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Appeal Decisions 
Hearing held and site visit made on 10 October 2017 

by Jean Russell MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date:  10 January 2018 

 

Appeal A: APP/L3625/C/16/3164888 

Appeal B: APP/L3625/C/16/3164884 
Land Parcel 529118 146618 immediately adjacent to and north of Crossways 
Cottages, Mason’s Bridge Road, Redhill, RH1 5JU 

 Appeals A and B are made under section 174 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 

amended by the Planning and Compensation Act 1991. 

 Appeals A and B are made by Mr Caleb Jones against enforcement notices issued by Reigate 

& Banstead Borough Council. 

Appeal A/Notice A: 

 The enforcement notice numbered E.01/822 was issued on 10 November 2016.  

 The breach of planning control as alleged in Notice A is without planning permission the 

unauthorised material change of use of Metropolitan Green Belt Land from agricultural/nil 

use to Land used for the siting of a caravan used residentially. 

 The requirements of Notice A are: remove the caravan from the land and cease the use to 

site a caravan used residentially. 

 The period for compliance with the requirements is three months. 

 Appeal A is proceeding on the ground set out in section 174(2)(g) of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as amended.  

Appeal B/Notice B: 

 The enforcement notice numbered E.01/821 was issued on 10 November 2016.  

 The breach of planning control as alleged in Notice B is without planning permission the 

unauthorised laying of hard-standing across the entire site and the erection of close-boarded 

fencing in concrete posts with wrought-iron gates and of timber bollards. 

 The requirements of Notice B are: remove the hard-standing, boundary treatment consisting 

of wrought-iron gates and bollards, and remove from the site any consequent debris. 

 The period for compliance with the requirements is three months. 

 Appeal B is proceeding on the ground set out in section 174(2)(c) of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as amended. 

Summary of Decisions: Appeals A and B succeed in part but the enforcement 
notices are upheld as corrected and varied in the terms set out below in the 

Formal Decision. 
 

 

Appeal C: APP/L3625/W/17/3174834 
Land north of Crossways Cottages, Mason’s Bridge Road, Redhill, RH1 5JU 

 Appeal C is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

 Appeal C is made by Caleb Jones against the decision of Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 

to refuse to grant planning permission. 

 The planning application (ref: 16/01964/F) was dated 23 August 2016 and refused by notice 

dated 1 May 2017. 

 The development proposed is described as a ‘single pitch site for settled gypsy 

accommodation including the provision of boundary fence and entrance gate’. 

Summary of Decision: Appeal C is allowed, and planning permission is granted 
subject to conditions set out below in the Formal Decision. 
 

 



Appeals: APP/L3625/C/16/3164888, APP/L3625/16/3164884 & APP/L3625/W/17/3174834 
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PRELIMINARY MATTERS 

The Relationship between the Appeals 

1. The enforcement notices that are subject to Appeals A and B concern – except in 
respect of reconcilable differences discussed below – the same developments and 

land as the planning application subject to Appeal C.  

2. In addition to the grounds of appeal set out above, both notices were appealed on 
ground (a): that planning permission ought to be granted for the matters alleged. 

However, the notices were issued on such a date that this ground could not be 
accepted1. Thus, my decision to allow Appeal C and permit the development 

subject to the planning application will not result in the notices being quashed. 

3. Under s180(1) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the 1990 Act), where 
planning permission is granted for development which was carried out before the 

grant but after the service of an enforcement notice, the notice shall cease to 
have effect so far as inconsistent with that permission. The permission granted 
under Appeal C will override Notices A and B insofar as they are inconsistent – 

but the notices will take effect if the permission is not implemented in accordance 
with its terms and conditions. 

The Site Subject to the Appeals 

4. The plans attached to the enforcement notices, and the plans submitted with the 
planning application, during the course of the application and during the hearing 
show the site as being of different sizes, due to discrepancies in the plotting of 

the northern boundary. None of the plans shown the site being of the size 
described in the ‘Planning, Design, Access and Travelling Statement’. 

5. The Council and appellant measured the site as being some 25.3m long on the 

western frontage, and 16m across. This means that the northern boundary is 
essentially in the position shown on the location plan submitted with the 
application. I shall consider Appeal C on this basis. 

6. The plans attached to Notices A and B show that site as being some 15m x 16m, 
so part of the development on the ground is not subject to enforcement action; 
the appellant is not required to ‘cease the use’ or remove structures across the 

part of the site which is excluded from enforcement plans. Under s176(1)(a) of 
the 1990 Act, I may correct any error or defect in the notices so long as there 
would be no injustice to the Council or the appellant. He put it to the hearing that 

widening the scope of the notices would cause injustice. 

7. However, the appellant is aware of the extent of his pitch; he applied for planning 
permission on the basis of an accurate location plan. The area which is developed 

but not within the ‘enforcement site’ has no separate access and could not be 
readily put to residential use on its own. Correcting the notices would not cause 
the appellant practical difficulties – but would clarify the effect of the notices in 

the event that the permission granted under Appeal C is not implemented.  

8. I am satisfied that the revised location plan with accurate measurements could be 
substituted for the plans attached to the notices without causing any injustice. 

Thus, any reference to the ‘site’ in this decision means the site as shown on the 
location plan subject to Appeal C and the plans appended to this decision. 

                                       
1 Under s174(2A) of the 1990 Act, an appeal may not be brought on ground (a) if the land to which the 
enforcement notice relates is in England and the notice was issued after the making of a related planning 
application, but before the end of the period applicable under s78(2)  for determination of that application. 
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9. The site is laid out as shown on the planning application drawings, with a static 

caravan in the south eastern corner and space to the north for vehicle parking 
and circulation. The site adjoins mature woodland to the north and east, 2 
Crossways Cottages to the south and Mason’s Bridge Road to the west. 

The Lawful Use of the Site and Whether the Land is “Previously Developed” 

10. The appellant submitted a title plan to the hearing which indicates that the site 
was once in common ownership with 1 Crossways Cottages. However, it does not 

follow that the site has ever been used for domestic or ‘amenity’ purposes, and so 
I do not have the evidence – or remit – to ascertain the lawful use. That said, it is 

unlikely that the site could ever have been within the ‘curtilage’ of no.1 when 
there is an intervening property at no. 2. Whatever the land history, the appellant 
accepts that there has been a material change of use to develop a caravan site.  

11. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) defines ‘previously 
developed land’ as: land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, 
including the curtilage of the developed land…This excludes: land that is or has 

been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; [certain] land in built-up 
areas…and land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the 
permanent structure…have blended into the landscape in the process of time’. 

12. The site previously included a permanent structure – a shed – and is outside of a 
built-up area, but I still do not accept that it is previously developed. No matter 
what use the shed and land may once have been put to, photographs show that 

the latter had become overgrown, and the former had become derelict and 
blended into the landscape by the time that development commenced2. 

The Developments Subject to the Appeals 

13. It is not necessary for an enforcement notice to allege what any material change 
of use was from. Given the question about the lawful use discussed above, I shall 
delete the reference to ‘agricultural/nil use’ in Notice A. I shall also delete the 

reference to ‘Metropolitan Green Belt Land’ because that is a policy designation 
and irrelevant to whether development is in breach of planning control. 

14. Notice A suggests that there is only one caravan on the land, but the appellant 

seeks permission under Appeal C to site one static and one touring caravan. A 
caravan site may include any number of caravans, unless that is restricted by 
condition, because the development is the change of use of the land. As agreed 

at the hearing, I shall correct Notice A to allege ‘the material change of use of 
land to residential use through the siting of residential caravans’. 

15. It was also agreed that Notice B should be corrected to allege ‘operational 

development involving the laying of hardstanding and the erection of close-
boarded fencing in concrete posts, wrought-iron gates and timber bollards’. It is 
not necessary or right to say that there is hardstanding across the entire site. 

16. The development proposed under Appeal C would be precisely described as ‘the 
material change of use of land to residential use through the siting of residential 
caravans for one traveller pitch with associated parking and amenity space, and 

operational development involving the laying of hardstanding and the erection of 
a shed, fencing, gates and bollards’. The appellant questioned at the hearing 
whether his new shed would require permission, but it was erected to facilitate 

the proposed change of use, and to remain on site for as long as the use subsists.  

                                       
2 Hearing photographs P2 
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The Requirements of Notice B 

17. Under s173(11), where an enforcement notice could have required any buildings 
or works to be removed but does not do so; and all of the requirements of the 
notice have been complied with, then, so far as the notice did not so require, 

planning permission shall be treated as having been granted by virtue of s73A in 
respect of development consisting of the construction of the buildings or works.  

18. Notice B alleges that fencing is erected but does not require that the fencing is 

removed. If Notice B was left as it is and complied with, the effect of s173(11) 
would be that planning permission is granted for the fence. However, the ground 

(c) appeal relates only to the fencing; the appellant clearly perceived that the 
Council intended to enforce against that structure. Notice B can be corrected 
without causing injustice to require the removal of the fencing.  

Appeals A and B, and the Periods for Compliance with the Enforcement Notices  

19. The appellant has appealed Notice A on ground (g), which is that the period for 
compliance with the requirements of the notice falls short of what is reasonable. 

As discussed below, he seeks more than three months to cease the alleged use. 

20. I suggested at the hearing that (g) should be added to the grounds of appeal 
against Notice B – without prejudice to my actual decision on this ground – 

because it would not be reasonable to require the removal of the hardstanding on 
the site before the use must be ceased and the caravans removed. The parties 
agreed and made representations on ground (g) on this basis. 

APPEAL B ON GROUND (C) 

21. Ground (c) is that the matters alleged in the enforcement notice do not constitute 
a breach of planning control. This is a legal ground of appeal and the onus is on 

the appellant to make his case on the balance of probabilities. 

22. The appellant claims that the erection of the fencing was not in breach of planning 
control because planning permission for the operations was granted under Article 

3, Schedule 2, Part 2, Class A of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 – the GPDO. 

23. Class A provides that the erection of any fence or other means of enclosure is 

permitted development (PD), subject to conditions and limitations. Under 
paragraph A.1(a)(ii), the height of any such fence erected adjacent to a highway 
used by vehicular traffic must not exceed 1m above ground level; otherwise, 

under A.1(b), it must not exceed 2m above ground level. 

24. The appeal fence is approximately 1.65m high and erected on land facing Mason’s 
Bridge Road. The appellant claims that the fence does not fall foul of A.1(a)(ii) 

because it is not ‘adjacent to’ but separated from the road by a verge. However, 
the Council has shown that the verge is in fact within the extent of the highway3. 

25. The appellant put it to the hearing that the fence is separated from the highway 

by an ‘intervening feature’ – laurels planted on the verge. However, the presence 
of vegetation does not alter the fact of the verge being within the highway. I also 
saw that the laurels do not form a continuous hedgerow and the fence remains 

the principal means of enclosing the site. 

                                       
3 Map provided at Appendix 5 of the Council’s statement of case; Hearing plan C. 
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26. The appellant has not shown that the fence is permitted under Article 3, Schedule 

2, Part 2, Class A of the GPDO. On the balance of probabilities, the fence is 
adjacent to a highway used by vehicular traffic as well as more than 1m above 
ground level, and so it is not PD4. The matters alleged constitute a breach of 

planning control and Appeal B must fail on ground (c).   

APPEAL C 

Main Issues 

27. The Framework states that ‘inappropriate development’ is harmful to the Green 
Belt by definition; it should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 

Policy CS3 of the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy (CS) and Policy Co1 of the 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Local Plan 2005 (LP) set out similar provisions. 
The Framework also states that, when considering any planning application, 

substantial weight should be given to any harm to the Green Belt.  

28. The types of development which the Framework suggests are not ‘inappropriate’ 
do not include the making of a material change of use of land. Planning Policy for 

Traveller Sites 2015 (PPTS) affirms that the use of land as a traveller site is 
‘inappropriate development’ in the Green Belt.  

29. The appeal traveller site is for private occupation; it does not represent affordable 

housing for local community needs. The appellant accepted at the hearing that 
the change of use is inappropriate development in the Green Belt. Accordingly, I 
consider that the main planning issues are: 

Objections made by the Council and/or interested parties: 

 The effect of the residential caravan site use on the openness and purposes of 
the Green Belt; 

 Its effect on the character and appearance of the surrounding area; 

 Its effect on highway safety;  

 Its effect on the living conditions of nearby occupiers;  

 Its effect on the risk of surface water flooding; and 

 Its effect on biodiversity. 

Considerations in favour of the appeals:  

 The need for and supply traveller sites in the borough; 

 The availability of suitable alternative sites;  

 The development plan and the location of future traveller sites; 

 Economic, social and environmental benefits of the appeal development;  

 Personal need for the development and personal circumstances. 

The Planning Balance 

 Whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm would 
be clearly outweighed by other considerations, so as to amount to the very 

                                       
4 The alleged gates were over 2m high and thus not subject to ground (c). 
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special circumstances necessary to justify the development, with regard to the 

case for a temporary and/or personal planning permission; Human Rights and 
the best interests of the children; and the Public Sector Equality Duty. 

REASONS 

Openness and Purposes of Green Belt  

30. The Framework states that the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent 
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of 

Green Belts are openness and permanence. The purposes of including land in 
Green Belts include assisting in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

31. Before the appeal change of use took place, the site was largely open; the only 
structures were a farm gate on the frontage and the dilapidated shed. Whatever 
the lawful or past uses, there is little evidence that any activity had regularly 

taken place in recent times, hence the land being substantially overgrown. 

32. By contrast, the site is now wholly developed. The hardstanding which covers the 
majority of the land does not cause a loss of openness in itself, but it facilitates 

the residential use and the associated stationing of caravans, parking of vehicles, 
erection of a shed, fencing, gates and bollards, and use of outdoor domestic 
paraphernalia such as garden furniture and a TV aerial.  

33. The caravans, fencing, gates and bollards can be seen from Mason’s Bridge Road 
and/or 2 Crossways Cottages; the top of the static caravan can be glimpsed in 
distant views from Honeycrock Lane to the south west. The development causes a 

loss of perceived as well as actual openness. Since the site was previously in a 
semi-naturalised state, the use also encroaches upon the countryside in conflict 
with the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.   

34. However, the loss of openness and encroachment is not ‘significant’; this is a 
residential development for one household and not a major housing scheme. 
Indeed, as discussed below, the site is smaller than any pitch the Council would 

expect to allocate for travellers in the development plan.  

35. Immediately to the south of the site, there is of a row of four cottages, which in 
turn are close to other dwellings along Honeycrock Lane. Thus, the development 

serves to extend an existing row of properties along a through road frontage. The 
site is also near to a minor business park to the north. It does not intrude upon a 
wholly open landscape but is rather within, and seen to be within, a semi-rural or 

edge of settlement area. The degree of actual harm to the Green Belt is minor.  

36. I conclude that the development causes a loss of openness and conflicts with the 
purposes of including land in the Green Belt. The degree of harm is limited, but 

any harm to the Green Belt carries substantial weight against the appeal. 

Character and Appearance  

37. I heard that the appellant only removed one mature tree from the site, plus 

‘brush and scrub’. Whether or not that is right, photographs show that the 
vegetation along the frontage was sufficiently high and dense to add to the 
hedgerow-lined appearance of Mason’s Bridge Road5. The foliage on the site as a 

whole also served to extend the adjacent woodland and enhance the setting of 2 
Crossways Cottages.    

                                       
5 Hearing photographs P1 and P2 
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38. The removal of vegetation in order to change the use of the site was harmful to 

the character and appearance of the surrounding area, but I would not refuse 
planning permission simply for that reason. No trees were protected by Tree 
Preservation Order, and the area is not designated for landscape or scenic 

beauty. Moreover, the loss of foliage could not be remedied by dismissing Appeal 
C. The enforcement notices do not require any planting or that the land is 
restored to the condition it was in before development took place. 

39. That being the case, it is relevant that the appeal traveller site is small and 
located next to existing houses. It faces a through road and does not extend any 

further back from the highway than the adjacent properties; it is similar in size 
overall to the plot at 2 Crossways Cottages.   

40. The Council and nearby occupiers object to the appearance of the static caravan 

on the site. It is a bright metal structure which would rarely be moved; it does 
not assimilate with the natural environment or have features of architectural 
interest. By reason of its design and materials – and also because the land slopes 

down from the crossroads – the static caravan can be seen from Honeycrock Lane 
as well as from Mason’s Bridge Road and the adjacent property. 

41. However, PPTS provides that traveller sites may be situated in rural areas, and so 

caravans, utility buildings, hardstanding and parked vehicles may be seen in the 
countryside – as indeed they are on farms or outside dwellinghouses. Given its 
small size and proximity to existing buildings, the appeal traveller site does not 

‘urbanise’ the area any more than developments which already exists or might be 
permissible in this area. I find that the harm caused by the caravan pitch to the 
character and appearance of the area is not unacceptable – and it would be 

unnecessary to require that the mobile home is painted green.  

42. That said, the fencing around the site appears harsh and discordant next to the 
woodland to the north and the hedges enclosing nearby residential properties. It 

is unacceptably unsympathetic to the character of the area, and seen as such 
from Mason’s Bridge Road. However, planning permission could be granted for 
the use subject to a condition that the fencing is replaced by a new means of 

enclosure which has been approved by the Council.  

43. The appellant has removed the gates at the site access in response to concerns 
raised by the Council. I also find below that the site could not be enclosed by any 

planting or structure which exceeds 1.05m in height along the roadside verge. 
Thus, the static caravan and other structures on the land are already, and could 
become more conspicuous from the public realm. 

44. However, PPTS is clear that traveller sites should not be so enclosed as to give 
the impression of deliberate isolation from the rest of the community – and 
weight should be given to sites being well planned or soft landscaped. In my 

view, a boundary treatment comprised of planting and/or congruous building 
materials would enhance the appearance of the site on its perimeter, and thereby 
the visual impact of the use, even if the enclosure is low at the front.  

45. The appellant has installed floodlighting on the land, and that would be liable to 
cause unacceptable light pollution within this rural area. The appellant would 
reasonably expect to have some external illumination on the land, but this would 

not need to be high level or spill outside of the site to enable the residential use – 
and so it could be controlled to the Council’s satisfaction by condition. 
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46. On this basis, I conclude that the development would not unacceptably harm the 

character and appearance of the surrounding area. It would not conflict with CS 
Policy CS16 or PPTS, which require that traveller sites do not significantly impact 
on visual amenity and the character of the area but protect the environment. 

Highway Safety 

47. I accept the appellant’s evidence that there was an existing vehicular access to 
the site before he developed the land. He submitted photographs of the original 

gate, and then showed me the gate itself when I attended the site. Whatever the 
site history, however, I find that the use of the land as a caravan pitch would be 

liable to significantly increase movement through the access; the occupiers of any 
residential property can be expected to make daily trips for domestic purposes.  

48. Mason’s Bridge Road directly serves residential areas and East Surrey Hospital. In 

the vicinity of the site, there are accesses off the road to 1 and 2 Crossways 
Cottages, and the business park to the north. Mason’s Bridge Road is also part of 
a long through route which leads from Redhill to the north to rural communities to 

the south; some 68m from the site, there is a crossroads junction with Axes Lane, 
Picketts Lane and Honeycrock Lane. I saw steady levels of traffic on Mason’s 
Bridge Road, and queues at the crossroads during the afternoon peak hour.  

49. There is no dispute that the site includes sufficient space for vehicles to be parked 
and turned, so that they are driven into and out of the pitch in a forward gear. 
However, the Council is concerned that drivers exiting the site cannot see for such 

a distance in either direction along Mason’s Bridge Road that they would have 
time, when turning out, to avoid colliding with oncoming drivers.  

50. Mason’s Bridge Road has two lanes and a generally straight alignment in this 

area. The speed limit is 30mph between the crossroads and the southern 
boundary of the site; in other words, past the four existing cottages lining the 
road. From the southern boundary of the site, the speed limit is 40mph – but 

there may be turning movements by the business park and, soon after that, the 
road narrows to a single lane with a give way system over Mason’s Bridge. 

51. I would expect drivers travelling north from the crossroads to speed up from 

30mph as they go past the site, but not necessarily hit 40mph on any stretch of 
the road before the bridge where they would have to slow or stop. Drivers 
travelling south might accelerate to 40mph after passing the bridge and business 

park, but would slow down as they approach the site – when the 30mph sign and 
crossroads junction come into view. While the appellant has not provided a speed 
survey, I do not support the initial assessment of the Highways Authority (HA) 

that visibility splays should be designed for average speeds as high as 40mph. 

52. Manual for Streets (MFS) sets out design standards and principles for residential 
streets; MFS2 applies those principles to ‘busier streets and non-trunk roads’ – 

and is the appropriate guidance for this case. It advises that, in most built-up 
situations, visibility on a new access should be measured at 2.4m back from the 
‘give way’ line on the main road, so that the bonnet of a vehicle would not 

protrude into the highway before it is turned out onto the road. 

53. MFS and MFS2 also advise that, from 2.4m back, drivers should have a ‘sight 
stopping distance’ of 43m or 59m where average wet-weather speeds are 30mph 

or 37mph respectively. I consider that drivers approaching from the north or 
south would likely travel faster than 30mph, at least as they pass the site, but it 
is improbable that speeds would exceed 37mph. The HA agreed at the hearing 
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that the provision of 2.4m x 59m splays at the site access would suffice to 

reasonably ensure highway safety.  

54. The submitted plans suggest that the existing splays are 2.4m x 43m, but that is 
with the 1.65m fence at the back of the verge. The HA also agreed at the hearing 

that 2.4 x 59m splays could likely be provided if the boundary treatment is 
lowered to and maintained at a height of no more than 1.05m above ground 
level. Again, this can be ensured by imposing planning conditions. 

55. Adding weight to that assessment, MFS2 advises that, while the 59m distance 
would normally be measured along the nearside kerb of the main road, it can be 

measured to the centreline if that is unlikely to be crossed by vehicles 
approaching from the left – and I observed that to be the case here. In the event 
that trees to the north of the site grow over the verge so as to impede driver 

views within the splay, the HA would be able to ensure that they are cut back.  

56. I conclude that, subject to conditions, the appeal development would not result in 
an unacceptable loss of highway safety. It would comply with CS Policy CS16, 

which requires that traveller sites have safe access to the highway and adequate 
parking and turning areas. It would also comply with LP Policies Mo5 and Mo7, 
which require that arrangements for access and circulation are appropriate to the 

type of development and do not aggravate accident potential in the vicinity.  

Living Conditions  

57. While the Council has not raised this matter, the occupiers of the neighbouring 

property, 2 Crossways Cottages, are concerned that the appeal development is 
harmful to their living conditions in various respects.  

58. No. 2 is occupied by a couple with young children; it is their first family home. I 

heard that they bought their house before the appeal development could have 
been revealed on land searches – but the use had commenced by the time that 
they moved in. They were shocked and saddened to find that their property 

adjoins a caravan site rather than woodland. I am completely sympathetic to their 
situation, but it does not follow that the development is unacceptable. 

59. The plot at no. 2 is laid out so that the main garden area is by the site and to the 

side of the cottage; the house itself has kitchen and two bedroom windows which 
overlook the garden and, therefore, the site. The dwelling also stands on ground 
that is some 650mm higher than the site, meaning that the boundary fence does 

not effectively screen the static caravan – the largest and closest item on the site. 

60. However, the house at no. 2 is also some metres away from the boundary. In my 
view, the static caravan does not have such a looming or oppressive presence 

that it could cause the adjoining occupiers an unacceptable loss of outlook. The 
fence is unsightly, and ineffective at providing privacy, but both defects could be 
remedied by a replacement means of enclosure that respects the garden and 

woodland setting of the site. On the boundary with no. 2, the enclosure would not 
need to be as low as it must be at the front. 

61. The occupiers of no. 2 told the hearing that, while they had experienced odour 

from the site, this was no longer the case. The problem probably arose when a 
septic tank was installed on the site, and it is now clear that this is emptied for 
the appellant by a professional contractor6. Even so, any new caravan site is 

normally permitted subject to condition controlling the means of foul drainage. 

                                       
6 Hearing document 8 
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Imposing such a condition would be necessary and reasonable in this case to 

ensure that there is no unacceptable odour in the future. 

62. I agree with the occupiers of no. 2 that floodlighting on the site would be liable to 
cause unacceptable light pollution at their property; however, this harm could be 

again by remedied by giving the Council control over external illumination on the 
site. The occupiers of no. 2 have also suffered disturbance, but seemingly only 
from the noise of recreational and vehicular noise arising outdoors on the site. It 

cannot be anticipated that a single residential caravan pitch would generate more 
noise – or any more intrusive types of noise – than any dwellinghouse in the area. 

63. I heard that the appellant has damaged the adjacent property; used it without 
agreement as the address for his utility bills; and abused his neighbours. He has 
submitted ‘character references’ but it does not follow that he thought to build 

trusting or respectful relationships with the people that he moved next door to.  

64. However, the appellant would be able to register his own address if the site is 
permitted. More generally, planning permission cannot be refused for a use of 

land on the basis that the new and existing residents are not or might not be 
friends. The occupiers of caravans cannot be deemed intrinsically more or less 
amenable than those of houses – and the occupiers of no. 2 were always going to 

live in proximity to other people living to the immediate south. 

65. I shall address later whether the appeal traveller site could be integrated into the 
local community. At this stage, I conclude that the use of the land would cause no 

unacceptable harm to the living conditions of adjoining occupiers, so long as the 
boundary treatment is improved and external lighting is controlled. There would 
be no conflict with CS Policy CS16, which seeks to ensure that traveller sites do 

not have a significant impact on the amenity of neighbouring land uses. 

Surface Water Flood Risk 

66. As hearing plans B and C indicate, there is a water course to the rear of the site 

and 2 Crossways Cottages. Surface water has traditionally drained from no. 2 
towards the water course via the site, because the side garden at no. 2 slopes 
from the dwellinghouse to the mutual boundary. However, the hardsurfacing laid 

by the appellant impedes the natural flow from the site boundary and so surface 
water is pooling at no. 2.  

67. The Council has shown that the site and no. 2 are already within an area at risk of 

surface water flooding7. The development has plainly increased that risk. Even 
though the cottage at no. 2 stands on higher ground than the site, leaving the 
site as it is be likely to cause an unacceptable risk of surface water damage 

and/or flooding at the appellant’s and his neighbours’ property.   

68. It was agreed at the hearing that installing a land drain or channel on the shared 
boundary would suffice to mitigate the effect of the hard surface and could be 

reasonably required by condition. The development could provide satisfactory 
utility services and not cause any unacceptable increase in the risk of surface 
water flooding as required by CS Policy CS16. 

Biodiversity 

69. Nearby occupiers have also expressed concern that the loss of foliage on the site 
has had adverse consequences for wildlife. Even if more than one tree was 

                                       
7 Hearing plan D 
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previously on the land and felled, there is no evidence that any protected species 

could have been present and harmed. I also consider that the site is sufficiently 
small that the wider woodland area is substantially intact and, so long as lighting 
on the site is properly controlled, the development would be unlikely to cause any 

unacceptable loss of biodiversity.   

Other Considerations 

70. PPTS (2015) expects that applications for traveller sites are considered with 

regard to the existing level of local provision; the availability alternative 
accommodation for the applicants; other personal circumstances of the appellant; 

and the locally-specific criteria used to guide the allocation of sites in plans. Local 
planning authorities must set pitch targets which address likely accommodation 
needs for travellers; and identify and update annually a supply of specific, 

deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of sites against the locally 
set targets. These policy requirements were previously set out in PPTS 2012. 

The Need for and the Supply of Traveller Sites 

71. The Reigate and Banstead Borough Council Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment – Final Report (Amended) July 2017 (GTAA) identifies that there 
would be an overall need for 32 new traveller pitches in the borough for the 

period 2016-2031. The assessment relates to people who meet the planning 
definition of ‘travellers’ set out in Annex 1 to PPTS, and also to people who might 
or might not meet the definition.  I find that approach realistic, if only because all 

of the ‘travellers’ seem to be in need of a caravan site of some description. The 
Council indicated at the hearing that need should be taken as ‘up to’ 32.  

72. The appellant queried some aspects of the methodology underpinning the GTAA, 

which had led to their being a reduction in the level of need recorded in previous 
assessments. I have also identified a possible discrepancy in the GTAA: Figure 3 
identifies 14 unauthorised traveller pitches8, but Figures 6 and 8 suggest that 

there are only 11 travellers on unauthorised developments who need a lawful 
home. Even if that inconsistency could be explained, I concur with the appellant 
that the need would be sensibly taken as being for ‘at least’ 32 pitches by 2031. 

73. The GTAA estimates that 23 pitches would be required in the five year period of 
2016-2021; in other words, the Council should provide most of the pitches that 
are needed for the whole plan period in the short-term. This recommendation is 

consistent with the fact that there was an outstanding need for sites at the GTAA 
base date of March 2016.  

74. I heard that planning permission was granted on appeal on 17 August 2017 for 

one traveller pitch in Reigate and Banstead9. It was only granted for three years, 
so it will expire within the plan period. The permission is also ‘personal’; the 
approved pitch could not be occupied by any persons other than those named in a 

condition. The appeal decision does not serve to reduce the estimated need. The 
Council will need to permit at least 23 pitches by 2021 in order to accommodate 
the travellers who do not have or will by then require a settled base. 

75. Neither party provided me with any estimate at the hearing as to what number of 
pitches would need to be provided in order for the Council to have a five year 
supply of deliverable sites for the period 2017-2023. It would be futile for me to 

make any such estimate where there is a backlog of need. The Council needs to 

                                       
8 12 pitches on unauthorised sites and 2 pitches which are unauthorised themselves but on otherwise lawful sites 
9 Hearing document 9; appeal ref: APP/L3625/W/16/3163732 
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provide at least 23 pitches in the next five years, but it has not identified any 

deliverable sites which could supply the land required. 

76. Figure 3 of the GTAA shows that there were only 24 [occupied] traveller pitches in 
the borough at March 2016, including the 14 unauthorised pitches; paragraph 4.8 

reports that 46 traveller households were recorded by the 2011 Census, including 
39 living in bricks and mortar dwellings. Even if there are actually more travellers 
in the borough, it still seems probable that the estimated need for pitches is high 

in relation to the size of the traveller population.  I attach significant weight to the 
outstanding need for and under-supply of traveller pitches in Reigate and 

Banstead as a consideration in favour of Appeal C. 

Availability of Traveller Sites 

77. It was agreed at the hearing that there are no suitable and affordable alternative 

sites available to the appellant. Thus, it is not necessary for me to speculate as to 
whether there are waiting lists for public sites in adjoining local authority areas. I 
attach significant weight to the lack of alternative sites here as a consideration in 

favour of Appeal C. 

The Development Plan and the Location of Future Traveller Sites  

78. Policy CS16 does not identify requirements or allocations for traveller sites – even 

though the CS post-dates PPTS 2012 and the GTAA 2013. The ‘Regulation 18’ 
Draft Development Management Plan (DMP) only states that the Council will 
identify a local target for traveller sites and allocate sites to achieve the target. It 

is expected that the target itself and proposed allocations will be set out in the 
‘Regulation 19’ draft DMP, but it had not been approved by the hearing – and it 
would then be subject to consultation and examination before adoption. 

79. Thus, the development plan does not identify or enable the provision of a five 
year supply of deliverable sites, and it does not accord with PPTS. The Council is 
seeking to remedy this situation but I agree with the appellant that progress has 

been such that there is no realistic expectation of other sites being allocated, 
permitted and available for at least another year.  

80. The appellant also argues that the Council will need to consider some limited 

alterations to the Green Belt boundaries in order to accommodate traveller sites. 
The evidence supports that proposition: 

 Some 70% of land within Reigate and Banstead is within the Green Belt – and 

other parts of the borough are subject to other designations which might 
preclude or weigh against the development of traveller sites; 

 CS Policy CS3 states that land may be removed from the Green Belt and 

allocated for development through the plan-making process in exceptional 
circumstances – where there is an overriding need for the development to 
ensure the delivery of strategic objectives and policies and the development 

cannot be accommodated in urban or non-Green Belt rural areas; or Green Belt 
development would be the more sustainable option and there would be no or 
limited conflict with the purposes and integrity of the Green Belt; 

 Policy CS16 and the Regulation 18 DMP indicate that lack of any suitable, 
affordable and deliverable sites in urban or non-Green Belt rural areas could 
provide the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify alterations to Green 

Belt boundaries to meet a specific identified need for traveller sites; 
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 CS paragraphs 5.3.9 and 7.7.3 indicate that limited alterations to the Green 

Belt boundaries will probably be required to accommodate traveller sites; 

 The Council said at the hearing that it likely to try and meet its traveller site 
needs by allocating sustainable urban extensions, identifying lawful sites which 

could be extended, and identifying unlawful sites which could be permitted – 
and all of these would be in the Green Belt. 

81. If the Council seeks to allocate or authorise any new traveller sites or pitches in 

the Green Belt, this would result in inappropriate development and a loss of 
openness in the Green Belt. When adopting the DMP, in accordance with the 

Framework and PPTS, the Council would need to consider whether and where 
there are exceptional circumstances to justify any permanent alteration of Green 
Belt boundaries. Objections could be raised to any proposed traveller sites 

through the DMP and/or subsequent planning application processes. I cannot 
assume that there will be any new traveller sites in the Green Belt. 

82. However, it is obvious that the Council has been unable to identify any non-Green 

Belt land which is or could be available for traveller site development. If the 
Council is not able to alter the boundaries of the Green Belt through the DMP, 
when it is expecting to do so, then it is difficult to envisage the under-supply of 

traveller sites being addressed within the foreseeable future.  

83. In this situation, I agree with the appellant that a ‘pragmatic assessment needs to 
be made’ of the appeal development. Two criteria in Policy CS3 are met – there is 

a need for more traveller sites, and there are no urban or non-Green Belt rural 
alternative sites. Also as required by Policy CS3, the development causes limited 
harm to the purposes of including land in the Green Belt because of its location 

and size. It causes no unacceptable harm in relation to any planning matter and I 
find below that it is sustainable in respects set out by PPTS.  

84. The Council stated at the hearing that it would not allocate the site for use as 

traveller pitch because it is less than 600m2. CS Policy CS16 does not set out a 
minimum pitch size, and the Council does not object that the development fails to 
provide a satisfactory residential environment. The appeal traveller site would 

encroach less upon the Green Belt than any which may be allocated, and yet is 
adequate to sustain the residential use.  

85. I conclude that the CS does not identify a five year supply of deliverable sites 

against locally set targets; the Council is under pressure to release Green Belt 
land for traveller sites through the emerging DMP – and cannot identify any non-
Green Belt land for this purpose; and the appeal traveller site would cause no 

more harm to the Green Belt – if not less harm – than any which may be 
allocated. I attach significant weight to this finding in favour of Appeal C.   

Economic, Social and Environmental Benefits 

86. The appellant argues that this is a sustainable traveller site. Paragraph 13 of PPTS 
seeks to ensure that traveller sites are sustainable with regard to economic, social 
and environmental criteria, some of which are reflected in CS Policy CS16. 

87. The development would provide a settled base from which any occupier could 
access appropriate health service, and from which any children living on the site – 
none do at present – could attend school regularly, to the benefit of society. The 

site is located within the catchment areas of schools and a GP surgery, and it 
would not place undue pressure on local infrastructure or services. 
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88. A grant of permission for the appeal pitch could be expected to reduce the long-

distance travelling and possible environmental damage caused by unauthorised 
encampments which may arise when a traveller family does not have a lawful 
base. However, in terms of health, education and long-distance travelling, the 

appeal site would not offer any particular benefits over and above any other 
traveller development within or outside of the Green Belt. 

89. There are some site-specific benefits of the development. It is located so that 

future occupiers would not suffer adverse effects from noise or poor air quality. It 
is outside of a flood plain and I have found that risk of surface water flooding 

could be satisfactorily managed. 

90. PPTS seeks to promote peaceful and integrated co-existence between traveller 
sites and the local community. CS Policy CS16 similarly requires that traveller 

sites can be integrated into the local area. The relationship between the appellant 
and the occupiers of 2 Crossways Cottages has been difficult; I also heard that 
the occupiers of no. 1 have tried and failed to sell their house since the appeal 

use commenced. I do not wish to minimise the distress suffered by existing 
residents, but am not persuaded that integration could not occur.  

91. In my experience, travelling and settled residents are more likely to co-exist 

peacefully when traveller sites have the benefit of planning permission, are 
similar in scale to surrounding properties, and are close enough to nearby houses 
that interaction will occur and shared interests will develop. Since the site is small 

in scale and close to existing dwellings, the development is capable of assisting in 
the promotion of peaceful and integrated co-existence.  

92. Adding weight to that assessment, the Council accepts – and I agree – that this 

single pitch would not dominate the nearest settled community, even if account is 
taken of an existing traveller site on the opposite side of Honeycrock Lane. I 
conclude that the development delivers economic, social and environmental 

benefits in accordance with PPTS paragraph 13 and CS Policy CS16 –in part 
because of its location and scale. I attach moderate weight to this finding. 

Personal Need and Circumstances  

93. There is no dispute that the appellant has ‘traveller’ status for PPTS purposes; he 
continues to travel, as his health permits, for work and/or community reasons. He 
is also a traveller by birth and culture. 

94. The appellant and his wife are homeless. They previously lived in caravan that 
was stationed on the drive at daughter’s house, but the relevant local planning 
authority objected, seemingly to the change of use of the land to create an 

additional residential planning unit.  

95. The appellant told the hearing that, while his adult son and daughter both live 
with their families in bricks and mortar dwellings, he could not do so because this 

would be at odds with his traditional and accustomed way of life. I accept that the 
appellant and his wife have a personal need for a lawful caravan pitch. Being less 
than 600m2, the site is no larger than necessary to meet the appellant’s needs. 

96. Turning to personal circumstances, the appellant submitted evidence that he 
suffers from serious chronic health conditions which are being treated at East 
Sussex Hospital. It has been indicated that the appellant’s wife may also receive 

ongoing medical care, although she declined to give details. Whatever her precise 
situation, I am satisfied that the appellant at least needs a settled base from 
which he has convenient access to local health services. 
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97. The appellant’s son lives with his own wife and children within a short driving 

distance from the site. He also travels for work and I heard that, when he is 
away, the appellant and his wife take their grandchildren to their school. The 
grandchildren also spend time at the site, and the appellant wishes to live close to 

them and his son for mutual support in the traveller tradition. 

98. The appellant’s ‘character references’ show that he and his wife have friends in 
this area and belong to a local social club. PPTS is clear that planning applications 

should not only be considered from travellers with local connections – but still, 
the development of the appeal site becomes more understandable when it is 

recognised that the appellant is already part of the wider community.       

99. I conclude that the appellant and his wife require a lawful traveller pitch. They do 
not particularly need to live on this site, but do require a similar amount of land in 

this locality for health care and family reasons. I attach moderate weight to the 
appellant’s circumstances as a consideration in favour of Appeal C. 

The Overall Balance, Human Rights and Equality 

100. The Framework advises that when considering any planning application, ‘very 
special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt 
by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 

other considerations.  

101. The appeal traveller site is inappropriate development in the Green Belt. In 
addition, the residential use and associated structures and chattels cause a loss of 

openness in the Green Belt and harm to the purposes of including land in the 
Green Belt. The harm caused by the development to the Green Belt carries 
substantial weight against Appeal C. 

102. Subject to conditions, the appeal development would cause no unacceptable harm 
to the character and appearance of the area, in respect of highway safety, to the 
living conditions of adjoining occupiers or in terms of surface water flooding or 

biodiversity. These ‘absences of harm’ do not weigh in favour of the appeal. 

103. I attach no weight to another appeal decision which the appellant incorporated 
into his statement of case10. The appellant suggested that the decision showed a 

single traveller pitch could be accepted in the Green Belt ‘post PPTS’, but it was 
made before the current version and in relation to a different local authority area.  

104. However, there are considerations which support Appeal C. I attach significant 

weight to the need for and under-supply of traveller sites in the borough; the lack 
of any available alternative site; and the facts that the development plan does not 
include any target or allocations for traveller site provision, the Council is 

intending to promote Green Belt alterations for such development, and the appeal 
site would cause no more harm to the Green Belt than any which may be 
allocated. I attach moderate weight to the economic, social and environmental 

benefits of the development and to the appellant’s personal circumstances. 

105. The GTAA did not factor in the appellant’s need for a pitch, since he did not live in 
the borough in March 2016. It would be wrong to alter the GTAA retrospectively, 

but dismissing this appeal would be liable to render the appellant homeless – 
since the enforcement notices would come into effect – and thereby add to the 
local need for sites in practice by 2021. 

                                       
10 Appeal ref: APP/T2215/A/12/2189200 
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106. PPTS states that personal circumstances and unmet need are unlikely to clearly 

outweigh harm to the Green Belt so as to establish very special circumstances. 
Those are not the only factors prayed in aid here. The considerations in favour of 
the development are sufficient to clearly outweigh the harm caused to the Green 

Belt. The balance is in favour of Appeal C – and the weight attached to personal 
circumstances is not critical to this conclusion. The development would deliver 
significant benefits no matter which traveller family resides on the land.  

107. As discussed above, the last grant of permission for a traveller site in Reigate and 
Banstead was subject to temporary and personal conditions. In that case, the site 

was away from a road frontage, and the Inspector identified greater harm to the 
Green Belt and the character of the area than I have found here. The Inspector 
attached no weight to the argument that future traveller sites might be in the 

Green Belt, but I have considered more detailed evidence on this issue. I have 
taken the same approach as my colleague, by weighing factors for and against 
the development – and on that my basis, I cannot make the same decision. 

108. Looking at this case as a whole, in accordance with the Framework and PPTS, and 
with regard to all other matters raised, I conclude that very special circumstances 
exist to justify a grant of planning permission – and so the development would 

not conflict with CS Policies CS3 or CS16. Representations were made to the 
effect that the rights of the appellant under the Human Rights Act 1998 would be 
violated if the appeals are dismissed. Having decided to grant full planning 

permission, I do not need to deal with this question. 

109. The PSED as set out under the Equality Act 2010 concerns the need to eliminate 
unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation, and to advance equality of 

opportunity and foster good relations between people who share a protected 
characteristic and people who do not share it. Since the appellant is an Irish 
Traveller, he has a protected characteristic for the purposes of the PSED. 

110. I find that a refusal of permission for the development when it is acceptable in 
planning terms – on the basis of very special circumstances – would fail to foster 
good relations between the appellant and the settled community. The PSED adds 

weight to my conclusion that Appeal C should be allowed. 

Planning Conditions 

111. Since it is proposed that the appeal site would be occupied by a traveller, and the 

development has been justified by matters relating to the special accommodation 
needs of this demographic group, it is necessary and reasonable to impose a 
condition limiting occupation to gypsies and travellers as defined in PPTS. I shall 

also limit the residential use to one pitch, and limit the numbers and types of 
caravans, in order to protect the openness of the Green Belt.  

112. In accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance and to provide certainty, a 

condition will ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans – so far as they are accurate, given the discrepancies in the site 
boundaries. To ensure highway safety, I shall require that the space laid out 

within the site for the parking and turning of vehicles is retained for this purpose 
– and that the pre-existing wrought iron gates are removed. Although the gates 
were already down by the date of the hearing, permission was expressly sought 

for them and so their permanent exclusion must be ensured by condition. 

113. As indicated, a condition will require the submission for approval of a ‘site 
scheme’ with details of landscaping; all means of enclosure; the visibility splays 
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to be achieved at the access; any external illumination; and the means of foul 

and surface water drainage. The condition is necessary and the scheme must be 
designed to protect the character and appearance of the area, ensure highway 
safety and protect living conditions at 2 Crossway Cottages. Since the use has 

commenced, but approval of these details is necessary to make the development 
acceptable, the condition will set out a timetable for compliance – and a sanction 
that the use must cease if this is not complied with.  

114. I will impose other conditions to ensure that any trees which are planted but die 
within five years are replaced; prevent external illumination which is not approved 

by the Council; and ensure that the visibility splays are kept permanently clear of 
obstruction above 1.05m from ground level. Further conditions shall prevent the 
carrying out of commercial activities and the stationing, parking or storage of 

vehicles over 3.5 tonnes. Again, these conditions are necessary to protect the 
character of the area, highway safety and living conditions.   

APPEALS A AND B ON GROUND (G) 

115. Notices A and B require that the residential use of the land must cease and that 
caravans, the hardstanding, fence and gates must be removed within three 
months. The appellant suggests this would be too little time for him and his wife 

to look for another pitch – and that is plainly right, given the lack of available 
alternative sites. It would be wrong to speculate as to why the appellant might 
choose or be unable to implement the permission granted under Appeal C, and 

thereby need to look for somewhere else to live. 

116. However, the compliance periods could not be extended to give the appellant 
certainty of finding another pitch – or even for such a time that the DMP will 

definitely be adopted. If the planning permission is not implemented and the 
works required by condition do not take place, the development would threaten 
highway safety and harm living conditions as well as the Green Belt. I conclude 

that it would be reasonable and proportionate to give the appellant 12 months to 
cease the use and then another month to remove the associated operational 
development. Appeals A and B succeed on ground (g).  

FORMAL DECISIONS 

Appeal A: APP/L3625/C/16/3164888 

117. It is directed that Enforcement Notice A is corrected and varied by:   

 Deleting the text of paragraph 3 in its entirety and substituting: ‘without 
planning permission, the material change of use of land to residential use 
through the siting of residential caravans’; 

 Deleting three months and substituting 12 months as the time for compliance 
with the notice; and 

 Substituting the plan attached to this decision for the plan attached to the 

enforcement notice. 

118. Subject to the corrections and variation, Enforcement Notice A is upheld. 

Appeal B: APP/L3625/C/16/3164884 

119. It is directed that Enforcement Notice B is corrected and varied by:   
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 Deleting the text of paragraph 3 in its entirety and substituting: ‘without 

planning permission, operational development involving the laying of 
hardstanding and the erection of close-boarded fencing in concrete posts, 
wrought-iron gates and timber bollards’; 

 Inserting the text ‘fencing,’ between ‘of’ and ‘wrought’ in paragraph 5; 

 Deleting three months and substituting 13 months as the time for compliance 
with the notice; and 

 Substituting the plan attached to this decision for the plan attached to the 
enforcement notice. 

120. Subject to the corrections and variation, Enforcement Notice B is upheld. 

Appeal C: APP/L3625/W/17/3174834 

121. Appeal C is allowed and planning permission is granted for the material change of 

use of land to residential use through the siting of residential caravans for one 
traveller pitch with associated parking and amenity space, and operational 
development involving the laying of hardstanding and the erection of a shed, 

fencing, gates and bollards at land north of Crossways Cottages, Masons Bridge 
Road, Redhill, RH1 5JU in accordance with the terms of the application, ref: 
16/01964/F, dated 23 August 2016 and the plans submitted with it, and subject 

to the conditions set out in Appendix 2 to this Decision. 

Jean Russell 

INSPECTOR 
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APPENDIX 1: LISTS 

 
APPEARANCES 
For the Appellant: 

Phil Rowe  
BA (Hons) BTP (Planning) 

The appellant’s agent 

Caleb Jones  The appellant 

Sylvia Jones The appellant’s wife 
Caleb Jones junior The appellant’s son 
 

For the Council: 

Michael O’Grady Enforcement Officer, Reigate and Banstead BC  
John Ford  
BTP MRTPI MIMgt 

Senior Planning Officer, Reigate and Banstead BC 

Rosie Sterry Policy Officer, Reigate and Banstead BC 
Nicola Downes Senior Transport Development Planning Officer, Surrey 

County Council 

 
Interested Parties: 

Dave Lee The appellant’s neighbour 

Hannah Blackburn The appellant’s neighbour 
 
DOCUMENTS 

 
1 The Council’s letter to notify interested parties about Appeal C 
2 The Council’s letter to notify interested parties about the hearing arrangements 

3 Certificates of service for Enforcement Notices A and B  
4 Draft Statement of Common Ground between the appellant and the Council  
5 Policies CS3 and CS16 of the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy  

6 Policies Co1, Mo5 and Mo7 of the Borough Local Plan 2005 
7 Objective PS1 and Proposed Policy Approach GTT1 as set out in the Regulation 

18 Draft Development Management Plan  

8 Invoice dated 18 September 2017 to ‘empty septic tank’  
9 Appeal decision ref: APP/L3625/W/16/3163732 
10 Letters to the appellant from East Surrey hospital 
11 Letters to Mrs Jones from East Surrey hospital  
12 Letters with ‘character references’ for Mr and Mrs Jones 
 

PLANS 
 
A HM Registry plan of title no. SY219958 

B Site location plan agreed at the hearing 
C The Highway Authority’s map of land within the highway 
D The Council’s map of surface water flood risk 

E Site location plan showing measurements taken on site 27 November 2017 
F Site location plan identical to Plan E, but without annotations 
 

PHOTOGRAPHS 
 
P1 Bundle of Google Street View photographs submitted by the Council 

P2 Bundle of photographs taken by the appellant when he moved onto the land  
P3 Google Street View photograph annotated by the appellant 
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APPENDIX 2: SCHEDULE OF PLANNING CONDITIONS                                 

APPEAL C: APP/L3625/W/17/3174834 

1) The site shall not be occupied by any persons other than gypsies and travellers as 
defined in Annex 1 of Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (Department for 

Communities and Local Government, August 2015) or any replacement guidance. 

2) There shall be no more than 1 pitch on the site; no more than 1 static caravan 
and 1 touring caravan, as defined in the Caravan Sites Act 1968 and the Caravan 

Sites and Control of Development Act 1960, shall be stationed at any time. 

3) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 

following approved plans, so far as here described: the ‘site location plan’ which 
plots the location and boundaries of the site; plan PRR1 which shows the position 
of the static caravan on the land; drawing ‘1:100@A4’ with details of the static 

caravan; and plans 17/0124/TK01 and 17/0124/SK01 insofar as these plot the 
site access and vehicular parking and turning space. 

4) Space laid out within the site for vehicular parking and turning in accordance with 

condition no. 3) above shall be retained as such thereafter. 

5) Notwithstanding condition no. 3) above, the pre-existing wrought iron gates to 
the site access shall be removed within one month of the date of this decision.  

6) The use hereby permitted shall cease and all caravans, structures, equipment and 
materials brought onto the land for the purposes of such use shall be removed 
within 3 months of the date of failure to meet any one of the requirements below: 

i) Within 3 months of the date of this decision full details of: a) all hard and 
soft landscaping of the site, including tree, hedge and shrub planting with 
details of species, plant sizes and proposed numbers and densities; b) the 

height, type, design, materials and position of all means of enclosure around 
the site; c) works to the site access and the visibility splays achieved; d) 
proposed and existing external lighting on the boundary of and within the 

site; and e) the means of foul and surface water drainage of the site, and 
means of emptying the septic tank shall have been submitted for the written 
approval of the local planning authority and the said schemes shall include 

timetables for implementation. 

ii) Within 11 months of the date of this decision, the scheme shall have been 
approved by the local planning authority or, if the local planning authority 

refuse to approve the scheme, or fail to give a decision within the prescribed 
period, an appeal shall have been made to, and accepted as validly made 
by, the Secretary of State. 

iii) If an appeal is made in pursuance of (ii) above, that appeal shall have been 
finally determined and the submitted site development scheme shall have 
been approved by the Secretary of State. 

iv) The approved scheme shall have been carried out and completed in 
accordance with the approved timetable. 

7) If within a period of two years from the date of the planting of any tree, that tree 

or any planted in replacement for it, is removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, 
or becomes, in the opinion of the local planning authority, seriously damaged or 
defective, another tree of the same species and size as that originally planted 

shall be planted at the same place, unless the local planning authority gives its 
written approval to any variation. 

8) There shall be no means of external illumination, other than as approved in 

accordance with condition no. 6) above. 
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9) The visibility splays created in accordance with condition no. 6) shall be kept 

permanently clear of obstruction of a height exceeding 1.05m above the level of 
the adjacent carriageway.  

10) No commercial activities shall take place on the land. 

11) No vehicle over 3.5 tonnes shall be stationed, parked or stored on this site. 
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Plan 
This is the plan referred to in my decision dated: 10 January 2018 

by Jean Russell MA MRTPI 

Land Parcel 529118 146618 immediately adjacent to and north of Crossways 

Cottages, Masons Bridge Road, Redhill, RH1 5JU  

Reference: APP/L3625/C/16/3164888 (Appeal A) 

NOT TO SCALE 
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by Jean Russell MA MRTPI 

Land Parcel 529118 146618 immediately adjacent to and north of Crossways 

Cottages, Masons Bridge Road, Redhill, RH1 5JU  
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