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 Action By 

188/09 MINUTES  (AGENDA ITEM 1)   

  

 The minutes of the meeting held on 23 November 2009 were confirmed as 
a correct record and signed by the Chairman. 
  

 

189/09 APOLOGIES (AGENDA ITEM 2)   

  

 Apologies for absence were received from Mr W Borrett, Mr M Kiddle-
Morris, Mr R Kemp, Mr T Lamb and Mr M Spencer. 
  

 

190/09 DECLARATION OF INTEREST AND OF REPRESENTATIONS 
RECEIVED (AGENDA ITEM 3)  

 

  

 Members and Officers were asked to declare any interest at the time the 
applications were introduced. 
 
Members noted that they had received direct representation for Schedule 
Item 9 (Griston). 
 
Mr N Wilkin declared a personal and prejudicial interest in Schedule Item 2 
(Necton) by virtue of a) owning the land under consideration and b) the 
applicant being his son. 
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191/09 CHAIRMAN'S ANNOUNCEMENTS (AGENDA ITEM 4)   

  

 The Chairman made her standard announcements regarding fire exits, 
mobile phones and public speaking procedure. 
  

 

192/09 LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (AGENDA ITEM 7)   

  

 The Principal Planning Policy Officer advised Members that following 
receipt of the positive comments from the Inspector, the Core Strategy and 
Development Control Policies would be presented to Full Council on 
Thursday with a recommendation for adoption. 
 
The Principal Planning Policy Officer clarified the work being carried out by 
the LDF Task and Finish Group (LDF T&FG) which was preparing an initial 
document for consultation, on the review of rural settlement boundaries, 
which would take place from end of March to May 2010.  The views of the 
Group would be passed to the Overview and Scrutiny Commission (O&SC) 
which would make comments and recommendations to Cabinet prior to the 
commencement of that consultation. 
 
At this stage, informal views were invited from Town and Parish Councils 
with regard to the proposals being discussed at meetings held around the 
District.  During the six week public consultation from late March 2010, 
Town and Parish Councils would have an opportunity to submit their formal 
views on the proposals. 
 
All comments received from the consultation would be reported back to the 
LDF T&FG, O&SC and Cabinet before the submission of the document for 
approval by Council; there would then be a further opportunity for 
comments to be made.  There would be a final opportunity to make 
representation during the Examination in Public of the Site Specifics 
document. 
 
The next meeting of the LDF T&FG would be on 19 January 2010 at the 
Ecotech Centre in Swaffham when boundaries in the north-west quadrant 
of the district would be discussed.  The clerks of the parishes in that 
quadrant would be sent letters, in the near future, inviting them to attend. 
  

 

193/09 THETFORD: ERECTION OF 52 DWELLINGS, LAND OFF BRANDON 
ROAD FOR KIER HOMES: REFERENCE: 3PL/2009/0872/D (AGENDA 
ITEM 9)  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) introduced this report which 
sought reserved matters approval for 52 dwellings; ranging from one and 
two bed flats through to five bedroom detached houses.  A new residential 
estate road was also proposed, off Maine Road.   
 
A number of changes had been made to external materials to address 
concerns raised by the Town Council and some flintwork had been 
introduced to buildings and boundary walls.   
 
The Open Space provided was on land across Maine Road from the site 
and a crossing point would be provided.  This area adjoined existing Open 
Space and was well treed.  The houses opposite would overlook the play 
equipment to be installed, providing security. 
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Mr Chambers, Town Council, objected to the proposal.  The Town Council 
wanted a reduction in the number of houses and incorporation of the play 
area into the development.  They did not want to have to take on the 
management of an ill conceived scheme. 
 
Mr Raper, for Applicant, had 20 years experience as an architect. He said 
that the location of the Open Space had been agreed in the S106 
agreement attached to the Outline approval.  The houses opposite would 
provide surveillance but were also far enough away not to be bothered by 
noise from the play area.  The development had been designed to provide 
a strong sense of place with all houses having a view of trees to be retained 
on site.  The central green spine was aligned with the centre of Thetford 
and nearby schools. 
 
A local Member supported the Town Councils concerns re the play area 
and said that Maine Road was busy and it was not a good idea for children 
to have to cross a road to play. 
 
The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) said that the Open Space 
had been agreed at Outline stage and therefore could not be relocated but 
he assured Members that the Town Council would be consulted about the 
details of the play equipment proposed. 
 

RESOLVED that reserved matters approval be granted, subject to 
conditions relating to external materials, levels, access/parking and 
mitigation measures during construction. 

  
194/09 DEREHAM: ERECTION OF 15 DWELLINGS, LAND OFF WAPLES 

WAY: REFERENCE: 3PL/2009/0858/F AND DEREHAM: ERECTION OF 
5 DWELLINGS, LAND OFF WAPLES WAY: REFERENCE: 
3PL/2009/0859/F FOR BROADLAND HOUSING ASSOCIATION 
(AGENDA ITEM 10)  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) introduced this report 
concerning two planning applications for housing development on a long, 
rectangular site which was part of a former railway line.  Development 
would comprise a mixture of units including eleven two bedroom houses, 
eight two bedroom flats and a two bedroom bungalow.  An area of open 
space would be provided and an existing road would be extended into the 
site. 
 
Following an amendment to the position of the access road the Tree and 
Countryside Officer had withdrawn his objection. 
 
The comments of the Ward Representative, Mr Goreham, were read out.  
He had three objections on grounds of overdevelopment, loss of amenity to 
neighbouring properties and overburdening of traffic on the surrounding 
road network.  He also had concern re the open space provision and urged 
the committee to refuse the applications. 
 
Mr Savage, Applicant, said that the proposal adhered to planning policy.  
The density met policy standards and the framework of the build would be 
to sustainability code 3 and would meet this code level even if occupants 
made internal changes.  The mix of properties had been chosen to match 
an identified need and all would be for affordable rent. 
 
A local Member said that the Town Council had unanimously voted that this 
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was over-development.  He said that the site was narrow and unsuitable for 
development. 
 
The Principal Housing Officer (Strategy and Enabling) confirmed that there 
were 916 people on the housing register of whom 316 were from Dereham.  
There was a considerable unmet need in the parish. 
 
Another local Member was concerned that the photographs shown of the 
surrounding roads had been misleading, as he knew there were problems 
with access due to on-street parking. 
 

RESOLVED that both applications be deferred and the officers 
authorised to grant approval, subject to conditions, on completion of 
the section 106 agreement. 

  
195/09 CARBROOKE/GRISTON: RESIDENTIAL/EMPLOYMENT 

DEVELOPMENT, FORMER RAF WATTON TECHNICAL SITE: 
REFERENCES: 3PL/2005/0476/F & 3PL/2005/0477/O (AGENDA ITEM 
11)  

 

  

 The Principal Planning Officer (Major Projects) explained that this report 
concerned proposals to vary the terms of section 106 agreements relating 
to residential/employment development.  Further information had been 
provided in a supplementary report. 
 
Two permissions for over 600 houses, employment land, a local centre and 
open space were extant.  One had been granted by the Committee and the 
other had been refused by Committee and then allowed on appeal.  Both 
permissions were subject to legal agreements containing a range of 
planning obligations and requiring financial contributions toward public 
transport, education and library services. 
 
The Company that had originally been granted planning permission 
(Cofton) had sold the land to a variety of developers but retained 
responsibility for infrastructure and section 106 contributions.  Cofton had 
since gone into administration leaving some of the contributions 
outstanding. 
 
The developers were proposing a variation of the legal agreements to allow 
continued development.  The main outstanding issue was the construction 
of a roundabout at the second access to the site.  Money was available in 
separate accounts to meet future contribution requirements.  It was 
suggested that some of this money be released to fund the roundabout 
works. 
 
The District Valuer had confirmed that due to the drop in prices caused by 
market conditions the development would not be able to fund the 
roundabout works.  Government guidance did encourage Councils to be 
sympathetic in reviewing the terms of legal agreements where it would 
allow development to continue, although this should not be done unless 
there was justification. 
 
In this case it was considered that the provision of the roundabout did justify 
varying the terms as it would: 
 

1. allow for the delivery of housing, including affordable housing (when 
the Council did not have the required five year housing land supply 
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and did have a shortage of affordable housing); 

2. directly affect the viability of the service centre and provide access 
to the employment land adding to the sustainability of the scheme; 
and 

3. improve highway safety. 
 
Following extensive negotiations between officers, Norfolk County Council 
and the developers, two areas had been identified where contributions 
could be adjusted with minimal impact: i) a Breckland Council scheme for 
play equipment and open space and ii) public transport. 
 
The contribution revisions were subject to claw-back if market conditions 
improved and to the timing of the completion of the roundabout. 
 
Mr Bloomfield, Agent, explained that the cost of the roundabout had 
increased substantially.  It was currently partially completed and Norfolk 
County Council were incurring costs ensuring it functioned in that state. 
 
A local Member was sympathetic to the developers but also concerned 
about reducing contributions to transport as a Sunday bus service had only 
recently been secured, enabling young people to travel in to Norwich for 
work and leisure. 
 
Another Member suggested that the roundabout provision could be scaled 
down, or replaced by cross-roads, but it was pointed out that works had 
gone too far and changes would only increase the costs.  
 
A Member asked about the amount of open space available and it was 
confirmed that the original provision had exceeded requirements.  Sufficient 
open space and play areas had already been provided. 
 

RESOLVED to approve the variation of the legal agreements 
subject to the provisions set out in paragraph 12 of the 
supplementary report. 

  
196/09 SCHEDULE OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS (AGENDA ITEM 12)   

  

 RESOLVED that the applications be determined as follows: 
 
(a) Item 1: Bradenham: Land at Wood Farm, Church Lane: Installation 

of a 70m meteorological monitoring mast for a temporary period of 
two years for Next Generation Limited: Reference: 3PL/2009/0459/F 

 
This application had been approved for a temporary one year period 
by the Committee on 3 August 2009, subject to further consultation 
with Natural England and the RSPB.  No further comments from 
those consultees had been received.  However, it had transpired 
that certain technical issues in the application had been incorrect 
and these had since been addressed.  The application was 
therefore brought back to the Committee for reconsideration.   
 
It was noted that the mast had actually been erected recently and so 
the application was now retrospective, but this was not a material 
consideration in its determination. 
 
Mrs Hewett, Ward Representative for Bradenham, was surprised 
that this was not a material consideration.  She found the report 
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confusing and could not understand why the application could not 
be refused on the grounds of it being related to a future wind turbine 
application, but that it could be used as a reason to support its 
approval. 
 
Dr Hoare, objector, said that the mast was only being used to 
remedy the noise defects in previous turbine applications and that 
the applicant would not provide detailed information on its purpose.  
She questioned its legitimacy saying that: 
 
a) there was insufficient environmental and technical data to 

determine if the mast was ‘fit for purpose’; 
b) there was no policy covering masts for noise assessment; 
c) the site of the mast would not be a suitable site for a turbine; 
d) the guy wires were a wildlife hazard; and 
e) the mast failed to provide proper bird deterrents. 

 
Mr Muir, for Applicant, explained that at the last turbine inquiry, it 
had been suggested that alternative locations should be 
investigated and this application was doing that.  He also confirmed 
that bird deflectors would be fitted to the mast. 
 
Mr Hewett, Ward Representative for Shipdham, thought that there 
were still technical issues with the application: in particular the site 
history information and whether the mast was to assess wind or 
noise.  He also questioned the fact that the application could not be 
refused because it might help a future turbine application, but could 
be approved for that reason.  He quoted from the Policy Note in the 
Agenda saying that the planning process was set up to protect the 
public from unacceptable development.  The fact that the application 
was retrospective was not irrelevant to residents and Members 
should refuse the application. 
 
The Council’s Solicitor asked Members if they required any further 
details of the site history and it was clarified that this was the same 
application, in the same position as had previously been approved 
by the Committee on 3 August 2009.  That permission had never 
been issued, due to the technical issues in the application. 
 
Mr Muir, Agent, confirmed that the mast would monitor wind speed 
at various heights, not noise.  Noise monitoring equipment would be 
placed in the vicinity.  He explained that their previous turbine 
application had been refused at appeal on noise issues alone, due 
to defects in their noise assessment and this application would help 
remedy that. 
 
Members voted against the recommendation to approve the mast 
and then discussed reasons for refusal.  It was proposed that the 
application be refused due to detriment to the environment, but the 
Head of Legal Services was in attendance and advised that there 
was no evidence to support a refusal on those grounds. 
 
The Chairman advised Members that this application was likely to 
go to appeal and they must give the officers good grounds to work 
with. 
 
Further discussion followed in which the points raised by the 
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objector Dr Hoare, were addressed.   The Head of Legal Services 
gave advice on each. 
 
The original proposal was voted on again. 
 
Approved, subject to an extra condition ensuring sufficient bird 
deflectors were attached to the mast. 
 
Mr Labouchere, who was one of three Members who voted against 
the proposal, asked for his vote to be recorded. 
 

(b) Item 2: Necton: 19 Mill Street: Demolition of existing store and 
erection of 3 bedroom dwelling and detached garage for Mr Roy 
Wilkin: Reference: 3PL/2009/0846/F 

 
Mr Wilkin declared a personal and prejudicial interest in this item.  
He stayed for the presentation, gave a three minute speech and 
then left the room whilst it was discussed. 
 
This application sought full planning permission for the demolition of 
a storage building and the erection of a dwelling.  There was a 
highway objection due to inadequate visibility at the access which 
already served a commercial business and three other residential 
properties. 
 
Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways, said that the site currently generated 
little traffic.  The visibility splays fell well short of the required 
standard and approval would lead to more movements and an 
intensification of the use of the access. 
 
Mr Wilkin, said that the dwelling was for his son and daughter-in-law 
who were expecting their first child and were currently living in 
rented accommodation.  The daughter-in-law worked at the 
business on site.  The entrance had been widened some years ago 
and there had been no accidents or near misses. 
 
Mr Wilkin then left the room. 
 
A Member asked if there were any flooding issues in this area and it 
was confirmed that there were not.  Another Member supported the 
application saying that there were hundreds of similar accesses in 
Norfolk. 
 
Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject 
to conditions, on completion of a section 106 agreement tying 
the dwelling to the business. 

 
(c) Item 3: Dereham: Waples Way: Development of 5 No affordable 

dwellings with associated landscaping and access for Broadland 
Housing Association: Reference: 3PL/2009/0858/F 

 
Approved, subject to completion of legal agreement.  See 
Minute No 197/09. 

 
(d) Item 4: Dereham: Waples Way: Development of 15 No affordable 

dwellings with associated landscaping and access for Broadland 
Housing Association: Reference: 3PL/2009/0859/F 
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Approved, subject to completion of legal agreement.  See 
Minute No 197/09. 

 
(e) Item 5: Hardingham: Adjoining 10 Hackford Road: Erection of 

dwelling for Mr W R B Edwards: Reference: 3PL/2009/0866/F 
 

This application sought full planning permission for a two storey 
detached dwelling within garden land between two existing 
properties.  The proposed access was outside the district boundary 
and would be determined by South Norfolk District Council.  There 
were Highways and Policy objections. 
 
Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways, said that the site did not satisfy 
sustainable transport policies in the East of England Plan as it was 
not near to schools, shops and services. 
 
Mr Edwards, applicant, said there was a high demand for rented 
property in the village since the new hospital had been built.  He 
owned the properties either side of the site and both were rented 
out.  One had had 25 applicants and the other 35 when they were 
advertised.  The proposed house had been designed to fit in with 
local properties and would meet sustainability requirements.  
Special justification was that the development was infill on 
brownfield land and would meet strong local demand.  If approved 
the house should be ready to be occupied by summer 2010. 
 
Mr Jordan, Ward Representative, said that the village was spread 
over a huge area and could accommodate additional houses here 
and there.  The Parish Council supported this application.  There 
was a need for this type of housing in the village to meet high 
demand.  The site was in a good location, only 3 miles from 
Wymondham railway station. 
 
It was clarified that if approval was given it would be subject to 
approval of the access by South Norfolk. 
 
Approved as acceptable infill development on a brownfield site, 
contrary to the recommendation, subject to conditions re Code 
Level 3 build requirement and access approval by South 
Norfolk. 

 
(f) Item 6: Thetford: Land off Brandon Road: Erection of 52 houses and 

flats, garages and associated infrastructure for Kier Homes: 
Reference: 3PL/2009/0872/D 

 
Approved, see Minute No 196/09. 

 
(g) Item 7: Scarning: Foresters Lodge, Bradenham Lane: Change of 

use of ancillary accommodation to self contained annexe 
(retrospective) for Mr Shaun Fryett: Reference: 3PL/2009/0930/CU 

 
This application sought change of use of a garage to self-contained 
annexe accommodation.  The permission would be personal to the 
applicant and he would be asked to enter into a section 106 
agreement retaining the annex as ancillary accommodation to the 
main dwelling. 
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Deferred and the officers authorised to grant approval, subject 
to conditions, on completion of a section 106 agreement. 
 

(h) Item 8: Shropham: Land at Bradcar Road: Demolition of existing 
buildings and erection of dwelling and garage for Mr Patrick Taylor: 
Reference: 3PL/2009/0961/O 

 
This outline application sought permission for the erection of a 
single detached dwelling with attached garage.  Only access, layout 
and scale were to be considered.  Further information had been 
supplied by the applicant.  The dwelling would be built to Code Level 
3 standard and would be in keeping with the area.  There was a 
policy objection to this proposal as it was outside the settlement 
boundary with no strong justification to support it. 
 
Mr Worsfold, NCC Highways, said that the current site was a vacant 
field with no previous consents.  There was concern about the 
surrounding road network and remote location, together with the 
restricted width and lack of passing provision on Bradcar Road.  
Visibility was also poor at the Bradcar / Hargham Road junction and 
development would lead to highway danger and inconvenience and 
was contrary to policy. 
 
Mr Napier, Parish Council, supported the applicant who worked 
locally and currently lived with his parents in an agricultural worker’s 
tied cottage.  There was an existing permission for an operator’s 
licence in the vicinity and there had been no objections or problems 
and no accidents at the junction. 
 
Mr Took, Agent, said that the Planning Act allowed for exceptions to 
policy and he hoped that the family circumstances would be 
sufficient in this case.  The Taylor family had lived and worked in the 
area all their life.  They would have to vacate the tied dwelling on the 
father’s retirement.  The applicant had been left land by his 
grandfather to provide a family home.  Agricultural workers could not 
afford high house prices.  The applicant was happy to agree to a 
section 106 agreement if necessary.  With regard to sustainability, if 
the applicant did have to move away he would need to travel back to 
the village for his work.  As a key worker he needed to be in the 
area. 
 
Mr Cowen, Ward Representative, said there was a significant 
shortfall in available housing land and this applicant had land which 
could help to address that.  There were no opportunities for 
development in Shropham and this site was only just outside the 
Settlement Boundary.    He urged the Committee to support the 
application.   
 
The Council’s Principal Housing Officer (Strategy and Enabling) 
confirmed that occupants of tied accommodation received priority on 
the housing register when they approached retirement.  She said 
that there were policies allowing exception sites but they needed to 
be controlled in perpetuity.  No advice had been sought from the 
Housing Authority regarding the housing needs of the applicant and 
alternative options were available such as purchasing from the open 
market and other rented accommodation. 
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A Member said that there were currently proposals to tighten the 
settlement boundary around Shropham but he felt that people 
should be encouraged to stay in the villages.  He pointed out that 
there was a fishing club adjacent the site and they did not seem to 
have problems with the road.  He supported the application. 
 
Another local Member agreed that although the road was narrow 
and the junction was not good there had been no accidents that he 
knew of.  There was also a large processing plant in the vicinity with 
100 employees, many of whom used the junction. 
 
The Council’s Solicitor advised Members to be consistent.  They 
must decide if the personal circumstances outweighed the strong 
policy objections.  
 
Following further discussion it was confirmed that the site would not 
meet exception site policy tests.  It was also pointed out that if 
approval was granted a recreation contribution would be required. 
 
Deferred, contrary to recommendation, and the officers 
authorised to grant approval, subject to conditions, on 
completion of a section 106 agreement for a recreation 
contribution, the reason for approval being exceptional 
personal circumstances. 

 
(i) Item 9: Griston: The Waggon & Horses PH, Caston Road: New 

cottage style dwelling for Mr S Currie: Reference: 3PL/2009/0968/O 
 

This application sought outline permission for the erection of a two 
storey detached dwelling within part of the beer garden and car park 
of the Waggon & Horses PH.  Only access and scale were to be 
considered.  The site was outside the settlement boundary and was 
therefore contrary to policy. 
 
The Ward Representative had written asking Members to support 
the proposal which would allow the applicant to expand the business 
by providing tourist accommodation in the existing living 
accommodation in the pub.  Many pubs were closing and this was 
an opportunity to help to keep one open. 
 
Mr Ulyrich, Parish Council, said that many pubs in the area were 
struggling but this one was thriving and the landlord was trying to 
improve it.  The site was only just outside the settlement boundary.  
The only way to expand the business was to use the existing 
accommodation.  The Parish Council fully supported the application 
as long as the new dwelling was tied to the pub by a legal 
agreement. 
 
Mr Currie, applicant, had been landlord of the pub for three and a 
half years.  He had worked hard to build a successful business and 
wanted to continue to expand.  There was a lot of letting potential in 
the area.  The proposal site was currently unused land and would 
provide his family with some privacy and a place for the children 
away from the pub whilst enabling him, as landlord, to maintain 24 
hour security and management of the pub and bed and breakfast 
business. 
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Some Members wanted to support this popular local pub but others 
were concerned that permission would not necessarily ensure that 
the pub stayed open and could lead to the site being split up in the 
future. 
 
The recommendation for refusal was tied and so the proposal failed. 
 
Members discussed the potential for the applicant to extend, but he 
explained that they had explored that option, but with three young 
children he felt it necessary to give them some privacy and provide 
them with a garden.   
 
The vote for refusal was retaken and lost and a new proposal was 
put to approve the application for reasons relating to the personal 
circumstances, acceptability for the continued viability of the pub 
and that the site was not unsustainable. 
 
Deferred, contrary to recommendation, and the officers 
authorised to grant approval, subject to conditions, on 
completion of a section 106 agreement to tie the dwelling to the 
pub. 

 
(k) Item 10: Beeston: Valley Farm, Watery Lane: Change of use of land 

for siting of mobile home to supervise business (retrospective) by Mr 
J Ogilvy: Reference: 3PL/2009/0984/F 

 
This application sought the change of use of land for the stationing 
of a mobile home in connection with an agricultural enterprise.  
Policy required functional and financial tests to be satisfied.  A 
previous application had been refused and dismissed at appeal.  
The Inspector had considered that the functional test had been 
satisfied, but that insufficient financial information had been provided 
to meet the requirements. 
 
The current proposal provided two year’s accounts and projected 
figures for the next three years, which indicated that the business 
was viable and capable of supporting a full time agricultural worker. 
 
Mrs Fowler, from the Parish Council, said that the applicant had 
been living on the site for about three years; despite two previous 
refusals, two dismissed appeals and an enforcement notice.  She 
said it made a nonsense of the planning process and that approval 
would set a precedent. 
 
Mr Hammond, for the applicant, said that if the audited accounts had 
been available for the appeal there would have been no need for 
this application.  It was important for the applicant to be on site 24/7 
for animal welfare.  He was willing to re-site the mobile home to a 
less prominent position if desired. 
 
Mr Kiddle-Morris, Ward Representative, said he did not like to go 
against rural enterprise, but this was in the wrong place.  He 
supported the Parish Council and explained that there were no 
objections from residents because they had all been passed to the 
Parish Council for representation.  Finally he said that he doubted 
the man hours quoted in support of the applicant’s need to be on-
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site all the time. 
 
The Chairman said that several people had approached her, as 
Ward Representative of Beeston, with concerns about the position 
of the development in previously open countryside which drained 
into the Nar Valley, a sensitive site. 
 
Members sought clarification of the following points: 
 

1. The applicant had bought the land from a local famer and 
moved onto it immediately.  He had no family or property 
in the village; 

2. Any temporary permission granted would run from the 
date of the approval, not from the date the applicant 
moved in; 

3. The nature of the enterprise was such that stock levels 
were low at certain times of the year and much higher at 
others, but the Inspector had accepted the functional 
case. 

 
Refused, contrary to recommendation due to failure to enhance 
and an unsatisfactory financial case. 

 
(k) Item 11: Garvestone: Roseville, Town Lane: two storey side and 

rear extension (partly over existing rear single storey section) and 
single storey rear and side extension by Mr R & Mrs S Walker: 
Reference: 3PL/2009/0989/F 

 
This application proposed an extension which would be subservient 
to the existing cottage and provide additional living accommodation. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
(l) Item 12: Dereham: Breckland Business Centre, St Withburga Lane: 

Replace existing unauthorised lean-to to rear of Breckland Business 
Centre with a timber constructed lean-to by Breckland District 
Council: Reference: 3PL/2009/1064/F 

 
This application sought the replacement of a UPVC glazed lean-to 
with a new timber and glass structure to provide access to the 
basement of the offices. 
 
Approved, as recommended. 

 
Notes to the Schedule 
 

Item No Speaker 
1 Mrs Hewett – Ward Representative  

Mr Hewett – Ward Representative 
Dr Hoare – Objector 
Mr Muir – Applicant 
Mr Horn – Breckland Council 

2 Mr Worsfold – NCC Highways 
3&4 

(Agenda 
Item 10) 

Mr Savage – Applicant 
Mr Mumford Smith – Applicant 

5 Mr Jordan – Ward Representative 
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Mr Edwards – Applicant 
Mr Worsfold – NCC Highways 

6 
(Agenda 
Item 9) 

Mr Chambers – Town Council 
Mr Raper - Applicant 

8 Mr Cowen – Ward Representative 
Mr Napier – Parish Council 
Mr Worsfold – NCC Highways 
Mrs Smith – Breckland Council 
Mr Took - Agent 

9 Mr Ulrych – Parish Council 
Mr Currie - Applicant 

10 Mr Kiddle-Morris – Ward Representative 
Mrs Fowler – Parish Council 
Mr Hammond – for Applicant 

Agenda 
Item 11 

Mr Bloomfield - Agent 

 
Written Representations taken into account 
 

Reference No No of Representations 
3PL/2009/0459/F 10 
3PL/2009/0858/F 3 
3PL/2009/0859/F 5 
3PL/2009/0872/D 1 
3PL/2009/0930/CU 1 
3PL/2009/0846/F 1 
3PL/2009/0961/O 18 

  
197/09 REMOVAL OF A HEDGEROW AT HOE WITHOUT PRIOR 

SUBMISSION OF A HEDGEROW REMOVAL NOTICE (AGENDA ITEM 
13)  

 

  

 The Council’s Tree and Countryside Officer advised Members that 
hedgerow adjacent to the B1146 had been removed without the prior 
submission of a Hedgerow Removal Notice.  This was a statutory 
requirement in itself. 
 
The hedgerow had been there since at least 1945.  Members were shown 
maps of the site and photographs of the evidence of the hedge’s removal.   
 
The Committee’s views were sought on whether to proceed with a 
prosecution and/or Replanting Notice. 
 
A Member said that, subject to legal advice, the Council should take the 
most severe action in response to this act. 
 

RESOLVED to  
 

1) direct officers to pursue prosecution proceedings subject to 
the satisfaction of their legal advisors; and 

2) authorise the issue of a Hedgerow Replacement Notice to 
secure the replanting of the hedgerow in the same place as 
the one removed. 

  

 



Development Control Committee 
14 December 2009 

 
  Action By 

 
198/09 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY THE DEPUTY CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

(AGENDA ITEM 14)  

 

  

 The report was tabled at the meeting. 
 
This item was noted. 
 
  

 

199/09 ENFORCEMENT ITEMS (AGENDA ITEM 15)   

  

 This item was noted. 
  

 

200/09 APPLICATIONS DETERMINED BY NORFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL 
(AGENDA ITEM 16)  

 

  

 This item was noted. 
  

 

201/09 APPEAL DECISIONS (AGENDA ITEM 17)   

  

 This item was noted. 
  

 

 
 
The meeting closed at 3.25 pm 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 


	Minutes

