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The Council’s statement, as provided within its letter of the 7th September 2026, adds no 
evidence and nothing of substance to support the Council’s position as previously set out in 
the reasons for refusal of the appeal application and the associated officer’s report.  The 
appellant would therefore stand by the evidence already provided within the appeal 
application submission and the grounds of appeal already submitted.  However the 
appellant would take this opportunity to comment further in response to a number of 
arguments made within the Council’s latest statement. 
 
Firstly it is noted that the first line of the Council’s statement refers to an application for 
costs.  However no such costs application has been made at this stage, and the Council’s 
comment in this respect is perhaps symptomatic of the level of care and consideration that 
has been afforded the appeal application. 
 
The appellant would point out that the standard of proof in certificate of lawful 
development applications is the civil standard: the balance of probabilities.  The applicant is 
not required to demonstrate lawfulness beyond doubt or to exclude all conceivable contrary 
argument.  It is sufficient to demonstrate that, on the balance of probabilities, the proposed 
use or operations would not constitute development.  Whilst the onus rests on the applicant 
to provide sufficient information to satisfy the determining authority of lawfulness on that 
standard, where an applicant provides cogent evidence in support of the application and the 
authority advances no contrary evidence of substance, the balance of probabilities will 
ordinarily favour the grant of the certificate. 
 
Despite the above the appellant remains concerned that the Council appears to be trying 
erroneously to engineer a position where a structure that meets the requirements of the 
caravan acts should still be pushed back to within the definition of development as set out 
in the Town & Country Planning Act, merely on the basis of what the Council now describes 
as the ‘nature’ of the component parts to be used in the assembly of the proposed caravan 
structure.  However the definition of development is based on more than a simplistic 
assessment of the number of components used in the assembly of a structure or the nature 
or type of those components; it is also based on the structure’s permanence and 



 

 

 

 

attachment.  And, in any case, the appellant would stress again that there is nothing within 
the caravan acts to control the number or type of components used in a caravan’s assembly, 
or whether that caravan is brough to site pre-assembled or intact. 
 
The level of internal specification, quality of construction and perceived quality of 
appearance are irrelevant to whether a structure meets the statutory definition of a 
caravan.  A structure may be comprehensively fitted out, with high quality internal 
appointments and a sophisticated external finish, and still satisfy the definition provided it is 
designed or adapted for human habitation and lacks the degree of permanence necessary to 
be considered a building.  Where a structure satisfies the statutory definition of a caravan 
under Section 29(1) of the 1960 Act it may not be reclassified as a ‘building’ for planning 
purposes simply by reason of its size, appearance, durability, permanence of siting or the 
sophistication of its internal or external specification. 
 
In any case, the Council has provided no case law or appeal authority of its own to support 
its apparent contention that the ‘nature’ of the components to be used in the assembly of 
the proposed caravan, the method of assembly and what it terms the ‘overall characteristics 
of the structure’ have any bearing on whether or not it meets the statutory definition of a 
caravan. 
 
The appellant is concerned by the Council’s argument that the two previous positive LDC 
decisions (appendix C & D of the Council’s statement) did not require the Council to 
determine the detailed construction, assembly and mobility issues raised in the present 
appeal.  Both of those applications were prepared and submitted by the appellant company, 
so the appellant is fully aware of what was applied for.  Both applications included a virtually 
identical level and type of information to that provided originally with the current appeal 
application, and the covering letters for both applications stated that confirmation was 
sought that the proposal falls within the definition of a caravan.  Descriptions of an 
assembly method identical to that under consideration here were provided with both 
applications, including use of a timber/oak frame, timber cladding and roof tiles. 
 
So identical details to those provided with the current appeal application were clearly 
provided within the two previous LDC applications for consideration by the Council.  It 
therefore remains unclear why the Council has determined a third application very 
differently to the previous two.  The appellant would suggest that it is disingenuous, at best, 
for the Council to now argue that the determination of the previous two similar applications 
did not take into account the full amount of information submitted, and yet this third similar 
application did.  This simply displays further a lack of consistency, confusion and 
misunderstanding on the part of the Council in dealing such applications. 
 
The Council’s statement refers to a recent positive LDC decision (appendix E).  However the 
appellant is unclear as to what argument the Council is attempting to make.  That decision 
relates to a structure assembled using a timber frame with cladding and employing the use 
of temporary lifting beams, items which the Council has previously appeared to suggest 
count against a structure possessing the qualities to meet the definition of a caravan. 



 

 

 

 

 
The Council accepts that consistency in decision making is important, but states that it is not 
bound by decisions made in other cases.  However the Council has failed to produce even 
one relevant appeal decision itself to support its arguments and to counter the general 
weight of appeal authority referred to by the appellant.  Since submitting this appeal, the 
appellant company has continued to receive positive LDC decisions for its caravan structures 
across the country, with more than 50 positive decisions received at the time of preparing 
these comments.  The consistent themes across the many positive caravan LDC decisions 
received by the appellant are: 
 

 Compliance with statutory size limits. 
 A conclusion, based on evidence provided, that the appellant’s caravan units are 

inherently capable of movement intact. 
 Siting without foundations/anchoring such that the caravan remains removeable. 
 Occupation that remains ancillary and subordinate to the host dwelling under unified 

household control. 
 
This consistency is important because it demonstrates that the approach advanced in this 
submission is not novel, stretched or policy-driven.  It is the settled application of the 
caravan definition.  It also promotes fairness and predictability in decision making, which is a 
core aspect of good administrative practice in lawful development certificate 
determinations. 
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Further to the appellants final comments provided on the 17th September 2026, the 
appellant would like to take the opportunity to draw attention to the Council’s approval of 
another lawful development certificate application made in respect of one of the appellant 
company’s caravan structures.  That approval was received after the appeal under 
consideration here was lodged.  Details are enclosed (application ref. PL/2026/04453). 
 
The approval related to a lawful development certificate application which described an 
identical construction method and means of mobility to that of the caravan under 
consideration here.  The appellant therefore finds it baffling how the Council can treat two 
virtually identical applications (in terms of assembly method, materials and mobility) so 
differently. 
 
The Council has now, in fact, approved more lawful development certificate applications for 
the appellant company’s caravans than it has refused.  Whilst this demonstrates an obvious 
inconsistency and difficulty on the part of the Council in properly applying the legislation, it 
also demonstrates more of a consensus on the part of the Council that the appellant 
company’s caravan do indeed meet the requirements of the Caravan Act. 
 
It is also advised that of all the Councils the appellant company submits applications to 
across the country, this Council is now amongst those that have approved the highest 
number of caravan lawful development certificate applications. 
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