
APPEAL DECISIONS (FOR INFORMATION)

APP/F2605/C/14/2221794 and 2221798:  FRANSHAM:  Land known as Top Farm:  Appeals by 
Mr. J.G. Hill and Ms. H. Hill against an enforcement notice:  The breach of planning control is the 
material change of use of the land from land used for agriculture to a mixed use of land used for 
agriculture and use for the stationing and residential use of a mobile home
Reference:  ENF/2013/0149/CAS

Decision:  Appeals dismissed.  Notice varied and upheld.  Notice varied by deletion of "and 
touring caravans" and their replacement with "any  touring caravans used in a manner ancillary to 
the residential mobile home"

Summary:  The appellants' consider that the mobile home is a caravan and they can live in it on 
site under Part 5 of Schedule 2 of the GPDO.  The appellants contend that the mobile home is 
required with regard to paragraph 9 of Schedule 1 of the 1960 Caravan Sites and Control of 
Development Act.  The appellants moved the caravan onto the land to provide accommodation 
while engineering works were carried out, following a Council decision that no prior approval was 
required for a Nissen hut on the land to house machinery.  Notwithstanding the extent of the site 
and various vehicles and items of equipment on it which may be related to works on the land, no 
documentary evidence is submitted and no details of the extent or nature of works are provided.  

The Inspector concluded that the appellants' evidence falls well short of being sufficiently precise 
to show that the stationing of the mobile home is permitted by Part 5, Class A of the GPDO

APP/F2604/C/14/2220700 and 2220701:  FRANSHAM:  Land known as Top Farm:  Appeals by 
Mr. J.G. Hill and Ms. H. Hill against an enforcement notice.  The breach of planning control is the 
erection of a wooden structure on the land for residential purposes.
Reference:  ENF/2013/0149/CAS

Decision:  Appeals dismissed.  Notice upheld

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the erection of the wooden structure is operational 
development for which planning permission is required.  It is not part of the mobile home.  No such 
permission has been granted.  The appellants provided no substantive evidence to support their 
case but assert that the wooden structure is part of the mobile home.

APP/F2605/A/14/2229365: HARLING:  The Cottage, Market Street:  Appeal by D.A.P. Building & 
Construction Services Limited against the refusal of planning permission for the erection of a new 
dwelling
Reference:  3PL/2014/0700/F

Decision:  The appeal is allowed and planning permission granted subject to conditions

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that the modest scale and overall design of the proposal 
would not result in a harmful form of overdevelopment but would reflect the varied character of 
development in the area, including in the immediate vicinity of the site and have a positive visual 
relationship with neighbouring dwellings.  The proposal would preserve the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area and would not harm the significance of this designated 
heritage asset.  The addition of one dwelling would be unlikely to have a material effect on parking 
problems in the area.  The proposal would be unlikely to cause unacceptable inconvenience to 
occupiers of nearby dwellings.    



APP/F2605/C/14/2225179:  MATTISHALL:  Land known as The Paddocks, Mill Road:  Appeal by 
Ms. M. Cook against an enforcement notice:  The breach of planning control is failure to comply 
with a condition of planning permission 3PL/2007/1579 which states: "Unless permission is granted 
beforehand for its retention, the mobile home hereby permitted shall be removed and the land 
reinstated to its former condition on or before 30th November, 2010".
Reference:  ENF/2014/00159/CAS

Decision:  The appeal is dismissed and the enforcement notice upheld.  

Summary:  The Inspector concluded that there is no dispute that the mobile home remains on the 
land is occupied for residential purposes.  The appellant alleges the condition is invalid; in effect 
stating the 2007 permission is a permanent permission.
The condition was imposed not just to protect amenity but to allow the appellant "to source 
alternative accommodation or demonstrate an agricultural need"..  The condition is considered 
relevant to the Council's planning objectives and it serves a clear planning purpose.  Counter to the 
appellant's stance, the condition is drafted in such as way that makes it clear what must be done to 
comply with it.  The condition is considered reasonable.  The appellant claims the mobile home is 
immune from action, having been on site more than 4 years.  The Inspector concluded that the 
development involves a change of use of land,  the immunity period for which would be 10 years 
as would the breach of condition 2.

APP/F2605/14/C/2226427 (APPEALS A & B)  AND
APP/F/2605/C/14/2227025 & 6 (APPEALS C & D)  :  LYNG:  Land known as The Clump, 
Easthaugh Road:  Appeals by Mr. Glandfield (Appeals A & C) and Mrs. Glandfield (Appeals B & D) 
against two enforcement notices.  
The breach of planning control the subject of Appeals A & B is without planning permission, the 
material change of use of the land from agriculture to residential use including use of the land for 
the stationing of a caravan for residential purposes.
The breach of planning control the subject of Appeals C & D is without planning permission, the 
erection of a timber cabin on the land for residential purposes.

Decision:  The appeals are allowed in relation to Appeals C & D (the timber cabin).  The appeals 
are dismissed with regard to Appeals A & B (the material change of use).  The notice subject of 
appeals A & B is varied so as to take account of the decisions in relations to Appeals C & D.

Summary:  Appeals C & D (the cabin)  The Inspector concluded that based on evidence in 
photographs and from local landowners, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, the appellants 
have proved that, on the balance of probability, the timber building has been in situ more than four 
years at the time the notice was issued and it was immune from enforcement action.  The 
enforcement notice will be quashed

Appeals A & B (the material change of use)  The Inspector concluded that the plot has, over a 
number of years, been used for recreational purposes where people may have stayed from time to 
time.  There is no evidence of a continuous residential use of the kind that would be necessary to 
establish a lawful use.  The material change of use appears to have occurred several years after 
the timber cabin was erected.  That operation does not seem to have been integral to and solely 
for the unauthorised use.  The requirement regarding removal of the timber cabin is removed from 
the notice.
. 


