FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REVIEW

Held Friday 1 May 2009 10.00 am

Reviewing Officer: Andy Radford (Director of Finance, Property and IT)

Legal Adviser: Tamsin Eddison (Principal Solicitor)

Background

Review of request by Mr C P Elliott for information relating to enforcement
notices issued by South Norfolk Council.

T4,

1.2.

1.3.

On 9 March 2009 a Freedom of Information request was received by
South Norfolk Council from Mr C P Elliott requesting information around
enforcement notices, which is reproduced below:

“1) How many times has South norfolk district Council entered
enforcement notices in its local land charge registers that have not
been authorised by the Chair or Deputy Chair of the Planning
Committee. as required by its constitution.

2) How fong does it take the Head of Planning Services according
to the SNDC Service standards to respond to a complaint that the
Council has introduced about 24 stop and enforcement notices
related to a single property in its local land charge registers, and
used some of its flawed notices to authorise sale of land.

3) On how many occassions have the Leader of the Council and
Cabinet Member for the Planning Committee (either individually or
collectively) been identified as having authorising enforcement
action by officers contrary to the SNDC constitution.

4) What are the likely costs to the SNDC of these ulltra vires acts by
the SNDC staff.”

On 17 March 2009, after receiving advice from the Planning Enforcement
Officer, the Scrutiny and Information Rights Officer emailed Mr Elliott. She
advised we did hold the information in relation to Q1, but that such
instances are not recorded centrally, and it would be necessary to go
through every single record where enforcement action has been
authorised. Mr Elliott’s request for information would not therefore be
processed as the cost would exceed the appropriate limit. This limit is 2.5
days work. She further advised that if he was interested in a particular
planning enforcement notice, this information is reasonably accessible as
all such notices are published on our website.

In terms of the further questions 2 to 4, the Scrutiny and Information Rights
Officer advised under section 14(1), the Freedom of Information Act 2000
states that "Section 1(1) does not oblige a public authority to comply with a



3.2 The panel upheld the Information Rights Officer's decision that question 2
is vexatious.

3.3 The panel did not uphold the Information Rights Officer’s decision that
question 3 and 4 are vexatious and advised that a response should be
given, that of stating the Council is unaware of any authorisation for
enforcement which is contrary to the constitution, which means that
guestion 4 is not relevant.

]

Dated 7 May 2009 : )

Andy Radford (‘Direct%r of Finance, Property and IT)



