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Robert Whittaker

GTDP Community Sub-Group Meeting, 16th May 2018

1 GTDP Board Meetings

I attended the GTDP Board meeting on 9th April as the Sub-Group’s representative. The
agenda and papers can be found online at http://www.gtdp.org.uk/board. At time of writing
the draft minutes had yet to be uploaded there, but a ‘Highlight Report’ is linked from the
meeting page. Relevant items for the community included:

• The Board will be holding a private workshop to develop a forward plan of work over the
coming months. To avoid a long gap without a public meeting, it was agreed to hold a
public meeting in June in addition to the workshop.

• There was some progress on cemetery provision for the SUE houses, with developers sug-
gesting a couple of possible locations. However, as there is no funding provision for this,
it is likely that any new cemetery would have to be run privately on a commercial basis.

• The Board agreed to go ahead with advertising for the four independent positions on the
Community Sub-Group. As per the terms of reference, a panel comprising the Board
Chair (Sam Chapman-Allen) and the three town and parish representatives on the Sub-
Group (Brenda Canham, Rae Herries, and Doug Stephen) will finalise the advert and then
shortlist and interview candidates. It was agreed to run the advertising throughout May
with a closing date for applications of 31st.

This does not appear to have happened yet. At time of writing the other panel mem-
bers had not been contacted by Sam Chapman-Allen to begin the process. I asked Sam
Chapman-Allen for an update for this report, but none was received.

• The paper from the Officer Group on communication first promised for the December
2017 Board meeting has still not materialised. Improving communication with the public
will now be picked up with the Board’s forward plan. However, Rob Walker (Breckland
Executive Director of Place) did promise to ensure that the GTDP website at http:

//www.gtdp.org.uk/ would be updated in the mean time. I sent Rob Walker a list of
things that needed updating, and asked for a progress update for this report. At time or
writing, I had received no response and the website updates do not appear to have been
actioned.

2 Answers and Updates to Public Questions and Concerns

Various issues have been raised by the public at previous Sub-Group meetings, and we have
attempted to investigate and provide updates.

Railway Station Access Issues and Parking. Various issues with the station have been
raised at different Community Sub-Group meetings, including the poor accessibility of
the footbridge and the lack of car parking.

On 27th March, the Board wrote to Greater Anglia (the franchise holder who is responsible
for the station) to request that a representative of the company meets with the GTDP
Officer Group to discuss the various issues.

The Town Council have identified two possible sites for allotments that could replace some
of those currently to the north of the station, in order to free up land for additional
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station car parking. These were the Charles Burrell Centre, and Closed Elm Road Centre.
Investigations are continuing.

Cost of Purchasing Train Tickets on the Train. At the November Sub-Group meeting,
an issue was raised about passengers being charged more when buying tickets on the
train compared with buying them at the station. In almost all cases, this shouldn’t hap-
pen. The main exception is those travelling with East Midlands Trains, who do not give
railcard discounts on the train if ticketing facilities are available at the station.

It was agreed at the January Sub-Group meeting that we should write to East Midlands
Trains asking them to waive their railcard policy for passengers boarding at Thetford and
travelling towards Norwich, on the grounds that the ticketing facilities are all on the other
platform and are not sufficiently accessible. The Board agreed to write a letter instead
of us (which should carry more weight), and this was sent on 11th April. Rather than
spelling out the issue in detail, they asked for someone from East Midlands Trains someone
to meet with the Officer Group to discuss matters further.

Health-Care Provision Concern had been expressed at various Community Sub-Group meet-
ings about the lack of planning for expanded health-care provision for the new SUE resi-
dents. There was nothing further on this at the last Board meeting, but the issues should
be picked up in the forward plan work, and dealt with at a future meeting.

Charging for Household DIY Waste at Norfolk Recycling Centres From the 1st April
2018, Norfolk County Council has been charging for household DIY waste at its recycling
centres. Previously small amounts could be deposited by householders for free. (See
https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/diywaste .) This issue was raised again at the March
2018 Sub-Group meeting. The Sub-Group was concerned about a possible increase in
fly-tipping, and also the reduction in material being recycled if people instead disposed of
it in their household rubbish bins. The Sub-Group resolved to ask the Board to write to
Norfolk County Council to express these concerns.

The Board rejected the request, I believe largely on the grounds that they did not feel it
was appropriate to be writing to one of their own members. Nevertheless, the concerns
would be passed on by the two County Councillors on the Board.

Since then, it has been reported in the EDP that a local MP Norman Lamb thinks that
the charges for household DIY waste may be unlawful, as it they could contravene the
the ‘Local Authorities (Prohibition of Charging Residents to Deposit Household Waste)
Order 2015’ (https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/973/made) which prohibits
charges for household waste. The council believes that DIY waste from households can be
classified as ‘construction and demolition waste’ whereas Mr Lamb argues it cannot. Read
the full EDP article at https://bit.ly/2HWj01f.

Poor Standard of Pothole Repairs At our March 2018 meeting, a member of the public
again raised the issue of the poor repair of potholes in Harwood Avenue. The repairs seem
to have used too much tarmac, which has over-spilled the holes and sites proud of the
original surface. I have since noticed similar patches elsewhere around the town.

I raised this at the Board meeting. Since pothole filling is the responsibility of Norfolk
County Council, the two County Councillors for Thetford (Terry Jermy and Roy Brame)
agreed to take up the matter. I have now had a response from David Jacklin (Highway
Engineer at Norfolk County Council), who suggested the work was the result of using
a different, more efficient, technique for filling the holes (using what are known as ‘hot
boxes’).

What is not not clear is whether the observed poor standard of the repairs is solely a
consequence of the new technique, or because the work has not been done properly. I’ve
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therefore written to Mr Jacklin to clarify, and also ask what standards or tolerances apply
to the work, so we can check whether the patches comply.

Change-of-Use Planning Application for a Gym at the Riverside Breckland Council had
submitted a Change-of-Use planning application (3PL/2018/0227/F) to allow a Gym to
open in some of the currently empty units in the Riverside Complex. The units had pre-
viously been earmarked for restaurants or cafés. The matter was discussed at the April
2018 Sub-Group meeting, and the Sub-Group agreed to write to Breckland Council with
a number of questions. The questions and answers can be found in section 5 below.

3 Town Council / Breckland Heritage Lottery Bid

Thetford Town Council and Breckland District Council have been working on a bid to the
Heritage Lottery Fund for an “Our Heritage” grant of up to £100k, as part of Breckland’s
Market Towns Initiative. (See https://goo.gl/tqDKfj.)

The Sub-Group members were sent the final draft for comments shortly before Easter. We were
not given much time to respond, but we managed to raise a number of issues and make several
suggestions, all of which hopefully allowed the bid to be strengthened. I asked Steve James at
Breckland Council for an update on whether the bid had been submitted now, and if we could
see the final version. At time of writing, I had not received a reply.

4 Community Sub-Group Terms of Reference

At the December 2017 Board meeting is was agreed to add a representative of the Thetford
Business Forum as an additional member of the Community Sub-Group. (This was in lieu of
the Forum loosing their place on the main GTDP Board.) After several requests for an up-to-
date copy of the Community Sub-Group’s Terms of Reference to reflect this change, we were
finally sent a new version on 30th April. However, the wording it contained for the Business
Forum representative was:

“One business representative nominated by the Thetford Business Forum and ap-
proved by the three representatives above and by the Chair of the GTDP Board.”

I queried this, as I do not believe that the requirement for the representative to be approved
by anyone was ever discussed or agreed by the Board. The Board will consider the wording
formally at its next meeting, so I would invite the Sub-Group to agree a position on what it
would prefer.

5 Change-of-Use Planning Application: Questions and Responses

The questions that the Sub-Group asked Breckland council and the responses we received from
them can be found below.

1. Who owns the riverside building and the land it stands on? (There was some uncertainty
at the meeting as to whether it was Breckland Council or Breckland Bridge.)

The freehold of the Riverside building and land is owned by Breckland Council.

2. The original vision for the site was to have cafes and restaurants there. Presumably the
change is due to there being no interest from such businesses. But could you clarify what
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the thinking is behind the change of plan, how it was made and by whom, and what the
vision now is for the area?

The original vision for Riverside was to regenerate that quarter of the town and provide
an evening economy with a leisure-led scheme - which would include restaurants and café
style businesses and this matches the original planning use classes for the scheme. The
Council was approached through its agent by a gym operator. Whilst the scheme does not
currently include a planning use class for a fitness use - with the confirmed interest from the
operator the next logical step is to undertake a change of use planning application which
is currently being undertaken now to determine if the change of use in planning terms
is viable. The ability for a gym operator to operate a fitness operation at the Riverside
scheme is dependent on the successful outcome of the change of use planning application.

There has been a lack of interest from food and beverage operators since the reduction in
the casual dining market nationally since the end of 2017, however the current vision for
the Riverside area is still to regenerate that quarter of the town preferably with night time
operators based on leisure-led activities, if there is interest from those types of operators
and if terms can be agreed. However we have to be agile in our approach and adapt to
the market for the good of the town. We have listened to local people and recognise that
some residents share our disappointment that the Units are not already fully let, but we
know that most people would prefer to see some sort of leisure offer in place, as opposed
to ongoing empty units.

3. Was there any sort of open process for bids / expressions of interest for non-restaurant
uses, before the Council got involved with the planning application for the gym? Have any
other businesses been given the chance to put cases for using the site?

At any time the Council through its agent would consider interest from both food and
beverage operators and/or other operators that meet the requirements of a town centre
leisure-led regeneration scheme. The vacant space in the scheme has been openly marketed
since construction completion in November 2016 and any operator/business could put
forward a proposal. The Council’s letting agent is Francis Darrah Chartered Surveyors
based in Norwich.

4. Has / will any public money been / be used to support the gym at the site? (e.g. help with
the planning application, initial support for rent, etc.)

The Council, in its role as a commercial landlord at a number of commercial properties, is
always willing to be flexible to work with potential tenants to negotiate terms which are
agreeable to both the Council and the tenant. However, these discussions and terms are
commercially sensitive and cannot be disclosed.

5. We understand there is some sort of penalty clause / conditions in the Council’s contract
with the operators of Thetford Leisure Centre, which prevents the council supporting other
competing offerings. What is the precise nature of this, and is it/would it be engaged by
the council allowing / supporting the gym at the Riverside?

Any fitness business either within Breckland or outside of the district could potentially
compete with the Council’s own Leisure Centres. The Council’s Leisure PFI agreement in-
corporates a competing facilities clause which does not prevent the Council being involved
in its wider activities with fitness and leisure operators. However it makes a provision that
if the Council’s Leisure PFI operator’s business is affected by other fitness/leisure type
operators then there is provision for the Leisure PFI operator to be fairly remunerated for
any financial losses - subject to negotiation and terms.
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