPPF does have safeguards in respect of the environment, design, the impact of 
 development on heritage assets, the need to plan for safe and healthy communities 
 and to ensure that development is sustainable in terms of its location and design. All 
 these issues need to be taken into account by the decision maker.  

5.14 Paragraph 173 makes reference to delivery and viability in relation to development 
 proposals and states: 

 “To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be applied to 
 development, such as requirements for affordable housing, standards, infrastructure 
 contributions or other requirements should, when taking account of the normal cost of 
 development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and 
 willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.” 

 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) – March 2014 

5.15 This recently published Government document gives advice on the interpretation of 
 policy and in assessing planning applications. Regard has been had to its provisions 
 in respect of this application.  

 The Core Strategy. 

 5.16 The Core Strategy was adopted in 2009 and covers the period from 2001 to 
 2026.  

5.17 Policy CP1 seeks to provide at least 19,000 new homes within the plan period of 
 which at least 7,877 are to be provided in Thetford. Allocations were needed for 
 6,500 dwellings at the time of the Core Strategy having regard to commitments 
 existing at the time. Paragraph 3.8 makes reference to a sustainable extension to 
 Thetford on the north east of the town.   

5.18 Policy CP3 requires Thetford to deliver at least 5,000 net additional jobs by 2021.  

5.19 Having regard to the above Policy SS1 identifies Thetford as the focus for growth in 
 Breckland.  

5.20 Policy CP4 requires the provision of sufficient infrastructure to meet the additional 
 requirements arising from new development. Reference is made to the provision of 
 new and improved health and social care facilities, secondary education provision, 
 new primary school, strategic enhancement of the energy supply network and also 
 ensuring access and safety concerns are resolved within all new developments.  

5.21 Policy CP5 sets out the list of site specific infrastructure requirements that may be 
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 addressed by developer’s obligations.  

5.22 Policy CP6 relates to the provision of green infrastructure and where required this 
 can be provided through on-site provision and/or off-site contributions. It contains a 
 definition of what is considered to be Green Infrastructure. 

5.23 Policy CP7 relates to the protection of retail centres whether existing or to be 
 provided by Sustainable Urban Extensions.  

5.24 Policy CP8 seeks to ensure the proper management of natural resources, protect air 
 and water quality and minimise the risk of flooding.  

5.25 Policy CP9 seeks to ensure that new development does not harm the District's 
 environment in terms of noise, odour, light or other waste materials.  

5.26 Policy CP10 seeks to enhance biodiversity and geodiversity in the District. It seeks to 
 protect open spaces and other areas of biodiversity interest. It requires an 
 appropriate assessment to be made of all proposals for development that are likely to 
 have a significant effect on the Special Protection Area (SPA) and will only permit 
 development that will not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. It also defines a 
 buffer of 1,500m from the edge of those parts of the SPA that support or are capable 
 of supporting stone curlews. Development will be permitted within the buffer zone 
 where it involves the re-use of existing buildings or an appropriate assessment 
 demonstrates that the development will not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA. 
 If mitigation measures are required then there needs to be surety that those 
 measures can be delivered.  

5.27 Policy CP11 seeks to protect the landscape within the District.  

5.28 Policy CP12 supports the provision of renewable and low-carbon technologies 
 secured through new development.  

5.29 Policy CP13 seeks to promote accessibility improvements through the development 
 and improvement of cycle ways and pathways. It also requires new development to 
 be integrated within existing or proposed transport infrastructure to ensure increased 
 choice and enhance accessibility benefits of new development.  

5.30 Development Control Policies: 

 DC1 – Protection of Amenity 

 DC2 – Principles of new housing, including density and appropriate mix and type,  

 DC4 – Affordable Housing Principles 

 DC11 – Open Space 

 DC12 – Trees and Landscape 

 DC13 – Flood risk 

 DC14 – Energy Generation and Efficiency 

 DC16 – Design 

 DC17 – Historic Environment 

 DC18 – Community Facilities, recreation and leisure 
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 DC19 - Parking  

 Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP): 

5.31 The TAAP has been prepared having regard to policies within the CS. On the 15th 
 August 2012, Breckland Council's decision to adopt the Thetford Area Action Plan 
 was the subject of a Statutory Challenge under S113 of the Planning and 
 Compulsory Purchase Act by Shadwell Estate Ltd. The grounds of claim were based 
 on Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental Assessment, the Examining 
 Inspectors assessment of the soundness of the plan, and the Habitats Regulations 
 Assessment. The Council successfully defended the challenge in the High Court 
 which was confirmed in the judgment handed down by Mr. Justice Beatson on 12th 
 January 2013. As such, the document carries full weight as part of the adopted 
 Development Plan.  

5.32 It sets out policies for the settlement of Thetford including the delivery of the 
 Sustainable Urban Extension. It plans for a total delivery of at least 5,000 dwellings.  

5.33 The proposals map indicates the allocation for the Sustainable Urban Extension.    

5.34 Policy TH1 reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development set out in 
 the NPPF. 

5.35 Policy TH4 seeks to achieve modal shift in transport and requires new development 
 to contribute proportionally to measures required to achieve modal shift from single 
 occupancy car journeys to other forms of movement. 

5.36 Policy TH9 seeks to monitor and manage key biodiversity sites by mitigating against 
 the urban effects on those sites through new development. 

5.37 Policy TH10 seeks to provide additional allotment provision through new 
 development. 

5.38 Policy TH11 seeks to retain Joe Blunts Lane as a green route to the north of 
 Thetford. Subject to certain criteria set out in the policy and controlled by legal 
 condition, a guided bus route, which only utilises the railway underpass, will be 
 permitted.  

5.39 Policy TH12 supports the development of the Thetford Loops. 

5.40 Policy TH14 seeks to ensure all new residential development is required to 
 utilise fabric measures to meet the Government's level of carbon compliance; 
 offsetting via contributions will be negotiated where this cannot be met on site.  

5.41 Policy TH16 requires developments of over 10 dwellings or 1,000m2 non-residential 
 to demonstrate that agreement has been reached with the water and wastewater 
 provider to deliver sufficient capacity to accommodate the needs of the development. 
 It also requires a water demand level equivalent to at least levels 3 & 4 in the Code 
 for Sustainable Homes. It also requires separate surface and foul water drainage.  

5.42 Policy TH18 ensures archaeological interests are protected. 

5.43 Policy TH19 indicates that all new non-residential development above 1,000sqm 
 should be developed to BREEAM “excellent” standard unless it would make the 
 development economically unviable.  

5.44 Policy TH20 details the strategic design principles for the Sustainable Urban 
 Extension.     
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5.45 Policy TH21 requires features of Thetford's Locally Distinctive Landscape to be 
 conserved and managed to provide for biodiversity, create a focus for new green 
 infrastructure, ensure development is properly integrated with its wider landscape 
 and protects local distinctiveness. Any loss will need to be justified and mitigated 
 against.    

5.46 Policy TH22 seeks to ensure that the Gallows Hill Scheduled Monument is protected 
 and enhanced. Any application should provide a long-term management regime. 
 Development adjacent to the Monument will be permitted if the density and 
 orientation of the development engenders ownership by the community and 
 preserves and enhances the setting of the monument.  

5.47 Policy TH23 requires existing buildings within the SUE area to be retained and 
 supports the principle of use as community facilities, including a public house as part 
 of a Local Centre or small shopping parade.  

5.48 Policy TH24 requires the submission of a Surface Water Management Plan (SWMP) 
 as part of any application in the SUE. 

5.49 Policy TH25 requires a walking and cycling network to be identified and designed 
 and submitted as part of any planning application for the SUE.  

5.50 Policy TH26 requires the provision of a bus service to the town centre and the 
 existing employment areas on Mundford Road and London Road with the package to 
 be agreed by the Local Planning Authority. Any SUE planning application must 
 maximise bus penetration into the Urban Extension. It requires the provision of a 
 bridge crossing over the railway between Joe Blunts Lane and the A11 to permit bus, 
 pedestrian and cycle movement. 

5.51 Policy TH27 requires land to be set aside in the SUE between Joe Blunts Lane and 
 the A11 to enable the delivery of a new railway station in the period 2016-2026. 

5.52 Policy TH28 identifies the need to upgrade junctions along the A11 Trunk Road.  

5.53 Policy TH29 requires the upgrading of the local road network to accommodate the 
 SUE.  

5.54 Policy TH30 requires the provision of at least 22 hectares of land for new 
 employment development. It sets out phasing and design principles for that land. 

5.55 Policy TH31 requires the provision of two new local centres within the SUE to serve 
 the new development. They will provide a total of approx. 1,700m2 (net) floorspace of 
 which approx. 500m2 (net) should be provided as new comparison goods and 
 1,200m2 (net) new convenience floorspace.  

5.56 Policy TH32 requires the SUE to be designed in a manner that allows for the 
 connection to a decentralised energy supply.  

5.57 Policy TH33 requires the building of three new 420 place primary schools, including 
 nursery provision, with phasing details. Land is required to be set aside for the 
 ongoing provision for the Academy. 

5.58 Policy TH34 requires provision to be made for a new multi-purpose health facility 
 incorporating a GP surgery, pharmacy and dental practice. 

5.59 Policy TH35 clarifies the preference to utilise existing or new school and education 
 facilities for community use. It also sets out the basis on which new community and 
 religious facilities should be provided. 
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5.60 Policy TH36 requires the provision of new bring recycling facilities in easily 
 accessible locations. 

6 Consultations 

Environmental Health: They have considered this application and have no objection in 
principle based on the information provided; however, there are matters relating to noise and 
drainage which will require further detailed information and therefore it is recommended that 
conditions be imposed for the submission of further details at the reserved matters stage 
should the Committee be minded to approve this application. 

Contaminated Land Officer: The contaminated land officer has reviewed the amendments 
to the development proposals and comments that the amendments to the original proposals, 
submitted in a series of documents dated September 2013 including revised D & A 
Statement, Scheme Description and Addendum to Environmental Statement, have been 
reviewed and it is noted that potential land contamination issues have been outlined in 
section 9 of the Addendum to the Environmental Statement. Having considered the 
proposed amendments to the development the recommendations for conditions still stand.  

Environment Agency: The Environment Agency has no objections subject to the following 
comments: 

They would recommend that this stage of the development process is the ideal time to start 
considering how Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) will be embedded within each land 
parcel to ensure that the greatest benefit is achieved through the multifunctional use of land.  

Land Contamination 

The site overlies a principal aquifer in the underlying chalk (Cam & Ely Ouse Chalk 
groundwater body). The majority of the site is situated within Source Protection Zone 2 
(SPZ2) and Safeguard Zone (SgZ) of their groundwater protection policy, with the west of 
the development area situated within SPZ3. This means that contaminants entering 
groundwater at the majority of the site may contaminate the protected supply within 400 
days. The site is, therefore, vulnerable to pollution. They are aware of groundwater 
abstractions within the development area. The use of groundwater in the area makes the site 
vulnerable to pollution. 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 109 states that the planning system 
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by preventing both new 
and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or 
being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of water pollution. Government policy also 
states that planning policies and decisions should also ensure that adequate site 
investigation information, prepared by a competent person, is presented (NPPF, paragraph 
121). The Anglian River Basin Management Plan requires the restoration and enhancement 
of water bodies to prevent deterioration and promote recovery of water bodies. Without the 
proposed condition, the impact of contamination could cause deterioration of a quality 
element to a lower status class and/or prevent the recovery of and/or cause deterioration of 
a protected area, e.g. drinking water protected area in Cam and Ely Ouse Chalk 
groundwater body because it could: 

• result in failure of the prevent or limit objective for groundwater; and/or 

• cause rising trends in chemicals in the water body. 

It has recommended a number of conditions should the Local Planning Authority be minded 
to approve the application.  
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Highways Agency: The Highways Agency had directed conditions to be attached to any 
grant of planning consent. 

Norfolk County Council – Highways. The County Council, as Local Highway Authority, 
raises no objections subject to conditions.   

National Grid: National Grid has identified that it has apparatus in the vicinity of the 
development which may be affected by the activities specified. 

The National Grid apparatus that has been identified as being in the vicinity of the proposed 
works is: 

High or Intermediate pressure (above 2 bar) Gas Pipelines and associated equipment 

Low or Medium pressure (below 2 bar) gas pipes and associated equipment. (As a result it is 
highly likely that there are gas services and associated apparatus in the vicinity) 

As the proposal is in proximity to National Grid's apparatus, they have referred the 
consultation to the Gas Distribution Pipelines Team and request that no further action is 
taken until their response is received. 

Norfolk Landscape Archaeology: Makes the following comments: 

The proposed development lies across a heritage-rich landscape, including scheduled 
monuments, prehistoric and later funerary monuments, occupation and evidence of 
historic land use. The proposed development area has been subject to a programme of 
archaeological evaluation, the results of which are included with the application, together 
with suggested mitigation strategies. 

Therefore it is recommended that should planning permission be granted, it is subject to 
conditions, in accordance with Paragraph 141 of the NPPF. 

Network Rail: Network Rail has made no comment on the application. 

Natural England: No objection 

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Its statutory purpose is to ensure that 
the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present 
and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 

Stone-curlew Mitigation: Hilborough Estate  
 
Natural England advises that the proposed mitigation at Hilborough for stone curlew affected 
by the proposed development is satisfactory, provided that the mitigation is secured by 
legally binding conditions attached to the grant of permission as follows:  
 

 The production of a detailed management plan for the mitigation site (to be agreed in 
advance by NE, RSPB and local authority)  

 The production of a detailed monitoring strategy for nesting stone curlew using the 
mitigation site (to be agreed in advance by NE, RSPB and local authority) with a 
review of results after 5 years  

 A legally binding agreement whereby additional suitable mitigation will be provided 
for the requisite number of pairs of stone curlew if the monitoring of the mitigation site 
demonstrates that the mitigation is not being used by at least 3 pairs of nesting stone 
curlew on average over the first 5 years  

 A monitoring strategy for any additional stone curlew mitigation sites for 5 years with 
a subsequent review of the success of the combined mitigation so that any further 
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required changes can be made to the management of the mitigation sites. 

Woodlark & Nightjar mitigation land: Hilborough Estate  

We advise that the proposal identified in the report, namely monitoring for 5 years with a 
view to amending the mitigation if monitoring demonstrates that the site is not supporting the 
required species is satisfactory, provided that this approach is secured by legally binding 
conditions as follows: 

The production of a detailed management plan for the mitigation site (to be agreed in 
advance by NE, RSPB and local authority)  

 The production of a detailed monitoring strategy for woodlark and nightjar using the 
mitigation site (to be agreed in advance by NE, RSPB and local authority) with a 
review of results after 5 years  

 A legally binding agreement whereby additional suitable mitigation will be provided 
for woodlark and nightjar if the monitoring of the mitigation site demonstrates that the 
mitigation is not being used these species over the first 5 years  

 A monitoring strategy for any additional woodlark and nightjar mitigation sites for 5 
years with a subsequent review of the success of the combined mitigation so that any 
further required changes can be made to the management of the mitigation sites.  

 
SAC Mitigation Land  
 
The report identifies that the proposed site for mitigation for loss of SAC habitat is not 
currently supporting any of the interest features of Breckland SAC or Breckland SPA and 
that habitat manipulation and management will be required to enable the site to support the 
required habitats and species. We are satisfied, in principle, that this is acceptable but we 
require further information in terms of soil profiles, soil pH etc in order to provide further 
advice about SAC habitat creation and translocation of rare plant species.  
 
In accordance with the report which states that ‘The site will be subject to on-going 
monitoring in conjunction with Natural England to ensure that it develops into a suitable 
mitigation area. If the management regime shows over time to be underproviding then 
alternative supplementary sites will be identified and provided on the golf course in 
conjunction with guidance from Natural England’, we advise that this approach should be 
secured by legally binding conditions as follows:  
 

 Further soil investigations to determine the nature of the substrate in the mitigation 
site  

 The production of a detailed management plan for the mitigation site (to be agreed in 
advance by NE and local authority)  

 The production of a detailed monitoring strategy for the mitigation site (to be agreed 
in advance by NE and local authority) with a review of results after 5 years  

 A legally binding agreement whereby additional suitable mitigation will be provided 
for SAC vegetation if the monitoring of the mitigation site demonstrates that the 
mitigation is not supporting the key interest features  

 A monitoring strategy for any additional SAC mitigation sites for 5 years with a 
subsequent review of the success of the combined mitigation so that any further 
required changes can be made to the management of the mitigation sites.  

 
Norfolk Wildlife Trust: On the basis of the information provided, Norfolk Wildlife Trust 
have the following comments to make. It notes that Natural England have made detailed 
comments regarding impacts on statutory sites, protected species and green 
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infrastructure and on further work that is required. I t  does not seek to add to these. I t  
has  restricted i t s  comments to information presented within the Ecology and Nature 
Conservation chapter, particularly those areas where mitigation is required in relation to 
increased visitor pressure on designated sites. 

I t  supports proposals for biodiversity enhancement and for a biodiversity and conservation 
management plan that are described set out within this chapter. These proposals should 
be set out as part of the s106 and agreed at the time of the detailed application. 

It is concerned regarding increased visitor pressure on designated sites, other than 
Barnham Cross Common. East Wretham Heath NWT reserve is less than 4km from the 
development site and is the nearest accessible nature reserve. Facilities for visitors are 
currently fairly low key and it would be difficult to manage increased visitor pressure 
without improving facilities in order to allow visitors to access the site without increasing 
damage and disturbance. In addition, Thetford Heath NWT reserve, although to the south 
of Thetford, is particularly sensitive to disturbance. As a result, measures may be needed 
to ensure that there are no adverse impacts relating to informal recreation on this site. 

In the same context, it is unclear whether this section refers to sites other than Barnham 
Cross Common. It is assumed there should there be 3 bullet points with the first one only 
referring to Barnham Cross Common, the second referring to other European sites and 
the third to community education. If this is the case i t  supports the second two bullet 
points that would allow for Partnership working to enhance European sites and support 
for community education. 

Crime Prevention/Architectural Liaison Officer: The Crime Prevention/Architectural 
Liaison Officer comments that the development will have a significant impact on Thetford 
and in particular the infrastructure currently available and that which is proposed.  There is 
concern that as the Phased development progresses and different developers are involved, 
the effectiveness of the initial ‘Good Design’ will become diluted and subsequently ineffective 
in achieving a ‘Sustainable Development’. NPPF refers in sec 58 and 69 to policies and 
decisions aiming to achieve places which promote/ensure: safe and accessible 
environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of 
life or community cohesion. 

He is not requesting any Planning Conditions or Obligations are made but requests that 
‘positive’ encouragement is given to developers to engage with him at the pre-application 
stage as per sections 188-191 of the NPPF 

He would also comment that by applying Secured By Design (SBD) principles to the whole 
design and seeking SBD accreditation will help to achieve sustainability and create safe and 
vibrant communities but also reduce the cost and impact Crime has on Communities. This 
will in turn further help to reduce to Carbon Footprint associated with Crime. 

Norfolk Constabulary:  Norfolk Constabulary has made a response by letter dated 30th 
January 2014. In the correspondence it detailed the following request for contributions: 

I. Provision of a ‘police beat base’ within a local centre 
II. Extension of the existing Thetford Police Station 

III. Costs for vehicles, uniform and equipment 
IV. Cost of 2 PCSO’s for an on-site presence at the development before Council Tax 

revenues cater for policing of the new community. 

Items ii – iv above would total £175,000 in financial contributions.  

The submission provides detailed costings and information to support the request as well as 
details of the type of ‘beatbase’ facility that would be required.  
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Sport England:  In respect of the original scheme Sport England believed that there was 
further work necessary on proposals for both on-site outdoor sport and with regard to 
how the development will meet demand for community indoor sports facilities, as 
discussed above. For this reason Sport England were not in a position to support the 
scheme as it stood.  

Sport England submitted a further response following correspondence with the applicant 
which stated that: 

It accepts that the distribution of formal open spaces for sport accords with the approved 
Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) and that therefore the principle of this spatial distribution 
is already established. However, it still considers it should highlight issues it feels could still 
be addressed through the planning application process. It accepts that the proximity of 
sports pitches to the A11 dual carriageway can be rendered more acceptable through 
suitable noise attenuation and screening measures (fencing, bunding, landscaping etc.) and 
can be addressed through details submitted at reserved matters stage. It also accepts that 
certain issues raised with regard to ancillary facilities, car parking, pitch locations etc. can 
also be addressed through the detailed submissions, and would welcome further discussion 
on how these issues can be best addressed at the suitable stage in the process. Sport 
England will wish to see that the technical specification for new pitches and ancillary facilities 
meet technical standards contained within its guidance documents ‘Natural Turf for Sport’ 
(2011) and ‘Pavilions and Clubhouses' (1999).  

With regard to the provision of other indoor and outdoor sports facilities, it notes the 
reference to the new Thetford Academy and the proposed provision of new sports facilities 
at that site including a 4-court sports hall, new playing fields and multi-use games areas. It 
accepts that these facilities are to be made available for wider community use and it 
commented on the draft community use agreement for these facilities in July 2012. Given 
the proximity of the new Academy to the application site, these facilities will be accessible to 
residents of the urban extension. However it should also be accepted that Breckland has a 
poor overall provision of sports halls and the urban extension to Thetford will generate 
significant additional demand which cannot be met solely through the provision of a new 
sports hall facility at Thetford Academy, given the significant proposed increase in 
population. The writer notes the reference to the provision of new sports halls within the 
three proposed primary schools within the urban extension. These halls will be a minimum of 
2 court size. It should be noted that the contribution of primary school halls to wider 
community use is usually limited due to the size of hall proposed. Sport England’s Facilities 
Planning Model (FPM) which is used to assess supply and demand in relation to sports halls 
and swimming pools only includes halls of minimum 3 court size due to the limited activity 
that can take place in smaller halls, especially when considering community use. These halls 
would therefore not be included in any assessment of community sports hall provision in 
Breckland. The issue could potentially be addressed through the provision of a 3 or 4 court 
hall on one primary school site which was made fully accessible for community use, with 
smaller halls on the other sites designed primarily for school use. The larger hall could also 
be made available for use during the day by the other primary schools within the urban 
extension. It is considered that this approach could best meet the needs of both schools and 
the local community for additional sports hall provision within the urban extension and the 
wider Thetford area, and is worthy of further consideration. 

It notes that there will be no dedicated swimming pool provision within the urban extension, 
and it also notes that the situation with regard to swimming pool provision within Thetford is 
generally poor with low levels of satisfied demand (see earlier correspondence). It notes that 
the current situation with regard to pool provision in Thetford is unclear and that there may 
be scope for financial contributions to be secured to improve pool provision in the area as 
part of this development. Sport England would urge further work is carried out to investigate 
the potential for such contributions to be secured, given the estimated additional demand 
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that will be generated by the urban extension. 

Sport England would reiterate previous comments that the proposals do not make any 
provision for new artificial grass pitches (AGP’s) but would support contributions being 
secured to improve off-site provision. The plans also do not make explicit provision for other 
sports facilities such as multi-use games areas (MUGA’s), tennis courts and bowling greens, 
and again there may be scope for securing contributions for quantitative or qualitative 
improvements to existing facilities within the catchment area to help meet the increased 
demand. 

It notes that the applicants will be in further discussion with Breckland Council with regard to 
off-site contributions generally, and Sport England would be happy to advise further re. the 
issue of financial contributions to be secured for indoor/outdoor sport and how they can best 
be used to enhance sports facility provision in the Thetford area.  

Following the submission of the amendments in October 2013 Sport England made the 
following comments: 

1) We note that the allocation for outdoor sport, at 19.2 hectares, is in line with the 
original submission and meets the policy requirement for outdoor space for sport. We 
raise no objection in principle to the amended allocation for outdoor sport with regard 
to the land adjacent to Thetford Academy. However, we remain concerned with 
regard to the allocation for playing fields in the eastern section (Kilverstone Park) as 
it is not considered that two small separated areas of playing field makes sense from 
a management and maintenance point of view. We would wish to see this allocation 
consolidated into one single larger facility serviced by one pavilion/parking area. We 
reiterate our previous representation that details in relation to pitch construction, 
layout, changing rooms, car parking etc. for all playing field areas will need to meet 
Sport England technical guidance (see our letter of 15 January 2013 for further 
details). 
 

2)   We remain concerned that the provision of the new sports hall at Thetford Academy 
will be insufficient in itself to meet demand for community indoor space, and it should 
be noted that sports halls on educational sites usually have no or little community 
access during school hours. We would wish to see additional community sports hall 
provision on site, as well as artificial grass pitch and swimming pool provision to meet 
community needs as set out in our original representations dated 30 September 2011 
and 15 January 2013. This provision may be in the form of financial contributions to 
improve off-site provision, and we note that the scale and details in relation to 
financial contributions for social infrastructure requirements has not yet been finalised 
with Breckland Council. 

 Norfolk County Council – Economic and Strategy Officer: The infrastructure, service 
and amenity requirements arising from new development are set out in the County Council 
adopted Planning Obligations Standards. The County Council would raise an objection if the 
list of requirements were not satisfactorily dealt with in a legal agreement with the applicant. 
No formal list of requirements has been provided though a copy of information provided to 
the applicant in October 2013 outlining those requirements in relation to education, libraries 
and fire service provision has been forwarded.   

Norfolk County Council – Minerals and Waste: The County Council has suggested a 
condition which will ensure that any viable mineral deposits can be utilised as part of the 
development.  

Kings Lynn and West Norfolk BC: Has no objection to the proposal. 
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St Edmundsbury District Council: The District Council is of the opinion that the 
development proposed is well thought out in urban design terms and that careful 
consideration has been given to the creation of sustainable local neighbourhoods. 

However, given that the proposals are of more than local significance, the District Council 
is not convinced that sufficient assessments have been made on the potential impact on 
existing infrastructure and the environment. The Council has been consistent in raising 
these concerns since the early drafts of the Breckland Core Strategy and, accordingly, is 
submitting representations on the submission Thetford Area Action Plan. 

In relation to traffic impact of the proposed development, the District Council is concerned 
that the accompanying Transport Assessment is insufficiently robust. It predicts that there 
will be a significant increase in traffic movements along the A134 to and from Bury St 
Edmunds and the A1088 to and from the A143 at lxworth. While the data suggests that 
there is sufficient capacity along these routes for the predicted growth, it does not appear 
to take account of the already planned growth in the wider area or the capacity of 
junctions.  

It is noted that paragraph 7.9 of the Transport Assessment acknowledges that further 
investigation into the effects of the development traffic on these links (the A134 and the 
A1088) is required. There is no evidence that this necessary further work has been 
undertaken and it is requested that this is done before the application is determined. I t  is 
understood that Suffolk County Council, as the highway authority, have asked their 
consultants to undertake a further assessment of the applicants TA and the potential 
impacts on Suffolk. 

While it is noted that a half hourly bus is planned between Thetford and Bury St Edmunds, 
it is understood that this will not come into operation until sometime after the development 
has commenced. As such, the District Council is concerned that the trend of using a car to 
travel to Bury St Edmunds will have already taken hold and will be difficult to persuade 
others to use the new bus service.  

The A134 between Thetford and Bury St Edmunds and the A1088 from Thetford to lxworth 
pass through the Conservation Areas of Barnham, Euston, Fakenham Magna and 
Hanington as well as a number of nationally and internationally significant nature 
designations including a Special Area of Conservation and a Special Protection Area. It is 
important to consider the impact on the environmental quality along these routes, which 
the TA does not appear to have done. 

The District Council also questions whether there is sufficient evidence to support that 
existing infrastructure is able to cope with, or expand to accommodate, the growth in 
population planned by this development. This includes the hospital and higher education 
facilities at Bury St Edmunds which are used extensively by residents of Bury St Edmunds. 
There appears to be no evidence accompanying the application to suggest that the existing 
planned growth in Bury St Edmunds has been taken into account in assessing capacity. 

The District Council suggests that the most appropriate forum for coordinating efforts to 
mitigate recreational impacts and enhance conservation provision would be through 
working with the Brecks Partnership. In the case of this significant application, the most 
appropriate mitigation of impact may need investment outside Breckland local planning 
authority area which would be best co-ordinated through the Partnership. 

The District Council also has concerns that the Technical Report suggests that the 
breeding success of woodlark and nightjar is not affected by disturbance. This does not 
appear to be backed up by evidence elsewhere including the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment for the Thetford Area Action Plan. 
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While the EIA considers cumulative impacts in some respects (paragraph 17.2.3) it 
ignores the planned growth proposals in the adopted St Edmundsbury Core Strategy ( 9 
December 2010). 

Forest Heath District Council: (05/09/11): Comments that Brandon is centred on the fork 
of the A1065, B1106 and B1107.  The road network in and around Brandon is under 
existing strain from the high level of vehicle movements and significant levels of 
commuting from the Brandon area and towards Thetford and Mildenhall.  The road 
network in and around Brandon also becomes congested during the summer holiday 
periods, especially if there are problems on the A11.  

Although the proposed duelling of the A11 between Five-ways, (Mildenhall), and Thetford 
is expected to reduce the amount of traffic using Brandon by up to 25 percent, the 
phasing of the mixed-use development and/or the A11 improvements must be carefully 
considered to ensure that existing problems, (particularly congestion), on the local road 
network are not exacerbated.  

Suffolk County Council: No comments on the planning application. 

Anglian Water: The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of 
Thetford STW that at present h a s  available capacity f o r  these flows.  

A drainage strategy is required for the foul flows from this development. This 
development should be carried out in accordance with the drainage strategy as 
indicated within Breck land  Council’s Water Cycle Study Phase 2: Detailed Study 
dated May 2010. The drainage strategy for the site should cover the procurement 
of the improvement works 

I t  requests a condition requiring the drainage strategy covering the issue(s) to be 
agreed. 

The surface water  strategy submitted with the planning application is not relevant 
to Anglian Water  and therefore this is outside their jurisdiction for comment and 
the Planning Authority will need to seek the views of the Environment Agency. I t  
requests a condition requiring a drainage strategy covering the issue(s) to be 
agreed.   

RSPB: The formal comments of the RSPB on the amended details are awaited; however it 
has commented informally that the supplementary information that has been submitted has 
not raised significant concerns. It also states that the Council must be confident that (for 
impacts to Breckland SPA and SAC) mitigation can be secured through legal agreement with 
the applicant in order to ensure that it is delivered before the impacts occur.  

EDF Energy: No comments received. 

UK Power Networks: There have been several meetings and discussions with Breckland 
regarding the Thetford North development. The TAAP document does not seem to throw 
up any differences from the general principles discussed and therefore there are no 
specific issues for comment. It has already been established that there will be a need for 
a new Primary substation on the development, built during an early stage in the overall 
plan. The TAAP mentions a possible CHP plant on the site. This will reduce the total 
energy imported into the area but as it will obviously have periods of non operation due to 
maintenance and faults, UKPN will need its own capacity to provide the total electricity 
demand of the development and therefore will not be able to reduce its infrastructure 
requirements as might be expected. 

English Heritage: The primary concerns for English Heritage in relation to this application 
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are the impacts of the development on the scheduled monument known as Gallows Hill 
(An Iron Age religious site) and associated enclosures on Gallows Hill, Thetford, 
immediately to the north of Fison Way industrial estate LEN 1021416) and also upon the 
setting of Kilverstone Hall, Church and associated Listed Buildings. Gallows Hill is 
situated within the development area towards the western end and Kilverstone Hall and 
associated buildings are outside the development but situated to the south east. 

In relation to the setting of the Gallows Hill, i t  understands the changes to involve moving 
the secondary street away from the SAM so that the risk of parking etc. between 
buildings facing the monument and the monument itself will be removed. The elevated 
landmark feature has also been removed and will be replaced by ground level 
interpretation. Likewise for Kilverstone Hall, i t  understands that changes include 
enhancement of planting on the northern edge of Kilverstone Lane. Both are changes that 
they had advocated for in earlier discussions. 

English Heritage therefore welcomes the changes made to the planning application, and 
particularly those changes that will better protect the setting of heritage assets comprising 
Kilverstone Hall and the Scheduled Monument. Given the outline nature of the 
application, in the event that the application is now to be approved, English Heritage 
would wish to see appropriate conditions requiring the development to accord with the 
design principles set out in the revised Design and Access Statement (dated September 
2013) and relevant drawings. 

English Heritage would also wish to have the opportunity to provide further advice in 
respect of reserved matters applications on those parts of the development in the vicinity 
of the Scheduled Monument as identified as Phase 2 in the revised Design and Access 
Statement. 

Asset Manager – Breckland Council: The proposed Access Point/Gateway at Lodge 
Way passes over BDC land and permissions will need to be sought from the Land 
Management Officer in due course. No further comment at this stage, but look forward to an 
opportunity to commenting further when details of the scheme become available. 
 
Buglife – The Invertebrate Conservation Trust has written making the following points: 

Buglife strongly objects to this application in its current form, which would result in the 
unacceptable loss of important invertebrate habitats and populations of nationally 
endangered invertebrate species.  

The objection particularly relates to the significant negative impacts this development 
would have on nationally important populations of Set- aside downy-back beetle (Ophonus 
laticollis) and Brush-thighed seed- eater (Harpalus froelichii), as well as deadwood 
dependent ('saproxylic') communities.  In addition, the impact of artificial light pollution 
has not been assessed with consideration to published evidence demonstrating the 
negative effect this can cause.  

Until appropriate invertebrate surveys and assessment are undertaken and plans can be 
shown to provide biodiversity benefit with appropriate mitigation and compensation to 
ensure the potential impacts are minimized, Buglife objects to this planning application.   

Brettenham and Kilverstone Parish Council: The PC is concerned the development is 
zero rated for CIL and that the S106 money (to be determined in the summer 2014) is largely 
spoken for already. The PC would wish to see a new community centre for Brettenham and 
Kilverstone Parish Council residents, somewhere towards the centre and thus not in the 
SUE, and the Kilverstone Alms Houses redeveloped with a larger modern housing provision 
than the present 2 homes. 
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The PC is also concerned that the A11 between the Norwich Road and Sainsbury’s 
roundabouts have already been designated for a speed restriction of 50 mph with average 
speed cameras. The PC does not believe this need is by any means demonstrated and that 
there are much more important and necessary road improvements in local area. 

The PC is also concerned that the primary care practices in Thetford are already full and that 
there is no new facility planned until 2020. On the other hand, the PC is pleased to learn that 
there will be a new primary school early in phase one – both are essential and building the 
former would serve all new residents and take the growing pressure off the 2 existing 
practices. 

Finally, the PC is disappointed the overall coordination of the delivery of the TAAP, formerly 
undertaken by the MTF Board, has been lost with the split in responsibilities between 
regenerating Thetford undertaken by the Board and the SUE development by the Planning 
Authority. 

Croxton Parish Council; Croxton Parish Council comments as follows: 

They voice concerns that this development is creating a dormitory town extension to 
Thetford, not a truly cohesive and integrated growth of Thetford. Within this proposed 
development there is nothing which will encourage the regeneration of Thetford Town Centre 
although this was central to the whole concept of Moving Thetford Forward. If anything the 
proposed allocation of Primary Local Centres/Local Retail Areas/Village Broad Street is 
more likely to attract retail development away from the present Town Centre which is already 
in serious decline. 

In this respect it appears there is currently no evidence of major investment to revitalise 
Thetford or the Town Centre. 

The proposal to allocate substantial commercial development at the junction of Croxton 
Road and A11 bypass should not be accepted due to the known traffic problems with this 
Croxton Road. Thetford Academy is located a short distance south of the A11 bypass and it 
is planned to increase the Academy capacity and facilities. Changes to student configuration 
and numbers already being implemented have caused problems and concerns. Employment 
development as proposed will inevitably lead to further traffic load onto this already 
problematic route. It would be naïve to assume that vehicles from areas east and south of 
Thetford or from Ingham and Bury St Edmunds directions accessing this proposed 
employment area would travel by any route other than through Thetford centre and then 
along Croxton Road. This, apart from being unacceptable, is contrary to stated requirements 
to reduce such movements. 

It has always stated its concern that there is no link between housing development and 
employment growth. As this is essential to the growth of Thetford and surrounding areas it 
feels that there should be a housing development/employment growth linked mechanism 
built into any planning approval. It has been suggested that the developers should have built 
into their ‘remit’ the responsibility to market the employment benefits/opportunities at each 
phase of approved development. 

It is unclear how the proposed bus service is to be provided during and throughout any 
developments phases. Without a satisfactory bus service provision to the town centre at 
every stage of development there will no incentive to use the centre and consequently new 
residents could develop the pattern/habit of not using the town centre. 

Although the road junction improvements are detailed there is little to say at present as it is 
unclear as to how these proposals fit with Norfolk Highways Authority plans. 

Reference is continually made to benefits to Thetford, major investment in future of Thetford 
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etc. At present and, irrespective of any future movements, in the longer term there will be as 
much if not greater impact to the two Parishes of Croxton and Brettenham & Kilverstone. We 
therefore feel it is imperative that these Parishes be kept fully informed with respect to this 
proposed development. 

The Parish Council also attached issues raised by local residents. These stated that: 

 The development is likely to become a dormitory town isolated from the Town 
Centre.  

 The statements and comments detailed within the proposal do not define how this 
development will enhance or support the regeneration of the town centre. 

 The mere allocation of land for commercial development will not of itself attract 
inward investment in the absence of any other incentives. 

 The proposal appears to indicate the removal of most of the copse of trees and 
shrubs between the current slip road and Croxton Road. The loss of this copse would 
have the effect of removing a wildlife island and destroying the visual aspect of the 
immediate area. This is contrary to the stated aims of the Landscape Design as laid 
down on page 96 of that document. 

 The majority of this development is not within the Town of Thetford but within two 
Parishes who have expressed reservations as to its structure and size. 

 Croxton Road is already congested and has problems with all forms of transport. The 
Thetford Academy located to the north of Croxton Road already causes heavy 
restrictive traffic movements during periods of morning and afternoon. It is also 
proposed to further expand the present Academy to accommodate Charles Burrell 
students. This road cannot, therefore, be practically classified as a radial route for 
connecting the proposed development to the Town Centre. 

Thetford Town Council:  Thetford Town Council was broadly content with the proposed 
amendments to the overall planning application. However, comments from the general public 
that were present at the Planning Meeting on 21 October 2013 have been forwarded to 
Breckland Planning Committee under separate cover.  

Those comments are: 

 Joe’s Blunt Lane should be surfaced with Blayden gravel not tarmac and continue to 
be used as a public track 

 Woodland and open space should be maintained by BDC via a commuted sum 
 A path should be provided from Kilverstone to the entrance of Churchill Road on the 

north side of the old A11 
 The plan does not show any improvement or change at the junction of Mundford 

Road/Croxton Road 
 School must be in Phase 1B as Admirals and Raleigh Schools have space for only 

53 more pupils and no space to extend.  
 Access into Norwich Road/Admirals Estate at peak times will become an issue with 

parked cars 
 There will be an increase in ASB at the Benbow Road area. 
 Is there a need for additional housing 

The Thetford Society makes the following comments: 

1. This proposed development has been imposed from above without proper consultation 
with the residents of Thetford and Croxton who were never asked whether they wanted this 
development. 

2. Initially, the development was planned to be sited around Thetford and a consultation 
document indicated which areas were preferred. People expected and voted that any 



22 
 

growth would be balanced. However, the lack of preparatory, thorough investigation by the 
planners has led to a situation where growth is now only planned for the north of the town. 
Had the planners known that 5,000 houses, etc. were to be built in just this area surely 
they would have, should have, reduced the size of the development. 

Building such a large scale development in one area on the outskirts of the town will have 
the effect of reducing the vitality and viability of the Town Centre. One of the much vaunted 
aims of the Moving Thetford Forward Board (MTFB) has been the regeneration of 
Thetford’s Town Centre. With such a lop-sided development this aim will become 
unachievable. 

3. To avoid a two centre Thetford we would urge the planners to consider reducing the 
number of houses planned for the north and to investigate the possibility of using any 
brownfield sites to the south of the town centre (e.g. old Gas Works site, old Thermos 
factory site). 

4. With regard to the land to the south-east owned by the Shadwell Estate we note that 
they have co-operated with various bodies in the interests of conservation. However, the 
estate is being penalised for this and the adjacent estate, Kilverstone, who have not been 
so co-operative, are due to be rewarded handsomely. Before any development is 
determined, Breckland DC needs to be absolutely positive that there are no stone curlews 
nesting on the Kilverstone estate or within 1500 metres of these birds nesting on adjacent 
land. 

5. The issue of Parish boundaries needs to be resolved before any decisions are made. 
The vast majority of the planned development is within the Croxton and Kilverstone 
Parishes. The questions raised are: do these two Parishes wish to be subsumed by the 
urban sprawl and is it fair that the occupants of the new development will not be 
contributing, via their council tax, to the upkeep of Thetford? 

6. Concern has been expressed about the water supply and sewerage treatment for the 
proposed development. Is there a sufficient water supply to cope with the demands of the 
current and proposed population? Has the sewerage treatment plant been upgraded to 
cope? 

7. Electricity capacity - the proposed Business Park cannot be built until the electricity 
supply has been upgraded.  Can there be assurances that this state of affairs will not 
happen with future proposed developments? 

The Thetford Society joins the Town Council in opposing this application. The Thetford 
Society asks to be represented at the determination meeting(s) for this application. 

Councillor Ellen Jolly: A letter has been received from Councillor Ellen Jolly putting 
forward the views of the Parish Council of Brettenham and Kilverstone and making the 
following points: 

 Need to keep the joint Parish Councils informed of the S106 process 
 Concern that the high percentage of affordable housing will detract from the ability to 

make appropriate S106 agreements 
 Benefits from the scheme need to be re-invested in the area 
 The increase in population makes it imperative that the mix of housing and local 

services are appropriate and adequate for the new residents so as not to overwhelm 
the town centre 

 The road network into Thetford is inadequate and unless improved, Thetford will be 
bypassed and the extension will become a satellite commuter town 

 There needs to be housing provision for the elderly and disabled close to local 
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centres with a doctors surgery and local shops 
 Additional GPs (7.5) will be required 
 An adequate bus service is essential 
 Needs to be a strategy to encourage businesses into  the area 
 Needs to be sufficient power for the employment uses 
 Need to prevent rat-running through Rushford and Euston 
 Do not support new railway station in the SUE, existing station needs better access 

from A11, improved parking and more services into the evening 
 Not clear if plans for road junction improvements accord with NCC highways plans 

under MTF programme 

Councillor Childerhouse:  
 General Comments:  

1. Concern that the proposal to concentrate the future growth of Thetford solely to the 
north of the town will create an imbalance of the population of the town between 
north and south in the future. It should be recognised that the proposed development 
is taking place in rural parishes of Croxton and Brettenham/Kilverstone and not 
Thetford itself.  
2. The proposed development is some distance from the existing town centre and 
could further undermine its future vitality and viability.  
3. At this stage it is difficult to see how the proposed urban extension is to benefit the 
town centre or indeed most of the rest of the existing town.  
4. Currently much of the detail is still to be determined and the Council needs to 
ensure that this development is as fully integrated with the rest of the town as 
possible and that the final details reflect this.  
5. There is a need for major investment in the town centre and currently this proposal 
does little to encourage or facilitate this.  

 
Specific comments:  

1. A number of local retail centres are identified – these need to complement the 
existing town centre, not be in competition with it – every opportunity to encourage 
new residents to use the town centre should be taken.  
2. There is considerable concern locally that the proposal as currently drafted will 
increase traffic on Croxton Road to an unacceptable level. Traffic wishing to access 
the proposed employment areas west of Croxton Road and travelling from the south 
will be drawn through the town and along Croxton Road which already experienced 
high traffic levels and safety issues.  
3. I have some concerns about the phasing and how the employment and housing 
areas will work together – a risk would be that the housing is built without the 
employment areas coming forward at the same pace – potentially leading to an 
imbalance between the two. There needs to be proper trigger point type mechanism 
built in to the grant of permission to ensure both come forward at the same time or 
very close together  

 4. There is scepticism locally about the certainty of the delivery of any proposed bus 
 service and at what point during the development that it will be provided. 

7 Representations 

 24 separate letters have been received raising the following issues: 

 No senior school planned 
 Significant increases in traffic 
 Deterioration in living standards for residents of Thetford 
 Insufficient infrastructure planned 
 The new school needs to be built in Phase 1 
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 Bridge over railway needs to be built in Phase 3 and there should be no permanent 
use of Joe Blunts Lane as a bus route 

 Water supplies should not be taken up Joe Blunts Lane due to impact on existing 
walkers and cyclists, trees and existing services 

 Need to upgrade part of Saxon Meadow between Old Reepham Road and the 
roundabout to provide a cycle/pedestrian link for mothers and children en-route to the 
childrens play area and village hall 

 Concern over changes to the roundabout at Hurth Way, Mundford Road blocking 
access points to residential properties 

 The mixing of industrial and commercial properties with residential is a reversion to 
19th century planning and will cause a reduction in life quality 

 Concern over capacity of Croxton Road 
 Objection to high level housing 
 Objection to industrial/commercial buildings being located at the end of Hill House 

Lane 
 Objection to land being built on 
 Town Centre needs to be improved first 
 More Doctors and Dentists are required 
 Concentration in one area will create a dormitory town 
 The provision of local centres will take business away from Thetford Town Centre 
 Positioning of employment areas at Croxton Road/A11 junction will increase traffic on 

already congested road 
 Existing employment areas should be fully utilised and built out before new ones are 

established 
 Provision needs to be made for the Stone Curlew 
 Open spaces should be located around existing housing 
 Agricultural land should be retained to facilitate a growing food requirement 
 Brown field land should be utilised first 
 Existing neighbourhoods should be regenerated first 
 Shouldn’t build on green belt land 
 Will be noise from construction vehicles for many years 
 Concerns over noise and dust from construction and associated health risks 
 Increase fear of crime 
 Devaluation of existing properties 
 Significant impact on biodiversity and protected species 
 Increase levels of Carbon Dioxide 
 Any grants received as a result of the development should go to Thetford 
 No requirement for allotments 
 Need to build visitor centre for Boudicca’s monument 
 Traffic congestion 
 Town does not need new housing 
 Already traffic problems caused by Thetford Academy, these will be made worse 
 Concern over employment uses close to residential properties 
 Insufficient public transport with no proposals to improve it 
 Insufficient supermarket provision 
 Concerns that little is proposed for the increased use of the existing railway station. 

Insufficient parking near the station which will discourage users.  

7.1 Norwich Road Estate Residents Association makes the following points: 

 Use of Joe Blunts' Lane and railway underpass for Bus Traffic and removal of trees to 
facilitate the feeder road into the underpass. (Reduction of existing amenity for local 
residents - unimpeded pedestrian access & also at variance with TAAP Policy TH10 & 
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TH25.) 
 No certainty that the bridge over the railway for pedestrian, cycle & bus traffic will be 

built. (At variance with TAAP Policy TH25.} 
 Lack of Primary School provision at the commencement of development. 
 No provision in the plans to relieve existing and expected increase in road traffic and 

consequential access problems into and out of the Norwich Road Estate. 
 Poor provision for Pedestrians and Cyclists on or adjacent to the Norwich Road/A1075 

as a major route into the Town Centre. 
 Unbalanced development of Thetford - Planned expansion only being on the 

Northern outskirts of the town. 

7.2 Shadwell Estate Company wrote in September 2011 indicating that it objected to the 
 proposal and would be providing a fuller response in due course. To date no further 
 communication has been received. 

8 Assessment Notes 

8.1 Principle against policy 

8.1.1 The principle of this development proposal needs to be assessed against the 
 Development Plan. In this instance the Development Plan consists of: 

1. The Adopted Core Strategy and Development Control Policies Development Plan 
Document (CS) - 2009 

2. Thetford Area Action Plan (TAAP) – 2012 

8.1.2 The Core Strategy identifies Thetford as a Key Centre for Development and Change 
and the focus for growth in Breckland.  

8.1.3 This translates down to the Thetford Area Action Plan which makes provision within 
 policies and the proposal map for the provision on land to the north of Thetford and 
 south of the A11 to be developed as an Urban Extension. There is, therefore, clear 
 justification within the adopted and up to date policies of the Council for the principle 
 of this development.  

8.1.4 The development will provide the housing requirement for Thetford over the Plan 
 Period. On this basis the development is considered to be acceptable in principle. 
 The key will be ensuring that the development complies with the specific 
 Development Control Polices within the CS and the site specific policies within the 
 TAAP. That will be assessed below.  

8.1.5 It should be noted that it is not necessary for the development to wholly accord with 
 all the relevant policies against which it is assessed. It is clear that where it does not 
 comply with a specific policy it is necessary to identify why that is so and whether or 
 not there are any material considerations which justify the departure from that 
 particular policy or policies.  

8.1.6 On that basis and subject to compliance with other policies within the development 
 plan and having regard to other material considerations it is considered that the 
 development is acceptable in principle.  

8.1.7 Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states: 

 “Housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in 
 favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies for the supply of housing should 
 not be considered up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a 
 five-year supply of deliverable housing sites.” 
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 As of the 1st April 2013 the District had a 5 year housing land supply of 3.12 years. If 
 a 20% buffer is added then this figure is reduced to a 2.8 year supply.  

8.1.8 Having regard to this fact, then paragraph 49 of the NPPF is relevant and the policies 
 within the Local Plan relating to housing supply cannot be considered up to date. It is 
 therefore concluded that the lack of a 5 year housing land supply should be awarded 
 significant weight in the consideration of this application. It should, however, also be 
 borne in mind that the development has to be seen to be sustainable to enjoy the 
 presumption in favour of development. Regard also needs to be had to the advice in 
 paragraph 119 of the NPPF stating that if a HRA is required then the presumption in 
 favour of sustainable development does not apply.  

8.2 Highways: 

8.2.1 A Transport Assessment (TA) was submitted with the original application and an 
 Addendum has been submitted as part of the amendments received in October 2013.  

8.2.2 The original TA was based on a total of 5,901 houses. This is greater than the 
 number proposed (a maximum of 5,000) as part of this proposal. The TA takes the 
 view that this means that there is a built in tolerance in the modelling undertaken. 

8.2.3 The same view is taken in respect of the employment provision. The overall 
 employment content was reduced by 10,428m2 from the first submission to a total of 
 209,684m2 in November 2012 when the Academy was included and again as part of 
 the October 2013 amendment by a further 16,309m2 to now give a total of 
 193,375m2. The TA takes the view that the revised housing, employment dispositions 
 and density changes are concluded to have no effect on the traffic modelling as the 
 changes still leave the scheme below that originally assessed.  

8.2.4 Regard has been had to the Academy and it is concluded that it would have no 
 impact on internal site traffic as a free bus shuttle is proposed as part of the TEP 
 shuttle. 

8.2.5 The modelling work concludes that the existing traffic conditions within the study area 
 operate satisfactorily during the weekday peak periods. There is queuing observed 
 on the A11 southbound approach to the Mundford Road roundabout during the AM 
 peak and the A11 northbound approach during the PM peak.  

8.2.6 Traffic conditions are likely to deteriorate in the future resulting in extended queues 
 on the A11 approaches to the Mundford roundabout during both peaks and queuing 
 on the Brandon Road approach on the A11 during the AM peak hour.  

8.2.7 This deterioration will increase once the SUE is added and therefore the 
 improvements proposed are considered necessary to accommodate the proposed 
 development. 

8.2.8 It should be borne in mind that only improvements that are considered necessary to 
 mitigate the impacts of the development can be required as part of this development.  

 Means of Access 

8.2.9 Means of access is fixed as part of this outline application. 

8.2.10 Access into the site will be taken from the existing network, the A11 to the north and 
 Norwich Road and Croxton Road.  It is proposed to upgrade a number of junctions to 
 accommodate the additional traffic generated by the development. These are: 

 A11/Norwich Road roundabout 
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 A11 Eastbound/Croxton Road & A11 Westbound/Croxton road 
 A11/Mundford Road Roundabout 
 A11/Brandon Road roundabout 
 A11/London Road roundabout 
 Brandon Road/London Road 
 Mundford Road/Croxton Road 
 Norwich Road/Hurth Way roundabout. 

8.2.11 It has been agreed with the Highway Authorities that a number of junctions can be 
 “reserved” for further approval. This will be achieved by the imposition of appropriate 
 conditions. These are: 

 Junction 9: Croxton Road Site Access Junction 
 Junction 10A: Norwich Road Site Access North Junction 
 Junction 10B: Norwich Road Site Access South Junction 
 Junction 10C: Norwich Road Site Access Kilverstone Road Junction  

 On Croxton Road it is proposed to create one new junction and change one access 
 point to the slip road to a four-arm junction.   

8.2.12 In addition to the vehicular access points the development will have several 
 pedestrian and cycling access points to the development. These are: 

 East and west of the railway – Joe Blunts Lane 
 Croxton Road 
 Norwich Road 
 Kilverstone Road 

8.2.13 Within the site there will be a network of roads, cycle and pedestrian routes. It is 
 proposed to retain Joe Blunts Lane as a walking and cycling link with a new bridge 
 being proposed over the railway line for public transport, cycling and pedestrians.  

8.2.14 A temporary route for buses using the existing rail crossing at Joe Blunts Lane and 
 along the A11 is proposed until the bridge is brought forward. This route will be 
 shared with pedestrians and cyclists. This will be secured as part of the legal 
 agreement accompanying any granting of planning permission.  

8.2.15 In the absence of any meaningful discussions between the applicant and Network 
 Rail at present to secure the bridge over the railway, there is a concern that this may 
 not be fully achievable, particularly if it becomes financially prohibitive. It may be that 
 at some stage the developers will need to make a decision about the possibility of 
 actually providing the bridge. They would of course have to be able to demonstrate 
 the reasons why this couldn’t be achieved, including full and transparent details of 
 discussions with Network Rail. Regard would also need to be had to policies TH11 
 and TH26 of the TAAP. Policy TH26 requires the provision of the railway bridge. 
 Policy TH11 does, however, allow for the principle of a guided bus route which 
 utilises the railway underpass only but lists seven criteria which will need to be 
 addressed if the underpass is to be utilised on a permanent basis. The delivery of the 
 railway bridge will be achieved through the Section 106 agreement. The surfacing of 
 the lane will be delivered by condition.     

 Public Transport 

8.2.16 The submitted scheme aims to provide a public transport service. 

8.2.17 This is proposed to be achieved by the provision of a high frequency bus service 
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 operating at five minute intervals at peak time, bus priority routes within and outside 
 the development and all development to be within five minutes walking distance of a 
 bus stop.  

8.2.18 Three new bus services are proposed to connect to the town centre and the 
 development's key employment sites and the Thetford Enterprise Park.  

8.2.19 Land has been safeguarded within the site for a potential future rail station.  

 Cycling/walking 

8.2.20 The scheme proposes safe and attractive cycling and walking routes for day to day 
 journeys and recreational use. The scheme will seek to integrate with the Thetford 
 Loops.   

8.2.21 With the exception of a section of Norwich Road the scheme proposes that all streets 
 and lanes will have footways or shared surfaces. It is proposed that all new homes 
 are located in close proximity to services.    

 Highways Conclusion 

8.2.22 Norfolk County Council as the Local Highway Authority and the Highways Agency as 
 the body responsible for the A11 Trunk Road have raised no objections subject to 
 conditions.  

8.2.23 The County Council requires the S106 Agreement to include the provision of a Travel 
 Plan. A sum of £2.6m has been set aside to achieve this. The County Council has 
 also recommended that a condition be imposed to secure the delivery of the bus over 
 the railway line. It is considered, given that a third party (Network Rail) need to be 
 part of that delivery and therefore such a condition could be seen to be unreasonable 
 that it is better to secure the delivery of the railway bridge through the S106 
 Agreement.  

8.2.24 The Highways Agency includes a condition which requires the monitoring of speeds 
 through the various junctions on the A11. If it is found to be necessary then speed 
 enforcement cameras will be provided. A sum of £3.9m has been set aside for this.  

8.2.25 It is considered, having regard to the CIL Regulations, that the above sums meet the 
 statutory tests set out at Regulation 122. 

8.3 Flood risk/drainage 

8.3.1 Following comments from both the Environment Agency and Anglian Water there 
have been a number of changes to the scheme.  

8.3.2 The whole of the development area is within Flood Zone 1 within which any form of 
 development is considered acceptable. The changes to the scheme are considered 
 to make no difference to the findings of the original ES. 

8.3.3 The studies conclude that there is unlikely to be a significant difference in water 
 demand resulting from the development. The scheme proposes a strategy for off-site 
 reinforcement of water supplies to the north of Thetford which were proposed by 
 Anglian Water.  

8.3.4 In terms of drainage the ES concludes that the site can be adequately drained in 
 accordance with current best practice, technical guidance and government policy.    

8.3.5 Policy TH24 of the TAAP requires the submission of a Surface Water Management 
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 Plan as part of any submission in relation to the Urban Extension. A strategy was 
 submitted as part of the original submission in December 2011 and this was updated 
 as part of the October 2013 amendments package together with a flood risk 
 assessment, foul drainage report and Utility Statement.  

8.3.6 The Environment Agency, as the appropriate body, has no objections to the proposal 
 subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions.   

8.4 Design/Visual Impact 

8.4.1 The proposed scheme is accompanied by a Masterplan which identifies the various 
 land uses, their relationship to each other and the street hierarchy within the 
 development. A design and access statement was submitted as part of the original 
 application submission with an Addendum being submitted as part of the October 
 2013 amendments.  

8.4.2 As part of the submission parameters are proposed in relation to heights and 
 densities. 

8.4.3 In terms of building heights the scheme seeks to develop broadly in line with the 
 average heights in Thetford and be between two and three storey in height. It 
 proposes lower heights where the development is adjacent to existing 
 neighbourhoods, at schools or near to sensitive landscapes at development fringes.  

8.4.4 Four storey building are proposed at the primary centre at Norwich Road, the new 
 central park and at the development gateways either side of Croxton Road.  

8.4.5 At the edge of the heath it is proposed that buildings have a consistent height and 
 roofline to provide a well-defined setting for the Scheduled Ancient Monument.  

8.4.6 Plan 1479/014/SK007 Rev H details the maximum heights above Ordnance Datum of 
 development and forms part of the plans submitted for approval. Development would 
 have to be carried out in accordance with that plan.  

8.4.7 Densities within the development range from 25-35 dwellings per hectare up to a 
 maximum of 50-60 dwellings per hectare.  

8.4.8 The scheme proposes to provide lower densities close to existing neighbourhoods 
 with the higher densities reserved for the more urban areas of the primary centre.  

8.4.9 The lower densities will consist of predominantly detached and semi-detached 
 houses with terraces providing the basis of the higher densities. Densities of 45 
 dwellings per hectare will include apartments.  

8.4.10 It is acknowledged that the average density is higher than that in the north of 
 Thetford. The statement considers that to be due to inefficient and unsustainable 
 layouts in the past and that the higher densities are required to achieve a sustainable 
 development as set out in the Core Strategy and in order to achieve the required 
 housing target.  

8.4.11 Plan 1479/014/SK008 shows the proposed densities and forms part of the suite of 
 plans to be considered as part of this development. If approved, development would 
 have to be carried out in accordance with that plan. 

8.4.12 It is considered that the heights, levels and densities shown are acceptable. 

8.5 Character Areas  
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8.5.1 The proposal identifies five character areas which are: 

 Thetford Heath 
 Blakeney Farm 
 Red House 
 Maiden Walk and  
 Kilverstone Village. 

 In terms of location within the development area they run from west to east in the 
 order listed above. 

8.5.2 The Design and Access Statement gives a broad overview of the proposed 
 characteristics of each area which it indicates are not proposed to be overly 
 prescriptive but provides a vision of each area and an interpretation of the design 
 elements proposed.  

8.5.3 Thetford Heath: 

 Key design features: 

 Live-work balance 
 Technological innovation 
 Linear block type/structure following existing landscape features 
 Creation of the heath at the Scheduled Monument: and  
 Node at Lodge Farm (to be retained) 

 The area will provide approximately 680 new dwellings 

8.5.4 Blakeney Farm: 

 Key characteristics 

 Family orientated housing 
 Strong presence of education and sports 
 Soft block structures and varied building lines 
 Medium density 
 Allotment and food growing hub: and  
 Local centre at Blakeney farm (some buildings retained) 

 The area will provide approximately 1130 new dwellings 

8.5.5 Red House: 

 Key characteristics 

 Suburban character with a range of housing types 
 Pocket parks and small squares throughout the development 
 Outward looking buildings on an irregular grid 
 Low, medium to high densities 
 Strong references to regional architectural styles and materials: and  
 The retention of Janes Wood and Red house. 

 The area will provide approximately 1058 new dwellings 

8.5.6 Maiden Walk 

 Key characteristics 
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 Focused around the historical route of Maiden Walk as the central spine 
 Formal structured landscape 
 Tree lined streets with grass verges 
 Integrated allotments 
 Symmetrical, formal layouts and clear building lines 
 Front gardens 
 Views and vistas to amenities, landmarks and into the landscape 
 Short runs of terraces paired as sets of four to six, with an emphasis of low pitched 

roofs 
 Medium density with higher densities at the primary centre and central aprkland 
 Lower densities towards the development edge: and  
 Large employment hub to the north. 

 The area will provide approximately 1422 new dwellings 

8.5.7 Kilverstone Village 

 Key characteristics 

 Rural, village type development 
 Low to medium density 
 Organic, irregular street pattern with minimal setbacks 
 Public realm as village squares and green space: and 
 Strong connection to traditional Norfolk architecture. 

 The area will provide approximately 710 new dwellings 

8.5.8 It should be noted that the design and layout of each area is reserved for subsequent 
 approval and will be the subject of reserved matters applications in due course. It is, 
 however, considered appropriate to impose conditions that will require any 
 subsequent developer to follow the principles set out in this outline application. On 
 that basis it is considered that the scheme offers a well-thought through design 
 solution which seeks to respect the character of Thetford and the surrounding area 
 whilst looking to vary the different communities in terms of character and 
 appearance.  

8.6 Landscape  

8.6.1 The Design and Access Statement considers the landscape to be strong in its 
 identity. There are a variety of landscape forms across the site. 

8.6.2 The application seeks to strengthen and enhance the existing landscape to develop: 

 New parks 
 Sports fields 
 Play spaces 
 Lakes and wetland areas 
 Renewed heathland and 
 Woodland habitats. 

8.6.3 The parameter plan: 1479/014/SK006 Rev G, which is submitted for approval as part 
 of the application, details the proposed areas of green space within the application 
 site.  The design and access statement does indicate that the exact boundaries and 
 detailed configuration of each space will be defined at the reserved matters stage. 
 There is considered to be no issue with this approach. It should be noted that on the 
 basis of the figures within Table 1 above the elements of open space identified 
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 equate to 27% of the total land area.  

8.6.4 Landscaping is a reserved matter and will be determined in detail as part of that 
 process.   

8.6.5 The plan shows areas of planting along the main boundaries of the site, particularly 
 along the A11. This is considered important in terms of the visual impact of the 
 development along the A11 and other radial routes into the site and Thetford in 
 general as well as the living conditions of future occupiers of the SUE. 

8.6.6 Some areas of the open green space will accommodate drainage as part of a 
 Sustainable Urban Drainage system and the design of these in terms of any ponds, 
 dry ponds, ditches etc will form part of reserved matters applications. The main 
 ponds are shown as running along the south boundary of the site to the north of Joe 
 Blunts Lane. This is considered to be an appropriate location for this feature.   

8.6.7 The proposal generally seeks to retain most of the existing tree belts, hedgerows and 
 woodlands.     

8.6.8 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment was submitted as part of the original ES 
 and was updated as part of the amendment package received in October 2013.  

8.6.9 It takes the view, not unreasonably, that the original existing survey data will not have 
 altered significantly as development has not started on site and there have been no 
 other material or significant changes to the landscape. 

8.6.10 One material change in terms of advice has been that the Landscape Institute 
 Guidance for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment was updated in 2013 which 
 is after the original Thetford assessment was carried out.  

8.6.11 The guidance does acknowledge that in general terms the approach and 
 methodologies are the same. The new guidance places greater emphasis on 
 professional judgment and a clear distinction between landscape effects and visual 
 effects. The former guidance deals with changes to the landscape resource whilst the 
 recent updated guidance addresses how people will be affected by changes in views 
 or visual amenity.  

8.6.12 The revised guidance notes that assessments using the old guidance should be 
 completed using that guidance unless the professional view is that a reassessment 
 using the new guidance is required.  

8.6.13 The assessor who carried out the original assessment has taken the view that there 
 would be no different conclusions for the Thetford assessment if a reassessment was 
 carried out. It is therefore considered that a reassessment under the new guidance is 
 not required. That view is accepted.  

8.6.14 The original assessment concluded that the change of use of the site from 
 agricultural to urban would permanently alter the landscape character of the site. 
 Particular regard was had to sensitive features such as part of Joe Blunt’s Lane, 
 which are highly sensitive to development. It takes the view that the long term 
 significance of these impacts will range from slight to moderate adverse. It proposes 
 to retain defining features such as arable field margins, hedgerows and woodland 
 blocks as far as possible so as to integrate the development into the existing 
 landscape. The permanent localised loss of some arable land and woodland areas 
 will however result in moderate to moderate/substantial adverse impacts that cannot 
 be mitigated. A positive impact on landscape amenity is expected however from the 
 creation of new public access and recreational routes through Thetford. 
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8.6.15 Whilst acknowledging that the combination of these landscape impacts is likely to 
 have an overall significant adverse effect on the landscape of the site it takes the 
 view that this effect will not be of overriding significance and will be ameliorated to 
 some extent by the retention and enhancement of landscape features and high 
 quality urban design, with impacts reducing over time. 

8.6.16 The assessment accepts that the creation of an urban form on previously 
 undeveloped land will have a visual impact on human receptors and that various 
 existing residents in Thetford and new residents within the SUE, users of roads, open 
 space and public rights of way (Joe Blunts Lane) and people at their place of work, 
 will have views of the construction works and completed development. 

8.6.17 It considers that the significance of these visual impacts will range from slight to 
 substantial adverse and will be mitigated as far as possible with screening afforded 
 by the retention of existing vegetation and new and re-enforced planting. The 
 majority of views will improve over time, on completion and ten years after, as visual 
 clutter is removed and screening vegetation matures.  

8.6.18 It comes to the same conclusions in respect of the changes to the proposed 
 development. It notes that there is an opportunity for minor improvements to 
 landscape character by the utilisation of a well designed landscape infrastructure. 

8.6.19 This is an allocated site. It is considered to be well related to the existing settlement 
 and has a major urban boundary in the A11 trunk road. The visual assessment 
 findings are accepted and it is considered that whilst there will inevitably be a change 
 in the character of the area and the defining landscape it is not significant enough in 
 the context of the development of an allocated development site to justify an 
 objection to the scheme. What will be important will be ensuring that landscaping, 
 material selection, design and layout of streets are to a high quality when submitted 
 as part of the reserved matters application.  

8.7 Policy DC19 

8.7.1 Development Control Policy DC19 requires new development to have regard to the 
 following issues: 

 Local Character 
 Public Realm 
 Connectivity  
 Adaptability 
 Diversity 
 Crime Prevention 
 Form and Character 
 Density, Height, Massing and Scale 
 Layout, Siting and Grouping 
 Landscaping, Boundary treatments and Enclosures 
 Building Details and Materials 

8.7.2 It needs to be borne in mind that this is an outline application and many of the issues 
 above will be more appropriately considered as part of the set of reserved matters 
 applications which would follow any granting of outline planning consent.  

8.7.3 It is considered that the Design Principles and Landscaping Principles detailed within 
 the submission form a strong basis for a high-quality development that can be further 
 developed through the reserved matters process.     
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8.7.4 In terms of crime prevention the views of Norfolk Constabulary are reported above. 
 Since that consultation response the applicant has been in discussions with Norfolk 
 Constabulary and that has resulted in the offer of a “beat base” facility within the 
 Primary Centre, a financial contribution towards Thetford Police Station and ancillary 
 equipment and the funding of two Police Community Support Officers until such time 
 as they can be supported by Council tax revenues. It is considered that this request 
 is CIL compliant and can be carried forward into the S106 Agreement. 

 8.8 Ecology/Biodiversity 

8.8.1 The application recognises that the Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA) is a site 
of ecological importance designated for internationally significant populations of 
stone curlew, woodlark and nightjar. The proposed SUE area lies approximately 
1.5km from this SPA outside of the buffer zone intended to safeguard the area.  
Works are also proposed at junctions that lie within or directly adjacent to the 
Breckland Forest Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) which  forms part of the 
Breckland SPA. Junction 4 also borders the Thetford Golf Course  and Marsh SSSI, 
which sits within the wider Breckland Special Area of Conservation (SAC). 

8.8.2 As part of the original submission an Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried 
 out between 23rd and 25th March 2010, following guidance set out in the Handbook 
 for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – a Technique for Environmental Audit (JNCC, 2007) and 
 Guidelines for Baseline Ecological Assessment (IEA, 1995). Further botanical 
 assessment of arable field margins was completed in July 2010. A suite of protected 
 species surveys for bats, great crested newts, breeding and wintering birds and 
 terrestrial invertebrates were undertaken in 2010. 

8.8.3 Detailed stone curlew (Burhinus gallarius) surveys have been undertaken annually 
 for the main site and in suitable habitats within 500m of the site boundary in 2007 to 
 2013. This includes a larger survey area extending 1,500m beyond the development 
 site boundary. The survey scope and methodology have been agreed with the local 
 office of the RSPB and Natural England. Natural England following the submission of 
 the October 2013 amendment package and additional information in February 2014 
 raises no objections to the development subject to conditions. 

8.8.4 Notwithstanding that a Habitats Regulations Assessment will have to be carried out 
 by the Local Planning Authority as the competent authority. The relevant guidance 
 requires that habitats issues must be complied with before a plan or project can be 
 granted consent under the planning system or any other regulatory or management 
 regime. 

 8.8.5 Potential impacts on the ecological value of the site have been identified, predicted 
 and reported in accordance with the Institute of Ecology and Environmental 
 Management Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment (IEEM, 2006). Impacts 
 directly relating to the European designated sites have been evaluated in a Technical 
 Report to inform the Appropriate Assessment. That has been updated as part of the 
 October 2013 amendments package. Further information was also submitted in 
 February 2014.    

 8.8.6 The Environmental Statement identifies that the overall change in land use of the site 
 from agricultural to urban and the localised land take for junction works will cause 
 some habitat loss and degradation, which will be at worst, significant at the local 
 level. The land use change and associated urban effects are predicted to affect the 
 abundance, distribution and behaviour of some species in the long term, particularly 
 bats. Residual impacts on bats will be significant up to district level. Some roosting 
 habitat will be lost to land take for junction works, although this will be mitigated in 
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 part by the establishment of new foraging corridors and artificial roosts. There will be 
 some long term displacement of species, notably some breeding birds, barn owls, 
 reptiles and brown hare although these impacts will be significant at the zone of 
 influence only thanks to off-site habitat re-enforcement measures. 

8.8.7 It concludes however that the nature conservation value of the site will be preserved 
 and enhanced by the implementation of an ecologically sensitive management 
 regime. This will have positive effect on the population of some bird species. The 
 area around Gallows Hill scheduled monument will provide a focus for developing 
 viable populations of UK BAP beetle and rare saproxylic species. The combination of 
 these impacts is not expected to have an overall significant adverse effect on the 
 ecological or nature conservation value of the site and its immediate surroundings. 

8.8.8 The amendments package included two amendments of significance in respect of 
 ecological issues. These are: 

 The provision of habitat for BAP beetle species around the perimeter of the 
Scheduled Ancient Monument and along the A11 corridor 

 The inclusion within the red line for the proposed development land to provide new 
habitat for stone curlew, woodlark and nightjar and creation of calcareous grassland. 
This land is at the Hilborough Estate and Brandon Road.  

 These have come about as a result of discussions with Natural England and the 
 RSPB. 

8.8.9 The applicant is of the view that there are no changes to the assessment of effects 
 on ecology and that no further detailed assessment or additional mitigation 
 requirements are considered necessary. 

8.8.10 The proposed mitigation for the BAP Beetle is to create and manage a habitat around 
 the Scheduled Ancient Monument at Gallows Hill and along the A11 corridor. This 
 will result in a significant residual impact on the BAP Beetle at the zone of influence 
 level. 

8.8.11 In terms of the stone curlew, approximately 7ha of habitat is to be created at the 
 Hilborough Estate to the north of Thetford. This would result in the residual impact on 
 the stone curlew of it being significant at the zone of influence level. If it is found that 
 this is insufficient then provision exists for the identification of other sites within the 
 estate. This will be secured as part of the S106 Agreement. 

8.8.12 Mitigation land for woodlark and nightjar will be a further 2.5ha. of land at the 
 Hilborough Estate. This will be secured as part of the S106 Agreement. 

 8.9 Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) 

8.9.1 The requirement for a HRA is embedded within the Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations (the Habitats Regulations). These derive from European 
Legislation set out within the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive. This application 
has been screened as requiring an HRA.  

8.9.2 The HRA is designed to protect European wildlife sites including Special Areas of 
 Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection Areas (SPAs).  

8.9.3 The test for protection of such sites is high. It is necessary to demonstrate that 
 impacts will not occur.  

8.9.4 Breckland Council, as the “competent authority”, is required to consider any potential 
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 impacts on European sites that may arise from a plan or project that either they are 
 undertaking or they are permitting a third party to undertake i.e. by the granting of 
 planning permission. 

8.9.5 There is a process by which such an assessment needs to be carried out which is as 
 follows: 

 Check that the plan or project is not directly connected with or necessary for the 
management of the European site  

 Check whether the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on any 
European site, from the plan or project alone  

 Check whether the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on any 
European site, from the plan or project in-combination with other plans or projects  

 Carry out an Appropriate Assessment  
 Ascertain whether an adverse effect on site integrity can be ruled out  

 

8.9.6 Through all these stages there is a requirement to continually assess the options 
 available to avoid and mitigate any identified potential impacts.  

8.9.7 When the assessment is complete the competent authority should only approve a 
 project where it can be ascertained that there will not be an adverse impact on the 
 integrity of the European sites in question.  

8.9.8 In exceptional circumstances of overriding public interest a plan can be taken forward 
 where adverse effects cannot be ruled out and there are no alternative solutions. 
 This is a rare occurrence.  

8.9.9 In such circumstance it is necessary for the competent authority to advise the 
 Secretary of State.  

8.9.10 There has been significant discussion with the applicant and the Council’s HRA 
 Assessor over the final mitigation package and the format for delivery of such a 
 package. The principles have generally been agreed and the developer has 
 committed to working with the Local Planning Authority to ensure that the issues 
 identified in the draft HRA relating to the formulation of conditions and the provision 
 of suitable clauses within the S106 Agreement are satisfactorily concluded. It is, of 
 course, not possible to formally sign of the Draft HRA until such time as those 
 conditions are finalised and the S106 Agreement is considered to be satisfactory.  It 
 should be noted that this may include the need for further financial contributions.   

8.9.11 The conditions and S106 matters that will need to be finalised prior to the issuing of 
 any grant of outline planning permission relate to the following matters: 

   Ensuring that the proposed mitigation land in relation to the stone curlew is secured 
for the long-term and brought forward at the correct time in the development (this is 
likely to be at the start), is satisfactorily managed and monitored with the ability to 
provide additional sites if the monitoring identifies a need 

   The need to clarify the Green Infrastructure being proposed to enable it to function 
as an avoidance mechanism for disturbance to birds to deter use of the SPA. This 
will then be delivered through conditions and the legal agreement 

   The phasing of the development needs to be agreed to ensure timely delivery of all 
mitigation packages 

   Conditions and legal agreement to ensure the submission of details, together with 
the delivery, of the proposed community education and access management 
package in relation to sites such as Barnhamcross Common, East Wretham Heath 
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and other sites within walking or driving distance of the SUE in order to address 
issues of urbanisation. 

   Ensuring that the proposed mitigation land in relation to the woodlark and nightjar is 
secured for the long-term and brought forward at the correct time in the 
development (this should include the surrounding woodland), is satisfactorily 
managed and monitored with the ability to provide additional sites if the monitoring 
identifies a need. It is necessary to demonstrate that the management is over and 
above what would normally be carried out given the sites location in the SPA 

   The need to secure the timely delivery of the SPA habitat loss mitigation land and 
its long-term retention and management 

   The need to provide the timely creation of additional habitat to mitigate the loss of 
SAC habitat brought about by the junction improvements. This will need to be 
secured for the long term and appropriately managed.  

   A commitment to additional mitigation sites if monitoring indicates they are required 

8.9.12 The developer has confirmed that additional land will be found within the Hilborough 
 Estate if required and that this can be secured through the S106 Agreement.  

8.9.13 The conditions and legal agreement will need to be very detailed and precise in order 
 to fully secure the complex suite of mitigation measures required to meet the 
 requirements set out in the HRA. It is therefore part of the recommendation before 
 Members that officers have authority to agree these measures with the developer in 
 consultation with Natural England and the Planning Authorities' HRA advisors.      

8.9.14 The HRA is clear that a significant issue is phasing of the development and the fact 
 that this is an outline application and likely to be developed by a number of 
 developers. It is therefore important that an overarching strategy for the delivery of 
 the whole of the development and suggests a need for a third party, such as the 
 Council or a management company, to oversee the whole development and ensure 
 the delivery of mitigation at the appropriate time.  

8.9.15 The HRA concludes by stating that the Council needs to ensure that the 
 recommendations within the HRA are in place prior to any final decision notice being 
 issued and accompanying S106 agreement signed. The Council will also seek to 
 ensure that any further monitoring data that may be required over the negotiation 
 period of the Legal Agreement will be secured. The HRA will need to be updated 
 prior to issuing any decision to ensure necessary mitigation has been secured.  

8.10 Green Infrastructure 

8.10.1 One of the key elements of this scheme is the provision of an intensive green 
 infrastructure. Plan 1479/014/SK006, submitted as part of the application for 
 consideration at this stage, details the landscaping and green infrastructure proposed 
 as part of the development. Landscaping and layout are reserved matters but clearly 
 there is an overriding principle to provide significant green infrastructure within the 
 development. 

8.10.2 The scheme proposes green spaces throughout the fringes of the development 
 consisting of heathland, playing fields, sustainable urban drainage ponds and 
 parkland. These will also function as green pedestrian and cycle connections. There 
 will be green links across the site both east-west and north-south. These will function 
 as ecological corridors as well as pedestrian/cycle routes.  

8.10.3 They seek to maintain a diverse woodland structure which will allow for the dispersal 
 of wildlife through the site. Existing hedgerows and tree belts will be utilised where 
 possible and enhanced by additional bands of allotment gardens and street trees.  



38 
 

8.10.4 As part of this it is proposed to provide over 5 hectares of allotments throughout the 
 development. This is considered to be an acceptable level of provision.  

8.10.5 The whole characteristic of the development will be defined by these green corridors 
 and spaces, as well as the benefits it will bring to biodiversity. These will be brought 
 forward through the reserved matters applications but the principle as set out in the 
 submitted plan and design and access statement are considered to be acceptable 
 and in accordance with the principles set out in Policy CP6 of the Core Strategy. The 
 comments within the HRA are noted in terms of ensuring delivery, particularly where 
 that delivery is part of a mitigation package for biodiversity and ecology issues.  

8.11 Play/Open Space/Sport and Recreation 

8.11.1 Sport England in their consultation response has expressed concerns about the level 
 of both indoor and outdoor sport and leisure provision. This was reiterated in 
 correspondence to the applicant from Sport England in January 2013.  

8.11.2 Parameter Plan SK006 submitted with the October 2013 amendments shows where 
 significant areas of open green space, playing fields, open green space 
 accommodating drainage, playing fields potentially shared with secondary school 
 playing fields extension, allotments and green infrastructure will be located. This 
 forms part of the submitted details for approval at this stage.  

8.11.3 The applicant, within the Design and Access Statement Addendum, has indicated 
 that the exact boundaries and detailed configuration of each space identified within 
 these parameters, including recreation provision and playing pitch sizes, will be 
 defined at the reserved matters stage. Smaller, less significant areas of open space 
 and landscape falling within the land use areas identified on Parameter Plan SK001 
 including local areas for play, local equipped areas for play, and neighbourhood 
 areas for play and outdoor sport shall be determined by approval of reserved matters 
 for each land use area. The scheme does in total propose a total of 19ha for playing 
 fields and other outdoor sport.  

8.11.4 In terms of financial contributions £6.3m has been set aside for outdoor sport and 
 recreation but no contribution has been proposed in terms of indoor sport.    

8.11.5 The applicant has had further discussions with Sport England and they note that the 
 distribution of formal open space accords with the TAAP. This is broadly accepted as 
 is the view given that the details in relation to the exact positioning of open spaces 
 can be dealt with at the reserved matters stages. What are not addressed are the 
 shortfalls in indoor provision highlighted by Sport England within their 
 correspondence. The applicant is of the view that this matter can be addressed in 
 more detail at the detailed submission stage. It is therefore considered that if this 
 approach is to be followed then it is important, given the comments of Sport England, 
 that suitable conditions are imposed to ensure these matters are properly and fully 
 addressed at an early part of the development process with full details of phasing 
 and provision. These matters will also need to be addressed in the S106 agreement 
 which will accompany the application.     

8.12 Historic Environment 

8.12.1 The application site has a number of important Heritage Assets. These include the 
 Scheduled Ancient Monument at Gallows Hill, the Grade 2* Parish Church at 
 Kilverstone and the Grade 2 Kilverstone Hall.  

8.12.2 The Environmental Statement included an assessment which considered the 
 significance of potential direct physical impacts on archaeological resource as well as 
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 indirect effects on the setting of heritage assets as a result of the proposed 
 development. 

8.12.3 It concluded that the change of land use from rural to urban will affect the wider 
 setting of various listed buildings, notably Kilverstone Hall and St. Andrews Church 
 but considers that at worst these impacts will be slight adverse. The retention of 
 defining elements of the Kilverstone Estate such as Maiden’s Walk are considered to 
 ameliorate the negative impacts on the wider Hall and church surroundings whilst the 
 proposal has been designed to avoid physical impacts on the Gallows Hill scheduled 
 area.  

8.12.4 The ES concludes that the significance of direct physical impacts on other 
 designated, non-designated or as yet unknown buried heritage assets as a result of 
 land take and construction processes within the main site area and footprint of 
 junction works, is potentially up to moderate adverse and further evaluation is 
 required with a programme of archaeological mitigation and/or monitoring, the scope, 
 extent and timing of which will need to be agreed with Norfolk County Council’s 
 Development Control Archaeologist and the LPA. This will need to be undertaken 
 prior to development to ensure minimal disturbance of these buried remains. The 
 matter can be adequately addressed by the imposition of a suitably worded condition. 
 In relation to matters around archaeology Norfolk County Council raise no objections 
 subject to conditions.  

8.12.5 The addendum to the ES considers that the proposed amendments will not change 
 the findings of the archaeology and cultural assessment undertaken for the site.  

8.12.6 In respect of the Scheduled Ancient Monument a number of changes to the scheme 
 have been made following discussions with English Heritage. These include the 
 moving of the secondary street away from the Monument and the consolidation of 
 building heights around the edge. The plans for a landmark building which could 
 have provided an elevated observation area have also been omitted. The use of 
 ground level interpretation boards instead is proposed. 

8.12.7 English Heritage has no objections to the principle of the development and has been 
 involved in discussions with the applicant. They wish to see the development tied to 
 the design principles set out in the submission and be involved in the discussions 
 leading up to the submission of any reserved matters applications where they may 
 potentially impact on the Scheduled Ancient Monument. 

8.12.8 Development Control Policy DC17 seeks to ensure that Heritage Assets are 
 protected and that development affecting such assets seeks to preserve or enhance 
 the character, appearance or setting of that asset. It is considered, having regard to 
 the submitted details and the views of English Heritage that the development 
 achieves that and therefore accords with policy DC17.     

8.13 Education 

8.13.1 The application proposes up to three primary schools. These would be provided 
 within Phases 1, 2 and 4 of the development. These would be two form entry schools 
 with a total of up to 420 pupils each.   

8.13.2 The Local Education Authority has been in direct discussion with the applicant and 
 has agreed the need and phasing of education provision within the Sustainable 
 Urban Extension. They have provided a schedule of comments to the applicant dated 
 October 2013 which sets out the requirements.   

8.13.3 They conclude that there is a need for three new 420 place primary schools, with 
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 land area requirement for each of 1.93 hectares. The total costs are anticipated to be 
 £19.2m plus land.  

8.13.4 In terms of secondary provision, the conclusion is that there will be financial 
 contribution of £4.79m relating to the 11-16 year old pupils that cannot be 
 accommodated within existing schools.  

8.13.5 It should be noted that part of the secondary school contribution has been provided 
 as part of the Academy Expansion, part of which is within the application site. 

8.13.6 This will be addressed through the S106 agreement in relation to the financial 
 contribution and provision of the education facilities.  It is considered that this request 
 is CIL compliant. 

8.14 Retail 

8.14.1 The scheme proposes 2.5 hectares of retail development (Use Classes A1, A2, A3, 
 A4, A5 and C1). This includes shops, financial and professional services, 
 restaurants, cafes, drinking establishments, hot food takeaways and hotels. 

8.14.2 The level of retail provision has been designed to be complementary to the main 
 commercial centre of the town and not to compete with it. It will therefore meet local 
 need only. The A1 (shop) unit size will not exceed 510 square metres gross floor 
 area in the primary centre and up to 170 square metres gross floor area in the 
 neighbourhood centres, of which there are seven shown as well as the single primary 
 centre. Other commercial uses, such as A2, A3 and A4 will be restricted to no more 
 than 450 square metres gross floor area and A5 uses to no more than 150 square 
 metres gross floor area respectively.  

8.14.3 The centres have been located so that every property is within a five minute walking 
 distance of a centre.  

8.14.4 Policy TH31 requires the provision of two local centres providing a total of 1,700m2 
 (net) floorspace of which approximately 500m2(net) should be provided as new 
 comparison goods and 1,200m2(net) new convenience floorspace. The precise mix 
 of uses within the primary and local centres will be determined as part of the 
 reserved matters applications.  However it is considered appropriate to place a 
 condition on any consent to ensure compliance with the TAAP policy and ensure that 
 the retail offer does not compete with the town centre.   

8.15 Employment  

8.15.1 The scheme proposes 19.33 ha of employment use. This will be for uses falling 
 within classes B1, B2 and B8 of the Use Classes Order together with ancillary uses. 
 These uses are essentially offices, research and development, light industry 
 appropriate in a residential area (B1), general industrial uses (B2) and storage and 
 distribution (B8). The notional split proposed is 37% B1, 27% B2 and 36% B8. 

8.15.2 The areas proposed within the Masterplan are shown as land south of Lodge Farm, 
 south of the A11/east of Croxton Road and on land to the south-east of the 
 A11/Norwich Road roundabout. A new employment hub will be created at the 
 Primary Centre.  

8.15.3 The details of these areas will form part of the reserved matters applications. In terms 
 of transport, the three bus services proposed will connect the key employment sites 
 and Thetford Enterprise Zone.  
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8.15.4 The Core Strategy requires an employment provision of 40 ha. Thetford as set out in 
 Policy TH30 of the TAAP requires the provision of at least 22 hectares of land for 
 new employment development. This proposal will go a significant way towards 
 meeting that requirement.  

8.15.5 It is important to ensure that these employment areas are brought forward at the 
 same rate and time as the residential properties and a condition can be imposed to 
 ensure that this occurs.  

8.15.6 The applicant also estimates around 25,000 jobs will be constructed as part of the 
 construction phase.  

8.16 Existing buildings 

8.16.1 The scheme proposes to retain the following buildings: 

 Lodge Farm 
 Blakeney Farm 
 Red House 

8.16.2 Lodge Farm is proposed to be retained along with its gardens and utilised for 
 community purposes. The indicative details submitted propose one such use to be a 
 public house/guest house.  

8.16.3 It is proposed that the buildings at Blakeney Farm be used for community purposes 
 associated with the nearby allotments.   

8.16.4 The scheme proposes to retain Red House in extensive gardens and use it for the 
 benefits of residents. Use such as a public house, art gallery or community space are 
 suggested.  

8.16.5 Whilst the retention of these buildings meets the requirement of policy, there is a 
 need to ensure by condition that the buildings are retained and a suitable, long-term, 
 viable use is found for them and implemented within a reasonable timescale relating 
 to the development of the phase they are located within.  

8.17 Noise 

8.17.1 The Environmental Statement, as amended, makes reference to the National 
 Planning Policy Framework but utilises PPG24: Planning and Noise as a reference 
 point. Whilst this document was superseded by the NPPF it is still widely used and it 
 is accepted that it can be considered valid.  

8.17.2 In terms of noise, there is proposed to be further work at reserved matters stage. 
 This is considered acceptable given that there is no in principle objection from the 
 Environmental Health Officer.  Conditions are proposed to ensure this is considered 
 further.  

8.18 Air Quality 

8.18.1 An air quality assessment was carried out by the applicants as part of the original 
 Environmental Statement.  

8.18.2 This was updated as part of the series of amendments and addendums submitted in 
 October 2013. 

8.18.3 Whilst the NPPF sets out broad aims for air quality at paragraph 124, it does not  set 
any levels. The assessment found that there would be a negligible impact on existing 
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or proposed receptor locations and it isn’t necessary to recommend any  mitigation 
measures.  

8.19 Contamination 

8.19.1 The Environmental Assessment carried out an assessment of possible contamination 
 risks associated with the proposal. It also had regard to the impact of the proposed 
 changes to the scheme presented as part of the October 2013 package within the 
 EIA Addendum.  

8.19.2 It has concluded that there are no over-riding engineering or geotechnical constraints 
 associated with the development. The applicant accepts that further risk 
 assessments will be required and this is a position accepted by the Contamination 
 Officer who recommends the imposition of conditions.  

8.20 Climate Change/Renewable Energy 

8.20.1 The Environmental Assessment addressed issues around climate change and 
 indicates that the development seeks to gain recognition for its contribution to 
 sustainable development through the Code for Sustainable Homes with compliance 
 with the Building Regulation Requirements in place at the time.   

8.20.2 Minerals: Norfolk County Council have indicated that there are mineral deposits 
 within part of the site and recommend a condition to allow for investigation and 
 possible use of these deposits if it proves viable. 

8.21 Affordable Housing 

8.21.1 Policy DC4 of the Core Strategy sets out a requirement for a development of this 
 nature to provide 40% affordable housing.  

8.21.2 There is a caveat within the policy which allows for a reduction where the costs of the 
 development are considered to be extraordinary due to existing physical constraints 
 which would result in the development becoming unviable.  

8.21.3 It should be noted that the Core Strategy pre-dates the NPPF. 

8.21.4 The NPPF at paragraph 47 requires local planning authorities to use their evidence 
 base to meet the objectively assessed need for market and affordable housing. It is 
 considered that the Core Strategy fulfils this requirement.  

8.21.5 Paragraph 50 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to set out policies for 
 meeting that recognised and evidenced based need on-site unless off-site provision 
 or a financial contribution broadly equivalent to the value of the affordable housing 
 required can be robustly justified. These policies do, however, have to be sufficiently 
 flexible to take account of market conditions. Given that Policy DC4 has that flexibility 
 it is considered that this requirement is met.  

8.21.6 Paragraph 173 of the NPPF indicates that the scale of obligations and policy burdens 
 should not be such that the ability to develop viably is threatened. It points out that 
 costs of any requirements, including affordable housing, should, when taking account 
 of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide “competitive returns to a 
 willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 
 deliverable”. 

8.21.7 Members should also be aware that it is now possible for developers to re-negotiate 
 Section 106 agreements in respect of affordable housing requirements if they are 
 considered to be preventing development on the grounds of viability.  
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8.21.8 This scheme originally proposed 10% affordable housing. Of this, 60% would be 
 affordable rent and 40% would be shared equity. Based on a development of 5,000 
 units this would result in 300 affordable rent units and 200 shared equity units, a total 
 of 500 units in all. This is quite clearly a significant shortfall when assessed against 
 policy.  

8.21.9 As of May 2013 the Thetford Housing Needs Statement indicated that there were 
 2,302 properties making up the social housing provision in Thetford. There were at 
 that time 1,175 applicants for social accommodation in Thetford and demand, 
 particularly for bedsits and 4-bed or larger properties, exceeds supply.  

8.21.10 It should, however, also be noted that properties in Thetford are generally cheaper, 
 except for one-bed flats, than the average in Breckland as a whole. This contrasts 
 with the finding that rents are generally higher in Thetford than Breckland, but this is 
 reducing. 

8.21.12 Thetford has a lower percentage of owner occupiers, and a higher proportion of 
 housing association renters, than the whole district. Residents in Thetford are also 
 more likely to be overcrowded than elsewhere within Breckland.  

8.21.13 Social housing within Thetford is allocated utilising the choice based lettings scheme 
 known as Breckland Select. This has been running for around 2 years.  

8.21.14 The information within the May 2013 Assessment indicates a high demand for 1/2 
 bed properties of all types. There is a shortage of these types of properties which 
 inevitably leads to longer waiting times and long waiting lists.  

8.21.15 It is quite clear from this up to date evidence base that there is a requirement for a 
 significant level of affordable housing to be provided as part of this development, 
 particularly as this is likely to be the only substantial development within Thetford 
 capable of delivering the numbers required. It is equally clear that a requirement of 
 40% to be provided as part of this development, given the evidence in terms of need 
 and viability, is unreasonable. 

8.21.16 The applicant has submitted evidence that indicates that anything more than 10% of 
 affordable housing being provided within the scheme would render the scheme 
 unviable. This would not deliver the housing required within Breckland and Thetford 
 as set out in the Core  Strategy and the TAAP and would be contrary to policy.   

8.21.17 The submitted viability evidence has been assessed independently on  behalf of 
 the Council by DTZ, who have significant and substantial experience in these 
 matters. 

8.21.18 They have modelled the viability based on the level of infrastructure costs, land 
 values and the risk to the developer in terms of bringing the scheme forward. Their 
 advice is technical and it is the job of the decision maker to consider their advice in 
 the light of paragraph 173 of the NPPF. 

8.21.19 The modelling has been carried out on the basis that Pigeon will fully develop out 
 the scheme as this was the only way in which all the overall costs, values and profits 
 could be assessed. The likelihood is, however, that Pigeon will sell serviced plots to 
 individual developers after purchasing the land from the existing owners.  

8.21.20 The main finding is that the scheme is unviable at the current proposed land values 
 and if 40% affordable housing was insisted upon.  

8.21.21 It should be noted that all the guidance on establishing land values is simply 
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 guidance. There is no clear science and it is a matter of judgment and negotiation. 
 The Council’s consultant does, however, consider that Pigeon has not provided any 
 evidence, given the planning policy context, as to why this particular site should have 
 the land value suggested. They conclude that the margin between the existing 
 agricultural value of the land and the suggested land value is significant and a land 
 value  between these figures should still provide a significant incentive to a land 
 owner to develop the land as required by paragraph 173 of the NPPF.      

8.21.23 It is your officers’ advice, based on the views of DTZ, that a level of affordable 
 housing of 15% can be successfully and viably achieved as part of this development 
 on Phase 1 and it is part of the recommendation that this level of affordable housing 
 be agreed by Members and taken forward into the S106 agreement that will be 
 agreed as part of any grant of planning permission for this scheme. It is also 
 recommended that the agreement include a review mechanism as recommended by 
 the consultants. They are seeking to provide the 15% affordable housing within a 
 sub-phase within phase 1 with no clear indication of numbers. This is not considered 
 to be acceptable as it lacks certainty and your officers' view, based on the advice 
 supplied by DTZ, is that the original 15% should be applied to the whole of phase 1 
 and the position reviewed following the substantial completion of that phase. The 
 applicant is also seeking to ensure that a default position of 10% affordable housing 
 be applied to the remainder of the scheme. The consultant is of the view that 15% 
 affordable housing should apply to the whole of the scheme. It is therefore necessary 
 for Members to take a view as to the position the Local Planning Authority should 
 adopt.  

8.21.24 Your officers' view, based on the advice of DTZ and having regard to the NPPF and 
 the need to ensure both viability and deliverability, is that, on balance, a floor of 10% 
 affordable housing for phases 2-5 inclusive could be accepted and is indeed 
 appropriate given the financial demands, in terms of other necessary infrastructure, 
 placed upon the scheme overall. This would be subject to a review mechanism for 
 phases 2-5 inclusive being carried out before the previous  phase is complete i.e. the 
 review for phase 2 would be done when phase 1 is  substantially complete. 

8.21.25 The recommendation before Members is therefore based upon phase 1  delivering 
 15% affordable housing and that 10% affordable housing will be provided  on phases 
 2-5 inclusive, subject to the findings of the associated review mechanisms.  It is, of 
 course, relevant to remind Members that both conditions and legal agreements are 
 capable of being reviewed, either between the parties or, in dispute, via the 
 Inspectorate, should matters change in future.  This should provide a degree of 
 comfort to both the Council as LPA and the developers alike as the basis of your 
 officers recommendation is entirely reflective of the thrust of the NPPF and 
 particularly the requirement to ensure matters are kept under review. 

8.22 Phasing 

8.22.1 The development is proposed to be provided in five phases with an average build out 
 of 380 units per year if development commences in 2014. 

 Phase 1 

 The Design and Access Statement indicates that Phase 1 extends between Norwich 
 Road and the railway corridor and will include mixed-use areas, retail, housing, and a 
 primary school, as well as new parkland, playing fields and allotments. It largely 
 corresponds to the character area of Red House. The phase will also include a new 
 300 square metres community facility, which is proposed to be developed as part of 
 the primary school.  
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 The land uses to be provided comprise: 

 1,058 dwellings (approximately 26 hectares residential); 
 3.6 hectares of primary centre uses (B1, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 and C3); 
 0.2 hectares commercial uses (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5); 
 0.9 hectares community uses (this comprises the land-take of the 300 square metres 

community facility as well as the continuation of Red House as a care home); 
 hectares playing fields; 
 Approximately 1 hectare of allotments; 
 1 primary school (2.1 hectares); and 
 2.5 hectares accessible park land (this includes approximately 1.4 hectares for sustainable 

urban  drainage). 

 The Infrastructure to be provided will consist of: 

 Foul drainage: gravity pumping station and rising main from Norwich  Road to Thetford  STW 
via Joe Blunt’s Lane and Croxton Road ; 

 Electricity: 11 kilo Volt extension and 33 kilo Volt substation for further development; and 
 Gas: low pressure mains from medium pressure mains at Joe Blunt’s Lane. 
 A11/Norwich Road junction; 
 Mundford Road/Norwich Road junction ; and 
 Site access junctions at Norwich Road. 

The pedestrian infrastructure will include: footpaths connecting with Joe Blunt’s Lane, 
enhancement of the underpass and Joe Blunt’s Lane heading west, and  implementing  
routes  through the phase 1 development area. It will also include crossings on Norwich 
Road. 

 Phase 2  

 Phase 2 will be an extension of the existing town at Croxton Road and largely comprises the 
 character areas of Thetford Heath and Blakeney Farm. The development will branch out  on 
 either side of Croxton Road along the main streets and close to the existing development 
 fringe. The plots close to the A11 will be developed subsequently. 

 The primary school will be built after the first 400 homes of this phase are complete.  Phase 2 
 will also include improvements to the setting of the Scheduled Monument at Gallow’s Hill 
 and extend the footway, cycling and public transport network. 

 The employment uses will be predominantly B1 and B2 uses to complement the existing 
 employment areas to the west and at the A11. 

 The development to be built in phase 2 will consist of: 

 1,100 dwellings (approximately 23.1 hectares residential); 
 9.7 hectares employment uses (predominantly B1); 
 0.7 hectares commercial uses (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5); 
 2 hectares community uses (this includes health care and a community hub 

at Blakeney Farm); 
 9.3 hectares playing fields; 
 2.4 hectares allotments; 
 1 primary school (2 hectares); and 
 14.8 hectares accessible park land (this includes approximately 0.7 hectares 

for sustainable urban drainage). 

 Infrastructure 
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 The infrastructure provision in phase 2 is as follows: 

 Foul drainage: second pumping station and rising mainttowards gravity head; 
 Electricity: 11 kilo Volt extension from new substation; and 
 Low pressure mains from medium pressure mains at Joe Blunt’s Lane. 
 Bus: a 10 minute service Bus Route B to the town centre with a 20 minute extension to 

Mildenhall; a 10 minute Thetford Enterprise Park Shuttle and the 30 minute Cambridge 
Strategic Bus Route; 

 Junctions: Croxton Road junctions with Mundford Road, the A11 and junctions off Croxton 
Road to serve the development; 

 Cycling: extension of the cycle network; and 
 Walking: new footpaths along sports area, enhancement of Joe Blunt’s Lane, and footpaths 

through the Scheduled Monument park.  

 Phase 3 

 Phase 3 will develop the remaining areas between Croxton Road and the railway tracks. It 
 forms part of the Blakeney Farm character area.  It will be predominantly residential, with 
 some local retail and landscape to create a sustainable development. Phase 3 will not include 
 a new primary school, employment or large open space provision and allotments, as these 
 will already have been implemented in phase 2. 

 A feature of this phase will be the proposed bridge over the railway to serve pedestrians, 
 cyclists and the orbital link bus route. Land for a potential railway station accessible from the 
 west will also form part of his phase. New infrastructure will be mainly limited to extensions 
 to the existing networks. 

 The new rail bridge will provide a vital link to east-west movement and facilitate the high 
 frequency east-west bus connection. If unviable, the bridge will be replaced by alternative
 bus routing at Joe Blunt’s Lane. Junction upgrades of this phase include only works to the off 
 site junction of London Road with Brandon Road. This does give some cause for concern 
 and it will need to be made clear within any legal agreement that delivery of the rail 
 bridge should be given priority. 

 The development to be built in phase 3 is as follows: 

 711 dwellings (approximately 16.5 hectares residential); 
 0.2 hectares commercial uses (A1, A3 and A5); and 
 1.3 hectares accessible park land (this includes approximately 0.4 hectares for susainable 

urban drainage). 
 Foul drainage: gravity drainage to existing pumping station; 
 Electricity: 11 kilo Volt extension from existing network; and 
 Gas: low pressure mains extensions. 
 A rail bridge or alternative route via Joe Blunt’s Lane; 
 Bus: a 30 minute  extension to Bus Route A/B to Bury St. Edmunds; a 7.5 minute Thetford 

Enterprise Park Shuttle (Route C) and the 30 minute Rural Enterprise Valley Strategic Bus 
Route; 

 Junctions: London Road/Brandon Road junction; and 
 Cycling: extension of the cycle network; and 
 Walking: footpaths along existing hedgerows and around ponds to the south. 

 Phase 4 

 Phase 4 will largely contain the character area of Maiden Walk located within  the masterplan, 
 east of Norwich Road. As one of the larger phases, it will include a new primary school, the 
 primary centre, associated landscape, retail and community uses.  Community uses will 
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 include a place of worship, health care and community hall. A large employment space will 
 be provided to the north, close to the A11, which will include a mix of B1, B2 and B8 uses. A 
 new bus route will provide sustainable transport links to the employment hub at Mundford 
 Road and to the town centre. It is proposed that this development phase will grow from the 
 south, close to Kilverstone Hall and proceed with the implementation of Maiden Walk green 
 spine. Development will then be built on both sides of Maiden Walk.  

 Whilst the main junctions off Norwich  Road are already in place, an upgrade of the 
 A11/Mundford Road junction, as well as Brandon Road/A11 junction is proposed for this 
 phase. Bus services from the previous phases will be extended into this phase and 
 frequencies increased. 

 The main landscape feature is the Maiden Walk central park, which serves as the central spine 
 of phase 4. In addition to this, playing fields and allotments will be provided throughout the 
 development. Not all playing fields will be provided within this phase: as a small proportion 
 of the statutory provision is allocated at the sports park of phase 2. 

 The development built in phase 4 is as follows: 

 1,422 dwellings (approximately 29.2 hectares residential); 
 5.9 hectares employment uses (predominantly B1); 
 1.1 hectares commercial uses (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5); 
 0.9 hectares community uses (this includes health care and a community hub at Blakeney 

Farm); 
 2.8 hectares playing fields; 
 1.5 hectares allotments; 
 1 primary school (2 hectares); and 
 7.4 hectares accessible park land (this includes approximately 1.8 hectares for sustainable 

urban drainage). 
 Foul drainage: gravity drainage to the existing pumping station; 
 Electricity: 11 kilo Volt loop back to the primary substation; and 
 Gas: possible low pressure mains extensions. 
 Bus: route extension through the new development; an hourly extension to Bus Route A/B to 

Diss; a 6 minute Thetford Enterprise Park Shuttle (Route C) and the hourly Watton Strategic ttus 
Route; 

 Junctions: A11/Mundford Road junction and A11/Brandon Road junction; 
 Cycling: extension of the cycle network; and 
 Walking: footpaths in Maiden Walk Park and along perimeters of site. 

 Phase 5 

 Phase 5 is the final phase of the masterplan and comprises the area north-eatt of Kilverstone 
 Hall, which is the character area of Kilverstone Village. This area is again primarily  residential, 
 with only a small amount of shops to serve local needs and open space. Similar to phases 3 
 and 4, the infrastructure provision will primarily be extensions to the existing networks. 

 The final junction upgrade through this phase will be the London Road/A11 junction. The 
 bus network will be extended, with an upgrade in frequency. 

 The landscape features of this phase mainly include the provision of playing fields, 
 allotments and drainage areas for this phase. Open space for children’s play and recreation 
 will also be provided. 

 Uses 

 The development to be built in phase 5 is as follows: 
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 709 dwellings (approximately 17.7 hectares residential); 
 0.2 hectares of commercial uses (A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5); 
 2.6 hectares playing fields; 
 3 hectares allotments; and 
 1.8 hectares accessible park land (This includes approximately 0.8 hectares for sustainable 

urban drainage). 

 Infrastructure 

 The infrastructure provision in phase 5 is as follows: 

 Foul drainage: gravity drainage to existing pumping station; 
 Electricity: 11 kilo Volt loop back to primary substation; and 
 Gas: possible low pressure mains extensions. 
 Bus: route extension into the development; an hourly extension to Bus Route A/B to Saffron 

Walden; a 5 minute Thetford Enterprise Park Shuttle (Route C) and the hourly Strategic Bus 
Route to Attleborough; 

 Junctions: upgrade of the London Road/A11 junction; 
 Cycling: extension of the cycle network; and 
 Walking: footpaths around green spaces and woodland fringes. 

 It is considered that notwithstanding these details a series of conditions relating to 
 phasing will be required to ensure appropriate delivery of the scheme as well as a 
 need to incorporate it into the S106 agreement in respect of major items such as 
 schools. This is a comprehensive scheme that needs to be delivered in a 
 comprehensive manner. It is accepted that different parcels of the site will be 
 developed by different house builders.  This serves to make it even more important 
 that a comprehensive overview of the development is provided to ensure that all the 
 various elements of infrastructure identified within this report are delivered at the 
 appropriate time.  

8.23 S106 and Community Infrastructure Levy. 

8.23.1 The applicant has submitted a draft list of items to be included within a S106 
 agreement.  

 The items are set out below. It should be noted that they may be subject to change 

 Travel Plans (Residential & Commercial)   £2,611,000   
 Walking and Cycling Provision    £3,543,600 
 Bus Service Provision      £2,000,000 
 Bus Bridge       £2,500,000 
 Transport Infrastructure     £66,000,000 
 Speed Cameras      £3,900,000 
 Affordable Housing      15% then 10% with  

        review  mechanism for 
        phases 2-5 inclusive 

 Recreation Provision (Pavilions, Changing Rooms, etc) £1,752,300 
 Open Space Provision (Playing Fields)   £4,553,699   
 Allotment Provision      £653,685 
 SAM        £2,750,000 
 Crèche        £1,639,000 
 Pre-School Education Provision    Within Primary Figure  
 Primary Education Provision     £19,200,000 
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 Secondary Education Provision (inc 6th form)  £4,287,000 
 Health Provision      £713,000 
 Police Provision      £175,000 
 Fire Hydrants       £110,000 
 Community Facilities      £1,411,000 
 Ecological mitigation       £4,200,000 
 Utility Provision/Waste Management    £33,012,000 
 Broadband       To be determined 
 Place of Worship      £820,000 
 Library        £1,165,000 

 
Total        £156,996,280 
 

8.23.2 It is necessary when considering contributions within a Section 106 Agreement that 
 the requests meet the requirements of Regulation 122 of the Community 
 Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended). This requires contributions to 
 be: 
  

 necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
 directly related to the development; and 
 fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 The contributions requested and detailed within the report are considered to meet the 
 tests set out in the Regulations and therefore can be reasonably requested.  

8.23.3 The details of the S106 Agreement are yet to be agreed and it is requested that 
 Members give officers the authority to carry out the negotiations in respect of the 
 S106 Agreement and have the delegated authority to issue the Decision Notice once 
 that Agreement has been agreed and signed.  

8.24 Comments on third party representations.  

8.24.1 Traffic issues: 

 The application has been considered by Norfolk County Council as Highway 
 Authority for the local network and the Highways Agency in respect of the Trunk 
 Road. They have concluded that subject to conditions the scheme is acceptable. 
 Matters in respect of footpaths are to be considered as part of the reserved matters 
 applications. The access for buses via Joe Blunts Lane is addressed above.  

8.24.2 Education:  

 The Education Authority is satisfied that sufficient provisions either exist already or 
 can be made available through contributions secured by agreement. 

8.24.3 Ecology: 

 These issues have been addressed above. 

8.24.4 Principle of Development: 
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 This has been discussed fully above. This is an allocated site and therefore the 
 principle of development is accepted. The merits and otherwise of the scheme are 
 set out above.  

8.24.5 Infrastructure/Facilities: 

 This has been discussed in detail above. It is considered having regard to the viability 
 issues, national and local planning policy, that the infrastructure and facilities 
 necessary to accommodate the development will be put in place as and when 
 required within the construction period of the development. This will be secured by 
 condition and legal agreement.   

8.24.6 Environmental Issues: 

 The Environmental Health Officer, Contamination Officer and Environment Agency 
 raise no objections to the scheme.  

9 Conclusion 

9.1 This scheme is designed to meet the identified housing need for Thetford and 
 ultimately the District, as set out in the Core Strategy and the Thetford Area Action 
 Plan. It should be noted that whilst this will have an impact on the five year housing 
 land supply figures, given the length of the development and the associated delivery 
 trajectory the impact will be limited and is unlikely to resolve the supply issue totally. 
 There will still be a need to approve housing developments to reach a five year 
 supply level.  

9.2 The delivery of this development will largely accord with the policies set out in those 
 documents. 

9.3 It is also necessary to ensure that the proposal meets the requirements for 
 sustainable development as set out in the NPPF.  

9.4 The NPPF is supportive of large sustainable urban extensions in principle. This 
 development seeks to provide infrastructure levels that will ensure that the three 
 strands of sustainability set out at paragraph 7 of the NPPF, social, economic and 
 environmental are satisfactorily addressed.  

9.5 The proposal will bring about the delivery of identified housing need, create 
 employment areas for job creation as well as creating jobs during the construction 
 phase. It includes significant areas of open space and green infrastructure, respects 
 the setting of the heritage assets within and adjacent to the site as well as ecological 
 interests.  

9.6 There are significant levels of mitigation required for this development which will 
 need to be achieved through conditions and a S106 agreement which will take some 
 time to finalise. The development is the result of a lot of hard work between the 
 applicant and officers to get to this stage. The details in terms of ecology and viability 
 have all been independently assessed and the findings reported to Members.  

9.7 The main concern revolves around the viability of the scheme and the lack of 
 provision of affordable housing. Officers are advised by the consultants engaged by 
 the Council that the scheme would be able to support 15% affordable housing. 
 Having regard to national and local policy, the recommendation is that a review 
 mechanism based on 10% affordable housing be agreed for phases 2-5 inclusive. 
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9.8 The delivery of the scheme can be controlled by conditions and the associated 
 Section 106 agreement. Reserved matters applications will propose much of the 
 detail around landscaping, open space provision, design and layout but these will be 
 guided by the principles set out in this application. 

9.6 The application is recommended for approval on that basis. 

10 Recommendation: 

1. That the application be approved subject to the attached conditions set out in 
Appendix 1 and the completion of a Section 106 Agreement relating to the matters 
set out at Appendix 2. 

2. That officers are given delegated powers to finalise conditions and the S106 
agreement prior to the issuing of the decision notice having regard to the findings of 
the HRA and in consultation with the appropriate statutory bodies.   

 


