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MINUTES OF A MEETING OF THE BOARD 
Held on Thursday, 17 September 2009 at 10.00 a.m. the Innovations Centre, Croxton 
Road, Thetford 

  
Present (Voting Members) Representing 
Cllr William Nunn (JWN) (Chairman) Breckland Council 
Martin Aust (MA) Flagship Housing 
Cllr Paul Claussen (PDC)  Breckland Council 
Cllr Daniel Cox (DC) Norfolk County Council 
Cllr Martin Engwell (ME) (substitute)  Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council 
Steve Greener (SGr) Homes & Communities Agency 
Cllr Bob King (BK) Croxton Parish Council 
Cllr Robert Kybird (RGK) Thetford Town Council 
Jo Pearson (JP) Local Business 
Jim Smith (JS) Forestry Commission 
Cllr Ann Steward (AS) Breckland Council 
Neil Stott (NS) Keystone Development Trust 
Mark Taylor (MT) NHS Norfolk 
   
Present (Non-Voting Members)  
Margaret Bailey (MB) Breckland Council 
Natalie Beal (NB) Capita Symonds for Breckland Council 
Anita Brennan (AB) Breckland Council 
Ed Chambers (EC) Thetford Town Council 
Phil Daines (PD) Capita Symonds for Breckland Council 
Tim Edmunds (TE) Norfolk County Council 
Neil Featherstone (NF) Brecks Partnership 
Susan Glossop (SG) Thetford Town Council 
Trevor Holden (TH) Breckland Council 
Martin Peckitt (MP) Breckland Council 
Mark Stanton (MSta) Breckland Council 
Mark Stokes (MS) Breckland Council 
Steve Udberg (SU) Breckland Council 

 
In attendance  
Cllr Marion Chapman-Allen (MCA) Norfolk County, Breckland & Thetford Town Councils  
Kevin Cooper (KC) Project Manager (Thetford Forum Project) 
Samantha Goodwin (Sgo) Breckland Council – Growth Point Team 
David Lawrence (DL) Easton College (Thetford Forum Project) 
Rob Leigh (RL) Breckland Council (Marketing & Communications) 
Elaine Wilkes (EW) Breckland Council (Committee Services) 

 
Apologies for Absence Received  
Cllr Sam Chapman-Allen Breckland Council 
John Connolly Thetford Business Forum 
Mike Goulding Homes & Communities Agency 
David Potter Inspire East 
Cllr Tony Poulter Brettenham & Kilverstone Parish Council 
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37/09 INTRODUCTIONS AND DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
(AGENDA ITEM 1) 

 

 The Chairman welcomed members to the meeting and introductions 
were given. 

 

 No declarations of interest were made.  

38/09 MINUTES AND ACTIONS (AGENDA ITEM 2)  

 The minutes of the meeting held on 6 August 2009 were confirmed as a 
correct record. 

 

 The following updates were given:  

(a) Thetford New Bus Interchange (Minute 31/09(a))  

  TH advised that in view of difficulties of finding meeting dates which 
were convenient to all authorities, he would instead meet with other 
authorities as projects demanded. 

TH 

(b)  MTF Project Review & Update (Minute 32/09)  

  Sgo reported that only one response had been received to date from the 
canvass for potential projects should funding be available. 

 

  Sgo also advised that the review of existing Compacts would be picked 
up in the light of the discussions on the following items 4, 5 and 6 of the 
agenda and the outcome reported to the next meeting of the Board. 

Sgo 

39/09 PRESENTATION – THETFORD RENEWABLE ENERGY PLANT 
(AGENDA ITEM 3) 

 

 MP introduced the following representatives from RPS Planning & 
Development Limited and Energy Power Resources Limited (EPRL) 
(owner and operator of the existing Thetford Power Station), who had 
been invited to give a presentation on the proposals for a new 
renewable energy plant at Thetford: 

 

 
§ Gary Coombs, Business Development Projects Manager, EPRL 
§ Roger Sargent, Operational Director, RPS 
§ Kathryn Money, Principal Associate, RPS 
§ Sara Parks, RPS 

 

 The proposals were to build a renewable energy plant north of Thetford, 
off the A134 which, if approved, would generate 40MW of electricity by 
burning biomass in the form of waste wood. 

 

 The presentation outlined the planning policy context of the proposals 
and proposed site location and design details of the scheme, together 
with feedback from the public consultation and exhibition and proposed 
next steps in the process.  A copy of the presentation slides is 
appended for information. 
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 The next stage in the process would be the submission of the planning 
application to Norfolk County Council, as the relevant authority.  The 
planning application would include a Statement of Community 
Involvement, giving details of the responses to the public consultation, 
as well as an Environmental Impact Assessment and Habitats 
Regulation Assessment.  There would then be further public 
consultation as part of the planning process.  It was anticipated that the 
planning application would be determined towards the end of this year 
or in the early New Year.  If approved, there would be a two-year 
construction process, so that the Plant could be in operation by 2013. 

 

 In summary, the presentation concluded that there was strong policy 
support for the proposals, which would go some way towards meeting 
the shortfall in regional renewable energy provision.  There was 
commitment from EPRL to provide a new 40MW biomass combined 
heat and power (CHP) station using a sustainable fuel source.  The 
proposed site was felt to be appropriate and the proposed development 
would create local job opportunities, in both the short and longer term, 
as well as generating secure, reliable and sustainable electricity to the 
local and national grid. 

 

 At the end of the presentation, the following issues were raised and 
discussed: 

 

 In relation to the risks from the release of carbon and particulates from 
the wood burning process, NS asked how these emissions would be 
captured.  It was replied that the Plant would be regulated by permit 
from the Environmental Agency.  There would be scrubbers and other 
mechanisms to take out emissions.  A lot of companies were 
researching ways and means of enabling carbon recovery.  EPRL’s 
engineering department was looking at how to reduce further emissions.  
The fuel would be carbon neutral and more details on this were to 
follow. 

 

 Referring to the waste product from the CHP process, ME asked 
whether it was really more efficient to export the product off-site and 
why it could not be used on-site.  In response, it was acknowledged 
there was natural wastage from the process and to an extent it was 
possible to use good quality heat from this.  The product from CHP was 
considered more viable than a standard combustion cycle, with minimal 
wastage in transportation up to a distance of 2 kilometres.  There was 
no requirement on-site to use the waste product. 

 

 BK said he had concerns that other issues were not addressed, such as 
the fact that wood would need to be sourced from a much wider area, 
that valuable arable land was being taken out of agricultural use, the 
development would offer minimal employment opportunities and that the 
impact of increased lorry movements from the development would 
outweigh any other planning gains. He felt there should be an 
independent presentation of the proposals to ensure all factors were 
covered in an unbiased way.   

 

 In answer, it was explained that the company was at an advanced stage 
of negotiation with the Forestry Commission to source the required 
tonnage of wood within the 100km range.  Other sources would be from 
recovered wood and woodchip (5m tonnes), 60% of which currently 
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goes to landfill.  The proposal was aiming at a source of 50% of 
managed forestry woodchip.  So far as employment was concerned, 
there would be 36 permanent jobs created, with a further 120 
construction jobs over two years; taking into account the supply chain 
process, it was felt the local economy would be stimulated.  The location 
had been carefully selected. 

 JWN acknowledged the point about independent scrutiny of the 
proposals and that this would be the role of the Norfolk County Council 
as the relevant planning authority, which would also include public 
consultation.  The presentation to the Board today was to inform and 
enable members to comment on the proposals. 

 

 AS asked if the company had any concerns about pollution arising from 
the removal of ash waste from the site.  It was replied that ash waste 
would be captured and contained in sealed silo storage, with two to 
three lorry movements per day to remove waste off site.  The process 
would be subject to compliance with Environment Agency regulations.  
The company was also working with other agencies on design solutions 
and was working closely with the Environment Agency and was 
receiving good practice guidance. 

 

 TH felt that the presentation had not demonstrated any clear, direct 
tangible and long-term benefits for Thetford, other than 36 jobs and heat 
transference to a range of 2km.  There were issues that could not be 
addressed at this meeting but which raised questions about the 
proposal as a whole.   In response, it was stated that the proposed Plant 
would reinforce the supply to the Thetford substation, which would 
receive a major upgrade as a result of the proposal.   

 

 BK countered this by saying that the substation would be upgraded in 
any event without the Plant, as it would be a necessary requirement to 
meet the planned growth for Thetford and that a power station could be 
built anywhere to feed into the national grid.  JWN stated that it was 
understood that the cost of the upgrade to the substation would be met 
through the proposed scheme. 

 

 The discussion concluded at this point and the Chairman thanked the 
representatives from EPRL and RPS for their presentation. 

 

40/09 MTF PROGRAMME UPDATE (AGENDA ITEM 4)  

 MS reported that the new programme delivery structure was in place, 
details of which were as circulated with the agenda.  The themed group 
leads had been appointed and the Programme Delivery Group had now 
met. 

 

 The new structure provided for project highlight reports to be presented 
to meetings of the Board, which would outline key matters arising. 

 

 The governance structure was also being reviewed to ensure decisions 
were being made from an informed basis. 

 

 The draft Business Plan was also under review and would be reported 
to the next meeting of the Board. 
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 JWN made the point that it was now for the Board to take a view on or 
challenge the progress of projects. 

 

41/09 FINANCIAL REPORT (AGENDA ITEM 5)  

 MB reported that financial assurance arrangements had been revised.  
There was now a formal application, approval and monitoring process 
for projects, which included an offer letter that would detail milestones 
and financial commitments of projects.  Projects would not be permitted 
to commence without an offer letter. 

 

 A budget update was presented and it was explained that the capital 
and revenue split on committed projects could change as they 
progressed. 

 

 MP advised that a guidance booklet was in preparation and was due for 
issue by the end of September 2009. 

 

 The report was noted.  

42/09 PROJECT UPDATES (AGENDA ITEM 6)  

(a) Employment, Business, Inward Investment, Marketing & 
Regeneration 

 

 MTF Vision – This was a promotional project which had been agreed at 
the last meeting (Minute 34/09) to go forward for competitive tendering.  
The project was aimed at setting out and promoting a tangible vision for 
Thetford as part of the regeneration process.   

 

 A budget of £50,000 was sought to cover tender preparation and the 
competitive tendering process. 

 

 The deadline for receipt of tenders was 23rd October.  A panel had been 
established to consider tenders received, to meet on 26 October.  The 
project was planned to be awarded in the week commencing 2 
November 2009.   

 

 No other issues were raised.  

 AGREED that a budget of up to £50,000 for the competitive 
tendering process for the project be approved. 

MSta 

(b) Integrated Development Plan – This project had commenced and the 
target date for the award of the project was 16 November 2009.  The 
budget had been agreed by Breckland Council as part of the wider 
planning process across the District.  Officers were working with the 
Homes and Communities Agency (HCA) in the development of the 
project and Steve Greener of HCA was their nominated officer for the 
project.  An officer from the Carbon Trust had also been appointed to 
work with officers on the project.   

 

 No issues were raised.  
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(c) Thetford Forum – Steve Udberg, Asset Manager for Breckland Council, 
introduced himself as successor to Ray Johnson for this project.  SU 
introduced Kevin Cooper, who had been appointed as Project Manager, 
and David Lawrence of Easton College. 

 

 KC gave a presentation on progress of the project, for which there was 
an agreed budget of £500,000 to deliver the project to detailed planning 
permission stage.  Current progress was within budget but attention was 
drawn to two potential risks to costs arising from necessary work in 
relation to site archaeological investigations and identified site flood risk. 

 

 Details of work completed to date were given, as set out in the Highlight 
Report. 

 

 So far as site constraints were concerned, it had been learned that the 
original Environment Agency maps had incorrectly marked flood zone 
areas affecting the site.  These had been corrected and the developable 
area had been revised accordingly.  Other constraints related to the 
scheduled ancient monument area and a fibre optic cable crossing the 
site. 

 

 Work in progress was as set out in the report.  Site assembly was still in 
progress as part of the site was not in Breckland’s control.  There was 
also a bats roost in the Anchor building, which would need to be taken 
into account. 

 

 Key issues were:  

 Site assembly – approval would be needed for a compulsory purchase 
option if the required land could not be secured by private treaty. 

 

 Flood risk – confirmation awaited from Environment Agency of verbal 
approval of mitigation measures. 

 

 Archaeology – potential for costs of investigation outside the original 
brief. 

 

 Ecology – to take account of nesting bats.  

 Funding – funding document to be prepared and agreed with the 
accountable bodies. 

 

 Programme – information from Education partners crucial to programme 
review. 

 

 A scale and massing model was shown to the Board to give an 
indication of the fit of the proposal with the site.  It was intended to have 
three design options prepared over the next few weeks. 

 

 Issues regarding the current state of the former Anchor Hotel building 
were discussed, including whether it was a listed building or should be 
demolished now, ahead of any future development.  NS also suggested 
if there was to be an archaeological dig on site that it might provide a 
good opportunity for a community project. 
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 So far as the archaeology was concerned, KC was in discussion with 
the Archaeological Unit and it was likely that any site investigations 
could be intrusive, although some had been done in previous years but 
with little finds.  Any investigations had to be balanced against time and 
cost to the project.  The prospects for a community project as part of 
that could be discussed but, again, time and cost would be a 
determining factor. 

 

 KC advised that the Anchor building was not listed but it did have a local 
interest value and he agreed the building was in a dangerous condition.  
If it was to be removed now, the costs would fall outside the 
development scheme.  The building itself had no great merit.  SU added 
that the risk assessment and safety of the building needed to be 
reviewed.   

 

 BK asked whether it was intended to retain car parking on the site as 
part of the development.  KC advised that it was not.  The development 
would provide for a dropping-off point and disabled access, together 
with service and pedestrian access.  Car parking would be provided off-
site elsewhere. 

 

 With reference to the Anchor building, the Board accepted there was a 
need to consider what the potential options were concerning demolition 
and also what the potential options were in relation to compulsory 
purchase of other required land as part of the land assembly for the 
project.  

 

 MB advised that before any decision to allocate further CLG funding is 
made, a worked up proposal would be required to ensure that it met the 
funding timetable and to show the separate capital and revenue costs. 

 

 JWN drew attention to the fact that the overall project was very 
dependent on the education facility proceeding. 

 

 DL replied that an informal commitment had been received from the 
Office of the Schools Commissioner for the academy proposals and he 
was expecting a Letter of Intent from the Department.  His College had 
already given its commitment. 

 

 Factors affecting the academy proposals were the timelines for the site 
development and the Charles Burrell High School proposals. 

 

 DL felt response from the Office of the School Commissioner was very 
positive.  Confirmation of LSC commitment was awaited and Norfolk 
County Council was making strenuous efforts to accelerate the process. 

 

 So far as the information flow for the project was concerned, the 
importance of the need for firm information from the leading bodies 
(Easton College and Norfolk County Council) to enable the design of the 
project to proceed was stressed. 

 

 DL explained that the issue was complicated by those issues affecting 
the future plans for the Charles Burrell High School under the wider LDF 
planning process.  Provided suitable sites could be agreed, it was felt 
the academy and high school projects could be delivered in a phased 
planning process. 
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  AGREED that detailed reports on the potential options for 
demolition of the former Anchor building and for compulsory 
purchase as part of the land assembly for the project be submitted 
for the Board’s further consideration at its next meeting. 

KC & SU 

(d) Heritage, Culture and Tourism  

 Central River Valley Project – NF advised that changes in the financing 
arrangements for this project meant that Norfolk County Council would 
now be the lead authority for the project as it was the body responsible 
for carrying out the works involved.  An Offer Letter was accordingly 
being made to Norfolk County Council and the SLA for the transfer of 
funding to Thetford Town Council was no longer required. 

 

 An issue to be resolved was the future maintenance of the planted 
areas (grass and trees) where vehicle movements had caused 
settlement.  A meeting with Breckland officers was due to be held to 
consider the way forward on this issue. 

 

 So far as the work programme was concerned, the overall completion 
date was 20 October 2009 and the final element of the works would be 
the replacement of the railings along the concrete pathway edging. 

 

 AS said she had walked around the town the previous day and had 
found it helpful.  She suggested other members might also find it useful 
to do so, perhaps in the Spring.  NF agreed this could be organised if 
desired. 

 

 With regard to future maintenance, EC confirmed that this would remain 
with Breckland until such time as the transfer of the assets had been 
made to the Town Council.  

 

 The report was noted and no other issues were raised.  

(e) Housing and Regeneration  

 Existing Estates Regeneration – AB advised that a meeting with HCA 
had been arranged to open discussions on “Single Conversation”.  

 

 Bids to HCA had been submitted and decisions were anticipated in the 
next few weeks. 

 

 Two key issues were noted as:  

 § Speed of delivery of funding 

§ Ensuring buy-in from existing estates and resident feedback. 

 

 The report was noted and no other issues were raised.  

(f) New Bus Interchange  

 TE reported that the project was within budget and financial appraisals 
were due to be completed by the end of September 2009. 

 

 The initial feasibility design had been completed.  
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 The most significant risk related to land issues and the need to secure 
rights to enter the land to carry out survey work.  This item was 
presently behind target but still within the overall project target.  SU 
advised that it was hoped that the land issue would be resolved very 
shortly. 

 

 TH highlighted to the Board that when the full project appraisal and 
survey work had been completed, the Board would need to take a 
decision to release the remainder of the funding to allow the project to 
proceed. 

 

 AGREED that   
TE / MP / 
MB 

 (1) a full report be made to the next meeting of the Board to 
approve the release of funding; 

 

 (2) should it be required, a special meeting of the Board would be 
considered to prevent the project being delayed. 

 

 The report was noted and no other issues were raised.  

(g) Croxton Road Access Improvements  

 TE reported that consultations had taken place but that concerns had 
been raised about the need for the three new pedestrian refuges.  EC 
explained that the Town Council and the Croxton Road Residents 
Association considered that the three refuges should be deleted from 
the scheme, as it was felt that they would discourage people, especially 
youngsters, from using the crossing. 

 

 TE added that there was also opposition to the proposed shared use 
cycle and footway facility.  The County Council’s view was that this part 
of the scheme could be deferred to await the findings from associated 
studies of proposed schemes along London Road and Mundford Road. 

 

 Views were put that there should be a wider public consultation on the 
proposals, in particular to include schools and youth representatives, as 
it was felt the Croxton Road Residents Association was not a sufficiently 
representative group. 

 

 AGREED that further public consultation be undertaken through the 
schools to ascertain the views of young people and a report back 
be made to the next meeting of the Board. 

TE 

(h) Health, including Healthy Town  

 MT reported on progress of the Healthy Town project, which was a 
Department of Health funded project of £0.9m over two years, plus 
match funding of £0.9m, as part of the Change4Life Programme.   The 
project was a joint initiative by NHS Norfolk and Breckland Council and 
covered areas of health education, skills training, infrastructure provision 
and creating a ‘healthy culture’.  The primary aim of the project was to 
tackle obesity. 
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 Delivery would be achieved through a needs assessment, embedding 
Healthy Town principles within all MTF activities, together with 12 short-
term projects tackling obesity and encouraging healthier living.   

 

 So far as governance arrangements were concerned, the project would 
be managed through the Thetford Healthy Town Project Board, whose 
members were drawn from NHS Norfolk, the strategic Health Authority, 
Breckland Council, MTF members, Norfolk County Council, Children’s 
Services and Thetford Town Council.  NHS Norfolk was the accountable 
body for the project.  

 

 Current status and issues were as follows:  

 § Most projects had or were about due to start 

§ Community engagement 

§ Specialist planning resource to support the MTF 

§ Match funding within the MTF programme 

§ Future NHS service delivery to meet future town growth 

 

 A public ‘launch’ of the project was planned for 24 September 2009, 
from 10am to 4pm at The Guildhall, Thetford. 

 

 RGK asked how the GP and Health Centres were being involved in the 
project and MT explained that regular liaison meetings were taking 
place. 

 

 The report was noted and no other issues were raised.  

(i) Planning Strategy, Monitoring and Green Infrastructure  

 Thetford Area Action Plan – PD advised that the LDF budget amounted 
to £398,970, a small amount only of which has been spent on specific 
TAAP documents. 

 

 Key issues for the TAAP were officer time and the need for a budget to 
cover the District-wide evidence base consultation under Regulation 25. 

 

 To date, the TAAP Preferred Options report had been completed.  

 NB reported that there had been positive feedback to the TAAP 
Preferred Options consultation.  Meetings were being held with the two 
main landowners and with historic experts, as well as NHS. 

 

 Other work in progress included:  

 § Energy Study inception meeting 

§ Thetford Loop reports (site investigations) 

§ Transport Stage 2 brief 

§ Community infrastructure audit 

 

 The report was noted and no other issues were raised.  
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43/09 ANY OTHER BUSINESS (AGENDA ITEM 7)  

(a) Car Parking  

 BK referred back to the issue of car parking discussed above under the 
Thetford Forum project report and felt there was a need to look at the 
problems of parking in the town generally.   

 

 It was confirmed that car parking would form a part of the transport 
access study. 

 

(b) A11 Dualling Update  

 RGK drew attention to the fact that the Public Inquiry would start at 
10.00am on 29 September 2009 in the Carnegie Rooms, Thetford.  
JWN added that a press release had been prepared. 

 

(c) Protocol on Press Releases  

 TH reminded members about the agreed protocol for the use of the MTF 
branding when issuing press releases. 

 

 
 
 
 
The meeting closed at 12.35pm 
 


