
BRECKLAND COUNCIL 
 

At a Meeting of the 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

Held on Monday, 14 February 2011 at 9.30 am in 
Anglia Room, The Conference Suite, Elizabeth House, Dereham 

 
PRESENT  
Councillor E. Gould (Chairman) 
Councillor Claire Bowes 
Mrs M.P. Chapman-Allen 
Mr P.S. Francis 
Mr M. Fanthorpe 

Mr J.P. Labouchere 
Mr B. Rose (Substitute Member) 
Mr F.J. Sharpe 
Mrs P.A. Spencer 
Mr N.C. Wilkin (Vice-Chairman) 

 
Also Present  
Mr W H C Smith 
Mr A P Joel 

Ward Representative 
Ward Representative 

 
In Attendance  
John Chinnery - Solicitor & Standards Consultant 
Jon Durbin - Operations Manager 
Nick Moys - Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) 

(Capita Symonds for Breckland Council) 
Mike Brennan - Principal Planning Officer (Capita Symonds 

for Breckland Council) 
David Spencer - Principal Planning Officer 
Gilbert Addison - Tree & Countryside Officer 
Jane Osborne - Committee Officer 
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33/11 MINUTES   

  

 With regard to Agenda Item 30/11 Schedule of Planning Applications  
(b) Item 2 : 3PL/2010/0405/F paragraph 4 on page 5, the last word 
‘restricted’ was to be removed and changed to ‘minimum standard of size’. 
 
Subject to the above, the Minutes of the meeting held on 24 January 2011 
were confirmed as a correct record and signed by the Chairman.  
 

 

34/11 APOLOGIES & SUBSTITUTES   

  

 Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Irving and Lamb, 
and Mr K Eccles, Building Control Manager (Capita Symonds for Breckland 
Council).  
 

 

35/11 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS 
RECEIVED  

 

  

 Councillors declared they had received a letter from Mr Took, Agent 
concerning Agenda Item 12 (Schedule Item 9) Old Buckenham. 
 
Mr Labouchere declared a personal interest in Agenda Item 11 (Schedule 
Item 7) Bradenham, by virtue  of knowing the Chairman of the Parish 
Council. 
 
Councillor Bowes declared personal interests in Agenda Items 11 
(Schedule Item 7) Bradenham, Agenda Item 9 (Schedule Item 1) 
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Shipdham, by virtue of knowing the applicants and in Agenda Item 12 
(Schedule Item 8) Weeting, by virture of serving on a local charity with the 
applicant. 
  

36/11 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS   

  

 The Chairman explained the format the meeting would take, asked that all 
mobile phones were turned off, and made those present aware of the fire 
exits.  
 

 

37/11 REQUESTS TO DEFER APPLICATIONS INCLUDED IN THIS AGENDA   

  

 The Principal Planning Officer advised that with regard to Agenda Item 12, 
Schedule of Planning Applications, Item Nos. 4 and 5 had been withdrawn, 
which were :- 
 
3PL/2010/1289/F : Applicant Mrs R Shearwood – Parish Besthorpe 
3PL/2010/1290/O : Applicant Mr S Rogers – Parish Besthorpe   
 

 

38/11 URGENT BUSINESS   

  

 There were none.  
 

 

39/11 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (STANDING ITEM)   

  

 David Spencer, Principal Planning Officer advised Members that the 
recently published Site Specific document had gone out, and the 
consultation period would end on 24 March.  Anyone wishing to respond 
would need to use the specific document forms which were available online 
or from Officers in the Planning Department. 
 
The Thetford Area Action Plan closes on 4 March; the drop in days had 
been busy and comments would be reported back through the committee 
process in June. 
 
The Attleborough and Snetterton Area Action Plan closed on 28 January 
and there had been 1000 comments received.  A report to the Attleborough 
Task Force would be presented in March.  Atlas (Advisory Team on Large 
Applications) who were an objective impartial service that helped local 
authorities, had been brought in to assist and their first piece of work looked 
likely to be an engagement strategy.   
 

 

40/11 DEFERRED APPLICATIONS   

  

 Noted.  
 

 

41/11 SHIPDHAM : VARIATION OF CONDITIONS : PROPOSED 
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, LAND OFF CHURCH CLOSE FOR 
ABEL HOMES LIMITED : REFERENCE : 3PL/2010/0732/F  

 

  

 Councillor Bowes declared a personal interest in this item. 
 
The application proposed minor amendments to the layout and design of an 
approved housing scheme at Shipdham.  Changes were also proposed to 
the design of the surface water drainage system.  None of the houses 
would be closer to the site boundaries and no significant changes were 
proposed to the orientation of houses such that overlooking would be 
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increased. 
 
A concern had been raised by local residents with regard to the trees on 
site, and the applicant had advised that all the trees would be retained. 
 
There had been a need for technical changes with regard to drainage due 
to the needs of Anglian Water.  The previous proposal was to store water 
partly underground but also partly above ground in swales, all water would 
now be stored underground to address Anglian Water’s requirement.  A 
proposed dry swale was proposed to link in to the overall drainage scheme, 
which would improve the current situation. 
 
Mrs Tindale, Objector, said she objected due to the complexity of the new 
proposal, drainage details and lack of clarity on a number of issues such 
as, a panel fence, dry swales, no felling of trees and the change of position 
of Nos 35 and 36.  There appeared to be many versions of the plan and 
she asked that a clearly defined set of plans was submitted and written 
agreement that Nos 35 and 36 remained angled for privacy. 
 
Mr Abel, Applicant, stated that the proposed changes were enhancements.  
A 6’ fence would be erected and the swales and capacity of the system had 
been increased and the service water run off would not be any greater. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) clarified details on the 
drainage scheme, which was sound and was somewhat better than the 
original scheme.  When the application was made, some of the plans had 
not been the up to date ones, but the Committee were shown the correct 
plans at the meeting.  Nos. 35 and 36 were shown parallel to the boundary 
which was their approved positions.  There would be no changes in terms 
of tree removal.  He showed Members where drainage changes were to be 
made, which was from being an above ground dry lagoon to an 
underground crater system, the proposed swale was along the boundary 
and was to deal with an existing area of poor drainage and would provide a 
French drain (aggregates and free draining material), there was no change 
proposed to the boundary drainage, only that pipes under the road would 
be larger, and the removal of the above ground lagoons to under ground 
storage systems. 
 
Members felt it was safer to store excess water underground which was the 
Anglian Water recommended system. 
 

RESOLVED that the application be approved as recommended for 
the revised scheme subject to a new condition relating to surface 
water drainage.  All other conditions would remain as per the current 
planning permission.  

  
42/11 GT ELLINGHAM : RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 

ATTLEBOROUGH ROAD FOR SILKWIN HOMES LTD : REFERENCE : 
3PL/2010/1244/0  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) presented his report which 
concerned a proposal for residential development on the edge of Great 
Ellingham, outside of the defined Settlement Boundary.  The application 
sought outline planning permission for residential development with all 
matters reserved.  Key issues related to justification for the development, 
highway safety, neighbour amenity and impact upon local character.  An 
indicative layout had been provided which suggested 17 new dwellings be 
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provided within the site, with 3 of the properties accessed via Church Street 
and the other 14 via Attleborough Road. 
 
There was no 5 year land supply and therefore applications such as this 
needed to be looked at, but it was felt that the site did not perform 
particularly well. Given constraints of the site it was believed a hard edge 
would be created and would not relate well to the character of the village, 
and that the scheme was overly dense.  Nothing had been demonstrated 
with regard to delivery of the proposed development.   
 
Mr Took – Agent, acknowledged it lies outside of the settlement boundary.  
He advised that the reason for the application was due to the site having 
been overlooked as part of the LDF process.  The application was in outline 
to establish approval in principle, and if obtained a detailed scheme 
showing layout and numbers would be provided.  He felt that the site was 
obvious for incremental growth.  Great Ellingham was a service village and 
evidence could be provided with regard to the lack of a 5 year land supply.  
It was a site that should be considered on its merits and 40% of units would 
be affordable which would be a significant factor. 
 
Mr Smith – Ward Representative, had been asked to speak as the site had 
not been included in the LDF and therefore residents of Gt Ellingham had 
never been given an opportunity to include it in the LDF.  It lied to the South 
of the Church and on the former plan it was considered as a restricted site, 
and residents of the village would prefer it to be retained as an open 
aspect.  There was an issue of affordable housing, the Parish Council had 
carried out its own housing needs survey, and they had made a submission 
to the LDF. 
 

RESOLVED to refuse the application on the grounds that, the 
application was contrary to national and local planning policies 
which limit new housing outside town and village boundaries  
 

43/11 BRADENHAM : PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, HALE 
ROAD FOR CLAYLAND ESTATES : REFERENCE : 3PL/2010/1333/F  

 

  

 Mr Labouchere and Councillor Bowes declared a personal interest in this 
item. 
 
The Applicant tabled at the meeting a plan showing Dwelling Samples and 
Local Community Benefits, a copy of which was given to all Members. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) advised that the application 
was for revised proposals for a residential development on the edge of 
Bradenham and was outside the Settlement Boundary. 
 
Two previous proposals were refused permission in 2010.  Key changes to 
the scheme compared to previous proposals included  
 

i) the construction of the affordable dwellings to Code Level 4 
(previously Code Level 3) 

ii) the construction of a new pedestrian footway 
iii) the inclusion of a wheel chair adapted bungalow 
iv) a reduction in the level of financial contribution offered 

towards community facilities 
 
The effect on the local character of eleven new dwellings was a substantial 
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proposal and would change an open site to a developed one, but the 
scheme had been sensibly designed to reflect character, houses had been 
set back and the scale of the houses had been set low. 
 
With regard to issues of traffic, transport and access, since the report had 
been published further proposals had been put forward which consisted of 
a new pedestrian footpath linking the site to the Village Green, pub and 
Community Centre, a new crossing point and road widening to improve 
road safety for pedestrians and motorists. If permission was granted it 
would be subject to full details being provided. 
 
Two alternatives had been put forward with regard to the location of the 
pedestrian footway which were either 
 

(i) behind the hedge which would allow much of the hedge to be 
retained, or 

(ii) the existing hedge be removed and a new hedge replanted 
behind the footway 

 
Given the proposals had only recently been received, this had only allowed 
for  limited discussion with Highways and therefore there had been no wider 
consultation with members of the public, and it was suggested that 
Members might want to give members of the public further time to review 
the proposals. 
 
The Parish Council had indicated that the proposed improvement to the 
footpath had changed their view  and they were no longer raising an 
objection  subject to certain caveats given the overall benefits of the 
scheme. 
 
Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways stated that there were limited services within 
Bradenham and the application remained contrary to  policy statement. 
 
Mr Alhusen, Parish Council advised the application had come before the 
Committee for the third time and the Parish Council were no longer 
objecting as long as certain works were carried out.  These were : 
 

(i) pedestrian road crossing to the West 
(ii) new pavement which would greatly enhance safety 
(iii) widen road to remove pinch points  
(iv) two road calming signs at suitable places 
(v) hedge maintained at present height 

 
He also proposed that the application be subject to a Section 106 
Agreement and that if the shared ownership houses could not be sold, that 
they be changed to lettings instead.  He was concerned that the new plans 
had not been seen by all parties concerned and proposed that the 
application was resubmitted and any decision postponed until March. 
 
Mr Tilley, Applicant advised that the scheme had been fine tuned and was 
ready to be delivered and the comments of Councillors had been taken on 
board.  The scheme provided major community benefits and affordable 
homes for local people.  Two existing large trees on site would be retained, 
and none would be lost in the area (the preserved trees were in the 
hedgeway). 
 
When the Parish Council had had discussions with the developers, no 
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residents opposite the development had been present to give views on the 
removal of the hedge. 
 
With regard to a pedestrian crossing, Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways clarified 
that the maximum that would be accepted was a “pram crossing” on each 
side, which consisted of dropped curbs within a length of the footpath.  He 
added that there was no justification for vehicle activated signs in the area 
and if these were to be a condition, then a formal assessment would need 
to be carried out by NCC and funded by the applicant at a cost of £250. 
 
It was felt that the proposal should be deferred to allow full consultation to 
be undertaken with residents of Bradenham including those who resided 
opposite the development to seek their views on the proposals that had 
recently been put forward for the alternative positions of the footpath, a new 
pedestrian footpath linking the site to the Village Green, pub and 
Community Centre, a new crossing point and road widening to improve 
road safety for pedestrians and motorists.  The Chairman asked that the 
Parish Council also brought to the residents’ attention, the “pram crossing” 
and vehicle activated signs. 
 

RESOLVED that the application be deferred to allow further 
consultation with village residents 

 
The Committee adjourned at 10.55 am and re-convened at 11.15 am.  
 

44/11 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS   

  

 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows :- 
 
(a) Item 1 : Shipdham, Land off Church Close : Variation of condition 2 

& 16 and removal of condition 18 on pp 3PL/2007/1234 for Abel 
Homes Ltd : Reference : 3PL/2010/0732/F 

 
 Approved as recommended, see Minute No. 41/11 
 
(b) Item 2 : Great Ellingham, Attleborough Road : Residential 

development for Silkwin Homes Ltd : Reference : 3PL/2010/1244/O 
 
 Refused, see Minute No. 42 
 
(c) Item 3 : Brettenham, Sports Field, Fishermans Road : Removal of 

condition 7 from pp 3PL/1999/1348/F for Shadwell Estate Co., Ltd : 
Reference : 3PL/2010/1267/F 

 
The condition of the development was that it be used solely for the 
benefit of staff at the Nunnery Stud and should not at any time be 
sold, leased or sub-leased or used for any other purposes other 
than in connection with the stud.  The application other than that 
was unrestricted which was an important point for Members to note. 
 
The proposed removal of the condition was to enable the site to be 
used by local groups in the town.  The Stud had offered the site to 
various cricket and football teams. 
 
Brettenham Parish Council supported the application but raised the 
impact on Stone Curlews and residential amenity.  Environmental 
Health had suggested a condition of 8-9 hours of use daily.  2 letters 
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of support from local residents had been received along with 2 
letters of objection. 
 
A response had been received from Lady Kay Fisher who was 
supportive of space and play provision but had considerable 
concern over noise, and suggested the hours of use should be 
between 9 a.m – 6 p.m.  
 
The Tree and Countryside Officer accepted planning permission had 
been granted prior to research on the SPA (Special Protection Area) 
and acknowledged the site was unrestrictive, but had concern on 
intensification and the potential impact on the Stone Curlew 
breeding season.  Due to the fact that it was not known what the 
implication of intensification would have on the Stone Curlew 
population on that basis it was suggested that restriction of use of 
the site in the breeding season months of April – August be to the 
Shadwell Estate only. 
 
Restriction of use until 9 p.m at night would alleviate some of the 
concerns of local residents, but the current use was unrestricted. 
 
Mr Claydon, Objector said usage had been low in the past and was 
appropriate for private land, however usage would increase if 
uncontrolled and would consequentially affect the properties by the 
boundary.  He said that conditions should be imposed with regard to 
usage within any ten day period, and which restricted spectators 
and players from a demarcation area.  In summary he said there 
would be a clear negative impact which would arise by the removal 
of condition 7. 
 
Mr Kennard, Applicant said that there would be no payment for 
letting local clubs use the site.  Some years ago, there was one 
Stone Curlew in the vicinity, but in 2008 when most cricket matches 
had been played there had been 15 and he believed that indicated 
Stone Curlews had not been put off nesting on the site.  RSPB had 
been allowed access.  The site would not be more intensively used 
for cricket. 
 
Mr Addison, the Tree & Countryside Officer said the Stone Curlews 
had increased because of management measures but beyond that, 
the intensity of use and proposal would be a quantum change in the 
level of use.  He explained the Special Protection Area (SPA) was a 
protected area, and not individual nests. 
 
The Solicitor & Standards Consultant advised of the difficult position 
with regard to the SPA and Buffer Zone, and the precautionary 
principle was something the Members should bear in mind. 
 
Members believed that the evidence before the Committee showed 
that there would not be adverse effects on the Stone Curlews and 
that the proposed condition restricting the period from April to 
August was therefore unnecessary. 
 
Approved subject to deletion of condition with regard to the 
restriction of days of use, but subject to the other conditions in 
the report. 
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(d) Item 4 : Besthorpe :Land off Norwich Road : Erection of new 

dwelling & annex including garage and means of access for Mrs R 
Shearwood : Reference : 3PL/2010/1289/F 

 
 Item withdrawn. 
 
(e) Item 5 :Besthorpe : Land adjoining Decoy Farm, Norwich Road : 

Creation of 2 no residential building plots for Mr S Rogers : 
Reference: 3PL/2010/1290/O 

 
 Item withdrawn. 
 
(f) Item 6 : Stanfield : Land off Reed Lane, Mileham Road : Erection of 

detached two storey dwelling for Mr & Mrs A Gould : Reference : 
3PL/2010/1327/O 

 
 The Chairman advised she was no relation to the applicants. 
 

The application sought outline planning permission for a single 
dwelling on a rectangular shaped plot of land which was ½ km from 
the Settlement Boundary. 
 
The Committee were shown by the Principal Planning Officer a 
photograph of a cottage that had been demolished about 30 years 
ago. 
 
Stanfield Parish Council had not objected, but no response had 
been received from Mileham Parish Council.  5 letters of support 
had been received from local residents and one objection in terms of 
the site being outside the Settlement Boundary. 
 
The applicants had advised that the site had previously been 
developed and there was water on site.  The Applicants were 
flexible with regard to the type and style of dwelling that Members 
would allow.  No justification had been provided that the dwelling 
was needed in connection with a need for a rural enterprise or 
agricultural need.  The countryside in the vicinity and beyond was 
open and was felt to be harmful to the local character, and there 
were no policy justifications for a dwelling on site. 
 
Mr Cordy, Parish Council advised that the Parish Council had 
considered the application on two occasions and there were no 
objections.  Indeed strong support had been received from local 
residents and the proposed dwelling would fill in a gap between 
other dwellings not shown on the photos to the Committee, likewise 
the Stanfield quarry which was behind.  
 
Mr Burton, Agent stated that Stanfield was a single street village and 
the proposed dwelling was seen as a reinstatement on the initial site 
itself.  If the application was successful a full design would come 
forward and it would consist of traditional materials.  A rainwater 
harvester would be looked at and the applicant would like to 
introduce Code 4 to enhance the insulation of the building, a new 
access off Reed Lane was proposed. 
 
Refused as recommended. 
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(g) Item 7 : Bradenham : Land south side of Hale Road : Development 

of 6 open market homes and 5 local needs homes including 1 
special needs home for Clayland Estates Ltd : Reference : 
3PL/2010/1333/F 

 
 Deferred, see Minute No. 43/11 
 
(h) Item 8 : Weeting, Field Barn : Residential conversion of redundant 

barn & demolition of 2 existing farm buildings for Childerhouse 
Lodge Farms : Reference 3PL/2010/1369/F 

 
Councillor Bowes declared an interest in this item. 
 
The application sought full planning permission for the residential 
conversion of an agricultural building, which included the demolition 
of two adjacent large existing buildings. It was a revised scheme 
that sought to address concerns set out in the previous refusal.  It 
was within 1500m of the SPA Buffer Zone that had good levels of 
nests, and was also the habitat for Wood Larks and Night Jars. 
 
No comments had been received from the Parish Council, and no 
objections from Natural England. 
 
Mr Mathews, Agent advised that whilst the barn was outside the 
village of Weeting it was on the edge of Breckland and only three 
miles from Brandon.  The barn would benefit from electricity from a 
wind turbine, would offer the opportunity for someone to live on the 
farm and  prevent the loss of an outstanding barn, and the  
Applicant wished to it to be known that it would not be for open 
market sale and had explored other uses for the dwelling. 
 
Approved, contrary to the recommendation on the grounds that 
they did not agree that the site was in an unsustainable 
location and subject to conditions for the removal of 
development rights and lighting restriction. 

 
(i) Item 9 : Old Buckenham, Harlingwood Lane : Two detached single 

storey dwellings and garages for Mr C Greenacre & Mr R Foulger : 
Reference : 3PL/2011/0025/F 

 
Councillors had received a letter from Mr Took, Agent with regard to 
the application. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer advised that the application sought 
full planning permission to construct two single storey detached 
dwellings on land at Harlingwood Land, Old Buckenham.  The 
dwellings would be constructed in brick, render and clay pantiles 
and would comprise of attached garaging as well as carer 
accommodation. 
 
The site was outside the designated Settlement Boundary for Old 
Buckenham.  The Highways Authority had raised objection due to 
severely restricted visibility and both the Parish Council and 
Highways had concern with regard to the intensification of access.  
The Housing Officer had raised objection due to the lack of provision 
of affordable housing. 
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Four letters of support had been received along with 4 letters of 
objection and a petition had been received signed by 84 residents in 
favour of the application. 
 
The Committee’s attention was drawn to DC4 with regard to 
affordable dwellings and design.  Both the applicants suffered from 
ill health and one of the houses would include the ability to provide 
accommodation for a carer to one of the applicants. 
 
It was felt that in terms of character, the dwellings were rather large 
and urban looking  with a large area of hard surfacing which was not 
necessarily in keeping with the area.  The Applicants were not 
making any provision to affordable housing. 
 
PPS7 stated clear presumption against development in the 
countryside and normally those new dwellings should be justified; no 
agricultural case had been put forward in this instance, and the view 
was that there were other dwellings in the village available for the 
applicants even if they needed adaptations. 
 
Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways said the visibility at the junction was 
17m only, which fell short of the guidance of 59m and therefore was 
only a 28% compliance.  They objected on the grounds that 
inadequate visibility splays were provided at the road junction of 
Harlingwood Lane/Cake Street, which would result in the scheme 
causing danger and inconvenience to users of the adjoining public 
highway. 
 
Mrs Marshall, Resident, supported the application.  It was not a site 
of outstanding natural beauty but was perfect for an in-fill. She 
asked Members to look at the map shown on the slide, as there 
were three houses after the site and a big development further south 
of the village.   One of the applicants was a farmer.  She did not feel 
that the dwellings would make any difference to vehicle movements 
given that in the area there were already 3 businesses, private 
houses, a swimming pool/leisure centre and daily delivery traffic to a 
Stud, and that Highways should address the access if it was a 
recommendation that splays were not made. 
 
Mr Took, Agent said the local support remained at over 80 
signatures to a petition having been received and therefore justified 
the need for the proposal to be brought to the Committee.  The site 
was a genuine infill and part of Mr & Mrs Greenacre’s former 
greyhound training site, they had never known there to have been 
an accident on the road.  The frontage would be re-planted with 
indigenous hedging.  Both properties had been designed with the 
needs of both applicants in mind, and would allow easy access to 
the farm.  A contribution to affordable housing could be made. 
 
Mr Joel, Ward Representative, said the site was controversial in the 
village and neighbours opposed it.  At the application put forward in 
December 2010 the Parish Council had 6 votes to 2 in support.  The 
application had been resubmitted and reconsidered by the Parish 
Council with 5 votes to 4, the Parish Council had now objected.  The 
plot of land had been put in for LDF but rejected.  The Lane was 
used by the Stud farm,  and cars travelled to the private swimming 
pool. 
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The Chairman felt the design was over urbanised with a large 
amount of driveways and the application lended itself to another two 
dwellings. 
 
The Solicitor and Standards Consultant advised the Members that 
whether or not there was local opinion in favour, the Committee 
needed to look at the planning principles. 
 
Refused, as recommended. 
 
 

Notes to the Schedule 
 

Item No Speaker 
1 Mrs Tindale – Objector 

Mr Abel - Applicant 
2 Mr Took – Agent 

Mr Smith – Ward Representative 
3 Mr Claydon – Objector 

Mr Kennard – Applicant 
Mr Addison – For Breckland 

6 Mr Cordy – Parish Council 
Mr Gould – Applicant 
Mr Burton - Agent 

7 Mr Alhusen – Parish Council 
Mr Tilley – Applicant 
Mr Worsfold – NCC Highways 

8 Mr Mathews – Agent 
Mr Addison – For Breckland 

9 Mrs Marshall – Resident 
Mr Took – Agent 
Mr Worsfold – NCC Highways 
Mr Joel – Ward Representative 

 
 
Written Representations Taken Into Account 
 

Reference No. No. of Representations 
3PL/2010/0732/F 5 
3PL/2010/1244/O 3 
3PL/2010/1267/F 6 
3PL/2010/1327/O 6 
3PL/2010/1333/F 20 
3PL/2011/0025/F 7 

  
 

45/11 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE DEPUTY CHIEF EXECUTIVE 
(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 Noted.  
 

 

46/11 ENFORCEMENT ITEMS (FOR INFORMATION)   

  

 Noted.  
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47/11 APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION)   

  

 Noted.  
 

 

48/11 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
(FOR INFORMATION)  

 

  

 Noted.  
 

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 12.40 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

