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Andrew Martin 
South Norfolk Council 
Thorpe Lodge 
1 Yarmouth Road 
Norwich 
NR7 0DU 7 February 2023 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Hill House, Saxlingham Nethergate 
Application No. 2022/2086 

 
We refer to our letter dated 23 January, and now wish to respond to the further evidence 
submitted by the applicant, and posted on the authority’s planning website on 20 January. 
 
In short, this further evidence, far from substantiating the applicant’s case, serves to 
reinforce our view that unlawful activities at the property were interrupted by the lockdown 
and other measures introduced under the Coronavirus Act 2020, and that there can have 
been no question of enforcement action in that period. Accordingly the clock stopped well 
short of the accrual of a qualifying 10-year period for immunity. We therefore confirm our 
view that the application must be refused for the reasons set out in paragraph 38 of our 
previous letter.  
 
More fundamentally, we do not believe that the application itself can be properly described 
as a “valid application” within the meaning of article 39(12). An application for a certificate 
is required by virtue of s193 and article 39(1) to “include the particulars specified or referred 
to in the form”, which in sections in the form headed “Reason for Lawful Development 
Certificate” and “Grounds for application for a Lawful Development Certificate” call for such 
matters to be specified. National planning guidance also refers to the requirement for an 
application to describe precisely what is being applied for. Given that the applicant has 
nowhere expressly identified the reason or grounds in s191(2) relied upon, it is impossible 
to see how the requirements of article 39 can conceivably have been satisfied. That is why 
in our letter of 3 January we raised this question with you as a preliminary issue, to which 
we await your reply. 
 
In the meantime, we remain firmly of the view that the application submitted on 4 
November 2022 was not a valid application, and the authority did not act lawfully in 
validating it, without at least insisting on this fundamental preliminary point being clarified 
first. Furthermore we note that the authority has not seen fit to exercise its powers under 
article 39(9) and/or s171C to require the applicant to provide further specified information 
to enable the authority to deal with the application – please again refer to paragraphs 32 
and 33 of our 23 January letter. When you do reply therefore, and so that we can make sure 



we have understood the position correctly, will you please also send us a copy of the notes 
or minutes of the pre-application advisory meeting held with the applicant on 12 October 
2022 and a copy of your completed validation checklist. 
 
In so far as separate minutes or notes were taken of the pre-application discussions 
concerning the three other applications, namely 2022/2120, 2022/2116 and 2022/2098, will 
you please send us copies of those as well, together with the completed validation 
checklists in each case? 
 
You will be aware that, as at 3 February, no less than 60 letters of objection from local 
residents have been submitted and posted on the authority’s planning website, which 
reflects in our view a significant lack of confidence in the planning enforcement regime in 
this area. They and others in the community are sick and tired of what they regard as a form 
of mission creep in the activities at Hill House over the last few years constituting a serious 
abuse of the planning control system. They also find it inexplicable that the authority at no 
stage appears to have considered, let alone seen fit to actually take any enforcement action, 
and that its compliance officer, in the face of a mass of evidence to the contrary, has 
repeatedly asserted that there has been no material change of use and the property is being 
used as a single dwellinghouse (most recently on the record in an email to us dated 1 April 
2021).  
 
Whatever the initial outcome of this particular application, we do not expect the authority’s 
decision to be the end of the matter. In the event of a certificate being granted, there will 
almost certainly be grounds for a judicial review challenge. In the event of a refusal, the 
applicant will be entitled to appeal or may re-apply. In either event, so long as the 
objectionable activities continue, we shall expect the authority to take a much more 
proactive – and with respect, competent – approach to issues of enforcement than has been 
evident in the past. In extremis, the authority should seriously consider making an 
application to the court under s187B to restrain or to put a stop to any unlawful activity 
entirely. 
 

Yours faithfully, 

 
 
Julie King 
Parish Clerk 
 


