
 

 
 

BS 3632 Caravan 
Referred to as 

Hybrid Garden Annexe 
 

RADOS (Rapid Assembly Deployments On Site) Final Assembly 
Methodology and Planning Compliance Statement 

 
This Supporting Statement has been prepared in respect of the RADOS Hybrid Garden Annexe, a 
single-unit mobile home designed and constructed in accordance with the statutory definition of a 
caravan. It is submitted in support of an application for a Lawful Development Certificate under 
Section 192 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 
The proposal involves the stationing of a RADOS single-unit mobile home within a residential 
curtilage. For the purposes of planning law, the terms ‘mobile home’ and ‘caravan’ are treated as 
synonymous, and the siting of such a unit for ancillary purposes does not amount to operational 
development or a material change of use under Section 55 of the Act. 
 
The RADOS methodology demonstrates that the unit is constructed from precision pre-cut 
components which are rapidly assembled on site, following a four-day programme (Skeleton, Shell-
on, Interior Completion, and Final Completion). This process results in a fully moveable, habitable 
single-unit caravan which remains compliant with the size and mobility tests of the Caravan Sites Act 
1968 (as amended). 

 
This statement is support of an application for a Lawful Development Certificate, seeking approval 
for a proposed use or development under Section 192 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
(as amended).  
 
The purpose of this application is to station a single-unit mobile home within a residential curtilage.  
 
The definition of development requiring planning permission is outlined in Section 55 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (the Act). It encompasses two primary elements:  
 
1. Operational development being “the carrying out of building, engineering, mining or other 
operation in, on, over or under land.”  
 
2. “The making of any material change of use of any buildings or other land.”  
 



This Planning Statement provides the rationale behind siting a single-unit mobile home for ancillary 
purposes. The siting of a mobile home for ancillary purposes does not constitute operational 
development, or a material change of use, as defined by Section 55 of the Act. Consequently, 
planning permission is not required.  
 
Moreover, this statement aims to address prevalent misconceptions and respond to misconceptions 
commonly associated with such applications. For the purposes of planning law, the terms 'mobile 
home' and 'caravan' are treated as synonymous within this statement.  
 
Given that the proposed mobile home does not amount to operational development, it is important 
to note that this application does not fall under Class E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order (GPDO) 2015. Class E pertains 
to operational development, such as the erection of a garden shed or the construction of a garage. 
We therefore politely remind the LPA that this application should not be assessed in accordance 
with the criteria for outbuildings under Permitted Development.  
 
In accordance with the principles set out in the legal precedent of Gabbitas v SSE and Newham LBC 
[1985] J.P.L 630, a Lawful Development Certificate should be evaluated solely based on the facts 
presented to the Local Planning Authority. The judgment states that the evidence need not be 
substantiated by 'independent' evidence to be accepted. If the Local Planning Authority lacks 
evidence to counter or cast doubt on the applicant's account of events, and the applicant's 
evidence is sufficiently precise and unambiguous, the Lawful Development Certificate should be 
granted 'on the balance of probability'. 
 
Rados Final Assembly Methodology 

 
Using the identical pre-cut components for the annexe/caravan as the FASTUP methodology, 
the hybrid garden annexe may be rapidly assembled on site.  
 
Day 1- Skeleton  
 
Full assembly of all pre-cut frame components including structural base rails, floor joists, 
insulated floor, wall and floor plates, studded throughout, window cassettes, roof rafters and 
roof boards. 
Day 2 – Shell-on  
 
Full completion of watertight prefabricated shell including 360 sheathing, fire wrap 
membrane, window & doors fully fitted, roof bonded and trimmed. 
 
Day 3 – Interior Completion 
 
Full interior completion including final cabling, lighting, positioning of pre-cut slab insulation 
and hanging of pre-finished interior linings. 
 
Day 4 – Completion 
 
Interior Pack completed including positioning of pre-finished kitchen cabinetry and 
bathroom pod.        

 



  
 

    
Figure 1- Day 1 Skeleton completed 

  
Figure 2 – Day 2 Shell-on  



 
Figure 3 Day 3 Interior Completed 

 

 
Figure 4 Day 4 Completion  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RADOS Hybrid Garden Annexe – Planning Statement in Support of Lawful Development Certificate 
 
This Planning Statement therefore sets out the legal and factual basis for the proposed siting of the 
RADOS Hybrid Garden Annexe. It explains why the structure meets the statutory definition of a 
single-unit caravan, addressing the three legal tests of human habitation, size, and mobility. It also 
considers the established principle that the stationing of a caravan is use of land rather than 
operational development, drawing on relevant case law and appeal decisions. In addition, the 
statement demonstrates that the annexe will remain ancillary to the host dwelling, ensuring there is 
no material change of use. Taken together, the evidence confirms that the proposal is lawful and 
that a Lawful Development Certificate should be issued. 
 
What is a Caravan? (Single-Unit)  
 
A caravan is considered as a ‘structure.’ It is settled in law that the stationing of a caravan on land, 
even for extended durations, constitutes a use of the land rather than operational development. 
This principle is embedded in the legislative framework, endorsed by case law1, and consistently 
applied by the Inspectorate.  
 
This perspective arises from the recognition of a caravan as an item of movable personal property, 
commonly referred to as a 'chattel.' Importantly, there is no public law precluding the placement of 
a caravan in an individual's garden. As such, the legal standpoint maintains that the act of stationing 
a caravan on land is a use of the land, and not operational development.  
 
Definition of a Caravan  
 
The definition of a caravan is found in S29(1) of the Caravan Sites & Control of Development Act 
1960:  
 
“’Caravan’ means any structure designed or adapted for human habitation which is capable of being 
moved from one place to another (whether by being towed, or by being transported on a motor 
vehicle or trailer) and any motor vehicle so designed or adapted, but does not include:  
 
A – any railway rolling stock which is for the time being on rails forming part of a railway system, or  
 
B – any tent.”  
 
Section 13(2) of the Caravan Sites Act 1968 qualified definition of caravan in S29(1) of 1960 Act by 
introducing length, width, and height of living accommodation requirements. The maximum length 
is 20m, width is 6.8m and overall internal height is 3.05m.  
 
There are three clear tests for a single-unit caravan; is it designed for human habitation, is it capable 
of being moved from one place to another towed or transported (mobility), and size. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 In Measor v SOS (1998), the High Court held that generally a structure that met the definition of 'caravan' for 
the purposes of the 1960 and 1968 Acts above would not generally be considered a 'building' for the purposes 
of the 1990 Act above because of the lack of permanence and attachment. 



Operational Development  
 
Human Habitation  
The mobile home is designed to be used for human habitation. This includes appropriate insultation, 
services, natural light, and ventilation.  
 
Size  
Section 13 of The Caravan Sites Act 1968 (amended 2006) outlines the maximum dimensions for a 
caravan. Our assessment has compared these specified maximum dimensions with the particulars of 
the proposed mobile home. 
 

 Maximum CSA Requirement Proposed Size 
Length 20.0m 5.94m 

Width 6.80m 4.29m 

Internal Height - measured 
from finished floor level to the 
highest point of the ceiling 

3.05m 2.7m 

 
The submitted drawings are accurately scaled and confirm adherence to the specified 
measurements outlined in Section 13 of The Caravan Sites Act 1968 (amended 2006). It is important 
to note that the height measurement is internal, from the floor to the highest point of the ceiling.  
 
It is clear the proposal does not exceed the prescribed measurements, satisfying the requirements of 
the size test. 
 
Mobility  
 
The mobile home once assembled can be transported by trailer or lorry as a complete unit. The 
maximum dimensions that can legally be transported on the UK roads. 
 
The hybrid garden annexe is designed to rest solely under its own weight and is not permanently 
affixed to the ground. Typical foundations consist of either small concrete plinths (maximum 5 sqm), 
lightweight lattice supports, low-impact ground screws, or small plinth blocks. These bases provide 
stability while maintaining full removability. Service connections (water, electricity, drainage) are 
supplied separately and can be rapidly disconnected, ensuring the unit remains a moveable 
structure. 
 

The proposed caravan is not affixed to the ground through permanent works, and any connections 
to services are easily reversible. Legal precedent has established that such connections are deemed 
de minimis by the courts.  
 
The mobile home will be constructed on site from many pieces. There is no stipulation within the 
Act that says this cannot happen; this is confirmed through appeal and case law precedents.  
 
Appeal Ref APP/J2210/X/22/3298471 (Appendix C) dealt with this very point. In paragraph 8, the 
Inspector confirms:  
 
“It is proposed to assemble the structure on site using pre-manufactured components; it was 
estimated that such works would take around five days to complete. The definition of a caravan 
contains no requirement for pre-assembly or for it being brought to site intact. Moreover, the 
number of components involved in assembling the structure has only a limited bearing on whether it 



is capable of being moved subsequently. The requirements set out in s13(1)(a) of the 1968 Act to be 
no more than two sections separately constructed and designed to be assembled on a site by means 
of bolts, clamps or other device apply in respect of twin-unit caravans. However, the above 
requirements do not extend to single unit caravans. It is more appropriate to regard the structure as 
a single unit, as it would be much smaller than a twin-unit caravan.”  
 
Considering the caravan can be lifted as a whole unit, which satisfies the mobility test, it is evident 
that the proposed structure meets the criteria outlined in Section 13(1)(a) of the CSA 1968. 
 
Common Mobility Misconceptions  
 

“You can’t physically move the caravan!” 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/N1025/C/01/1074589 (Appendix A)  
‘To fall within this definition the structure must be capable of being moved by road from one place 
to another in its assembled state. It may be moved by trailer, but it is not excluded from the 
definition merely because it would be unlawful to move it in such a manner on a highway. The fact 
that the private drive to [the appeal property] is too narrow to allow the passage of the Park Home 
in its assembled state along it is not the point. It seems to me that it is the structure that must 
possess the necessary qualities, not the means of access… It is not necessary for it (a caravan) to be 
towed, only that it is capable of being moved my road.’  
 
As per the Brightlingsea judgement2, ‘...it is irrelevant to the test where the structure actually is, and 
whether it may have difficulty in reaching a road.’  
 
Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/X/15/3140569 (Appendix B)  
‘The mobility test does not require a mobile home to be mobile in the sense of being moved on any 
wheels and axles it may have. It is sufficient that the unit can be picked up intact (including its floor 
and roof) and be put on a lorry by crane or hoist. In the case of twin-unit mobile homes the whole 
unit must be physically capable of being transportable by road, the illegality of any such 
transportation on the public highway being irrelevant.’ 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/J2210/X/22/3298471 (Appendix C)  
‘A factor critical to ascertaining whether the structure would be a caravan, or a building is its 
mobility. The structure would not be wheeled, nor would it have a drawbar as in a caravan in the 
conventional sense. However, that does not necessarily mean that the structure would be 
immobile.’  
 
‘‘Mobility’ does not require a caravan to be mobile in the sense of being moved on its own wheels 
and axles. A caravan may be mobile if it can be picked up intact and put on a lorry. The available 
evidence clearly showed that the structure would be capable of being picked up intact and moved, 
either by lifting it onto a trailer using a hoist attached to a crane, or by using a removable wheeled 
skid.’  
 
“You have attached the mobile home to services; therefore, it becomes a permanent structure!” 
Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/X/15/3140569 (Appendix B)  
 
Planning Inspector Andrew Dales states in the above appeal that:  
 

 
2 Brightlingsea Haven Ltd v. Morris [2008] EWHC 1928 (QB) 



‘Similarly, any attachment to services is not the same as physical attachment to the land, as 
invariably disconnection from such services is a simple matter which can be achieved within minutes 
if the mobile home needs to be moved. The mobile home would not acquire the degree of 
permanence and attachment required of building. The mobility test would be met.’ 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/J1915/X/11/2159970 (Appendix D)  
The assessment by Planning Inspector Martin Joyce within the referenced appeal highlights key 
considerations related to the mobility of the mobile home:  
 

1. Test of Capability: The primary test is whether the unit, when fully assembled, is capable 
of being towed or transported by a single vehicle. This demonstrates the focus on the 
structural qualities that enable the unit to be theoretically moved.  
 
2. Irrelevance of Intention: The lack of intention to move the unit is deemed irrelevant to 
the main issue. This observation recognises that the term "static" in the context of caravans 
on lawful caravan sites does not negate their classification as caravans. The essential 
criterion remains the structural capability for theoretical mobility.  
 
3. Immaterial Practicalities: Practical considerations, such as a narrow driveway or awkward 
craning points, are considered immaterial. The critical factor is whether the mobile home 
possesses the necessary structural qualities for theoretical mobility, irrespective of the site 
specific challenges that may impede actual movement.  

 
These points reinforce that the focus of the mobility test is on the inherent structural qualities of the 
mobile home, emphasising its theoretical capability of being moved, rather than immediate 
practicalities or intentions related to site-specific constraints.  
 

“The mobile home won’t be moved periodically!” 
 

Appeal Ref: APP/B0230/X/22/3295944 (Appendix E)  
‘It is reasonably safe to assume that the unit [mobile home] might remain in situ for some years, 
having regard to its intended use. Even so, I do not regard this as being a significant factor in relation 
to the test of permanence. A caravan can often stay in one position for an indeterminate period, 
without adversely affecting its ability to be moved. For example, a static caravan at a residential or 
holiday park will often remain in the same position for several years without being moved. Such a 
caravan would also generally remain connected to services. In no sense could a residential or holiday 
park caravan be described as a building simply because it had not been moved periodically.’  
 
“The caravan must have wheels and a drawbar to be considered a caravan for planning purposes!”  
 
Appeal Ref: APP/J2210/X/22/3298471 (Appendix C)  
 
The observation that the structure would lack wheels or a drawbar in the conventional sense of a 
caravan does not automatically render it immobile. The concept of 'mobility' in this context exceeds 
the traditional notion of a caravan being mobile on its own wheels and axles. It is clarified that 
mobility, for the purposes of legal assessment, extends beyond the specific means of movement 
commonly associated with caravans.  
 
In essence, the absence of wheels or a drawbar does not prevent the structure from being 
considered mobile. The determination of mobility is broader, encompassing the potential for the 
structure to be moved, whether by alternative means such as lifting onto a trailer using a hoist 



attached to a crane or utilising a removable wheeled skid. This aligns with the legal understanding 
that mobility is not confined to a specific mode of transportation but is contingent on the structure's 
inherent capability to be moved in its assembled state. 
 
Operational Development Conclusion  
 
The unit will be constructed as a single-unit caravan and the proposal meets the size test and in fact, 
is much smaller than the allowed maximum dimensions.  
 
Clear evidence has been provided to prove that the caravan can be lifted and moved from the site, 
while case law indicates that the temporary attachment to services does not constitute permanence. 
This therefore satisfies the mobility test.  
 
The above sections clearly demonstrate beyond reasonable doubt that the proposal meets the three 
tests set out in section 13 of the Caravan Sites Act 1968, and as amended in October 2006 (CSA) and 
should be considered a caravan.  
 
As such, the proposal does not constitute operational development. 
 
Material Change of Use  
 
To ensure there is no material change of use of the land, the mobile home must be 
ancillary/incidental to the C3 residential use. Although there is no statutory planning definition for 
ancillary/incidental, the following four widely recognised 'incidental' tests, derived from case law, 
and documented in the House of Commons (Hansard, 22 November 20053), serve as benchmarks:  
 
1. The relationship between the respective occupants.  
2. The relative size of the house, its garden, and the caravan.  
3. The relative scale of accommodation in the caravan and the house.  
4. The degree to which the caravan is functionally connected to and subordinate to the use of the 
dwelling house.  
 
Relationship – The mobile home will be used by the applicant and their family; as a short-term use 
for additional living accommodation, and for a longer-term use for future-proofing, should either the 
applicant or their family begin to require additional care and support. The provision of the mobile 
home will allow the applicant and the wider family to provide essential care and support.   
 
Size/Scale of Accommodation – The proposed caravan creates only a modest increase in footprint. 
The accommodation within the caravan is designed with minimal scale, offering the necessary 
facilities for the occupants to lead a comfortable life.  
 
Function – It is important to note that while a caravan typically possesses all the amenities needed 
for independent day-to-day living, the inclusion of primary living accommodation does not 
automatically imply a material change of use. The primary use is to facilitate comfortable living 
without necessitating a change in the existing use of the property.  
To confirm, there will be no separate:  
 

• Address  

• Post Box  

 
3 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200506/cmhansrd/vo051122/debtext/51122-40.htm 



• Utility meters  

• Services (such as internet, phone line and television) 

• Parking  

• Garden area or curtilage 

• Access 
 
The caravan will not be independently registered as a separate unit of occupation for Council Tax 
purposes. The mobile home is not viable in isolation and is dependent on the main dwelling for its 
functionality and operation, as outlined in the accompanying supporting letter.  
 
The occupant of the mobile home will be the applicant's family; as a short-term use for additional 
living accommodation, and for a longer-term use for future-proofing, should either the applicant or 
their family begin to require additional care and support. The provision of the mobile home serves 
the purpose of enabling the family to provide the necessary care and support for the applicant or 
their family, should this be required in years to come. Consequently, there will be a clear functional 
interchange of use between the main dwelling and the mobile home by all occupants.  
 
However, it is important to note that the assessment of this application must be of the proposed 
use, rather than what may potentially occur. The scope of a LDC is to certify the proposed use. If the 
caravan deviates from its intended use in association with the dwelling, as described, and the 
functional connection is severed, it will not qualify from the LDC.  
 
Common Ancillary Misconceptions  
 
“The mobile home contains all the facilities to be used independently of the main dwelling!”  
 
The judgement in the High Court case Uttlesford v SoS for the Environment & White [1991] 
considered that, even if an annexe within a residential curtilage possesses all the essential living 
facilities, allowing the occupier to live independently and potentially qualify as a separate dwelling 
house, this does not automatically result in a material change of use. The Court concurred that the 
annexe, despite its residential amenities, did not constitute the creation of a separate planning unit.  
 
The Judge in this case deemed several factors as significant in reaching this conclusion. Noteworthy 
factors included the lack of separate utility meters, postal address, and telephone line. Additionally, 
emphasis was placed on the absence of any separate curtilage or access arrangements. These 
considerations supported the view that the annexe, while functionally self-sufficient, did not 
represent a separate planning unit necessitating formal planning approval.  
 
This is further emphasised in a recent appeal decision ref: APP/J2210/X/22/3298471 (Appendix C) 
where the Inspector notes in para. 10 that ‘the stationing on land of a caravan for purposes that 
are part and parcel of and integral to the lawful use as a single residential planning unit would not 
involve the material change of use… the provision within the curtilage of a dwelling of a separate 
structure which would provide the facilities for independent day-to-day living but is nevertheless 
intended to function as part and parcel of the main dwelling would also not involve a material 
change of use.’  
 
This principle is reaffirmed by a recent appeal decision with the reference 
APP/T3725/X/21/3266375, as detailed in Appendix I. This decision acknowledges that, regarding LDC 
applications:  
 



‘Much depends on how the unit [mobile home] would actually be used and the proposal should be 
assessed on the basis of the stated purpose and not what might possibly occur.’  
 
In the mentioned appeal (APP/T3725/X/21/3266375, Appendix I), the intended occupant of the 
mobile home was the appellants' Godfather. At the time of the application, the Godfather was 
residing at the appellants' residence. Given the Godfather's health issues and the anticipation of 
another baby within the applicant's household, the provision of the mobile home was deemed 
necessary.  
 
The rationale behind this decision was rooted in the understanding that the limited space within the 
main dwelling, coupled with the impending addition to the family, would make accommodation 
challenging. The introduction of the mobile home was a strategic measure to ensure that the 
Godfather could continue to stay with the appellants. This arrangement aimed to facilitate close 
support and assistance in managing the health and well-being of their Godfather, thereby addressing 
the unique circumstances and needs of the occupants.  
 
The Inspector concluded the following:  
 
‘…there would be a family and functional link with the land which would remain in single ownership 
and control. The proposed use of the mobile home in the manner described would not involve 
physical or functional separation of the land from the remainder of the property. The character of 
the use would be unchanged. Thus, the use described would form part of the residential use within 
the same planning unit. Only if operational development which is not permitted development is 
carried out or if a new residential planning unit is created, will there be development.’  
 
Moreover, in a recent appeal, (Ref: APP/B0230/X/22/3295944) (Appendix E), the Inspector 
acknowledged that the mobile home would serve a function akin to that of a residential annexe, the 
Inspector reached the conclusion that:  
 
‘The intended use would therefore be integral to and part and parcel of the primary use of the 
planning unit as a single dwellinghouse. The planning unit would remain in single family occupation 
and would continue to function as a single household. Therefore, as a matter of fact and degree 
there would be no material change of use.’  
 
“You can’t use a mobile home interchangeably with the accommodation in the main dwelling!”  
 
Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/X/15/3140569 (Appendix B)  
 
In this appeal, the Inspector stated that a mobile home can be deemed ancillary if it would be used 
interchangeably with the accommodation in the main dwelling. Specifically, the interchangeability 
should encompass aspects such as socialising and providing practical support for day-to-day living 
needs.  

“The size and level of facilities of the mobile home allows for independent use!” 
 
Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/X/16/3161457 (Appendix J) 
 
This very point was raised in an appeal (3161457) for a comparable mobile home. The inspector 
made the following comments:  
 
‘Whilst I note that the Council have concerns that adding a further four bedrooms in the Proposed 
Caravan may be excessive, I do not consider this is a matter which should concern the Council when 



dealing with a LDC for a proposed use. If the Appellant were to permit the use of the Proposed 
Caravan for any uses that were not ancillary to the residential use of the Dwellinghouse it is likely 
that planning permission would be required, and the Council would retain control over any non-
ancillary uses of the Proposed Caravan.  
 
Further, whilst the plans show four bedrooms it could well be that these rooms were used for other 
ancillary uses e.g. as a study room, a home cinema, a home library, a home fitness room.  
 
I therefore conclude that the size and scale of the Proposed Caravan do not preclude it from being 
used for ancillary residential uses to the Dwelling-House.’  
 
Material Change of Use Conclusion  
 
The accompanying supporting letter states that the mobile home will be used ancillary to the main 
dwelling. Despite the mobile home being equipped with all the necessary facilities for independent 
use, it is explicitly outlined that the occupants of the mobile home will maintain a reliance on the 
main dwelling.  
 
The main dwelling and the mobile home to be used interchangeably, ensuring the planning unit 
would remain as one. The main dwelling and the mobile home will be used in a way which does not 
result in a change of use, thus meaning a change of use will not occur.  
 
Planning Precedents  
Whilst we note that Lawful Development Certificates are assessed against facts and evidence and 
are not assessed against a local development plan or material considerations, to ensure this 
application is determined efficiently and fairly, we would like to direct the LPA towards previous LDC 
applications that were approved by the LPA. The LPA was satisfied that the proposed mobile home 
met the statutory definition of a caravan and did not result in a change of use of the land.  
 
Furthermore, it is also worthing noting that the proposed mobile home is of a similar size and scale 
to the approved mobile homes outlined below.  
• 23/1548/CLP | Proposed provision of twin-unit mobile home within rear garden for use of 
additional accommodation Certificate of Lawful Development (Proposed) | 41 Aldenham Avenue, 
Radlett, Hertfordshire, WD7 8HZ  
• 23/0468/CLP | Siting of mobile home in the garden to be used as ancillary living accommodation 
(revised application). Certificate of Lawful Development (Proposed). | 32 Chandos Road, 
Borehamwood, Hertfordshire, WD6 1UY  
• 22/0658/CLP | Stationing of a mobile home within residential garden to provide ancillary 
accommodation. Certificate of Lawful Development (Proposed). | 1 Hartfield Avenue, Elstree, 
Borehamwood, Hertfordshire, WD6 3JB  
• 18/1154/CLP | Stationing of mobile home within the residential curtilage of the dwelling for 
ancillary purposes to the main house. Certificate of Lawful Development (proposed) | 4 Old Nursery 
Close, Shenley, Hertfordshire, WD7 9FD  
 
Conclusion  
This Statement has been prepared in support of a Lawful Development Certificate for a proposed 
use of a single-unit mobile home at for ancillary residential use. The proposal falls with the 
definitions outlined in the 1960 and 1968 Acts, as amended in 2006, and is considered a mobile 
home, therefore not resulting in operational development.  
 



The caravan would be situated entirely within the residential curtilage of the existing dwelling, 
forming an integral part of the planning unit. Furthermore, the applicant explicitly states the mobile 
home will be used ancillary to the main dwelling. This assertion is reinforced by shared services, the 
scale of facilities contained within the mobile home, and the commitment to maintaining the site as 
one planning unit.  
 
In consideration of the submitted evidence and the referenced case law and precedents, it is firmly 
contended that the correct application of planning law should warrant the issuance of an LDC for the 
Proposed Use of land.  
 
In conclusion, under the provisions of Section 192 of the 1990 Act, the Lawful Development 
Certificate for the proposed use or development should be granted. 
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Appendix A – Appeal Ref: APP/N1025/C/01/1074589

 











 
 
 
 
 



Appendix B – Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/X/15/3140569

 







 
 
 
 
 



Appendix C – Appeal Ref: APP/J2210/X/22/3298471

 





 
 
 
 
 



Appendix D – Appeal Ref: APP/J1915/X/11/2159970







 
 
 
 
 



Appendix E – Appeal Ref: APP/B0230/X/22/3295944



 
 
 
 
 



Appendix F – Appeal Ref: APP/B5480/C/17/3174314







 
 
 
 
 



Appendix G – Appeal Ref: APP/U1240/C/18/3204771













 
 
 
 
 



Appendix I – Appeal Ref: APP/T3725/X/21/3266375#





 
 
 
 
 



Appendix J -Appeal Ref: APP/R3650/X/16/3161457

 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 



 


