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Executive Summary
The Study
1.

Recent legislation and guidance from the government has indicated a
commitment to taking steps to resolve some of the long-standing
accommodation issues for members of the Gypsy and Traveller
communities. This legislation has an overarching aim of ensuring that
members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities have equal access
to decent and appropriate accommodation options akin to each and
every other member of society. As a result, a number of Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessments (GTAAs) are now being
undertaken across the UK, as local authorities respond to these new
obligations and requirements.

2.

A number of local authorities across the Southern Staffordshire and
Northern Warwickshire area (Rugby Borough Council, Lichfield District
Council, South Staffordshire Council, Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough
Council, Cannock Chase District Council, North Warwickshire Borough
Council and Tamworth Borough Council1) commissioned this
assessment in May 2007. The study was conducted by a team of
researchers from the Salford Housing & Urban Studies Unit (SHUSU)
at the University of Salford and assisted by staff at the Centre for
Urban and Regional Studies (CURS) at the University of Birmingham.
The study was greatly aided by research support and expertise
provided by members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities. The
study was managed by a Steering Group composed of officers
representing the Partner Authorities.

3.

The assessment was undertaken by conducting:
•

A review of available literature, data and secondary sources;

•

A detailed questionnaire completed by housing and planning
officers;

•

Consultations with key stakeholders; and

•

A total of 133 interviews with Gypsies and Travellers from a range
of tenures and community groups.

Background
4.

Following the Housing Act 2004, local authorities have been preparing
to develop and implement strategies to respond to the accommodation
needs of the Gypsy and Traveller communities living in their areas as
part of their wider housing strategies and the Regional Housing

1

For ease, these are referred to only by the borough, district or city name throughout this
document.
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Strategy (RHS). Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments
(GTAAs) are designed to provide the evidence needed to inform these
strategies. However, as well as presenting evidence and information on
accommodation needs at an immediate local level, the evidence
collected and analysis produced have a wider regional role. The
assessment of accommodation need and pitch requirements are also
to be fed into the Regional Planning Body (RPB), in this case the West
Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA), for inclusion into the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS). The RSS then specifies pitch numbers required
(but not their location) for each local planning authority (LPA) in light of
the GTAAs conducted and a strategic view of need, supply and
demand across the region is taken. The local planning authority’s
Development Planning Document (DPD) then identifies specific sites to
match pitch numbers from the RSS.

Main Findings
Local Gypsies and Travellers and accommodation provision
5.

There is no one source of information about the size of the Gypsy and
Traveller population in the Study Area. Our best estimate is that there
are at least 1410 local Gypsies and Travellers.

6.

There are 2 socially rented sites in the Study Area (North
Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth) together providing 38
pitches. These sites accommodate 103 individuals. All residents have
access to amenity blocks, WC and a water supply. Having taken over
management of the site in Nuneaton & Bedworth, Warwickshire County
Council now manages both sites. Very few of the residents had positive
views about these sites, with site facilities and design viewed
particularly negatively. Both Rugby Borough Council within its district,
and Warwickshire County Council at the Griff Site, Nuneaton, have
plans to increase the number of socially rented pitches available.

7.

There are 34 authorised private sites in the Study Area, together
providing an estimated 214 pitches. The provision of authorised pitches
is scattered throughout all local authorities (with the exception of
Tamworth) with particular concentrations in South Staffordshire, Rugby
and Nuneaton & Bedworth. It is estimated that around two-thirds of
these pitches (68%) are rented. Most respondents on private sites
reported access to WC, postal service, rubbish collection, a water
supply and an electric supply. Respondents on private sites had, on
average, 1.3 caravans per household with the vast majority
commenting that this gave them enough space. Respondents on
private sites were generally much more satisfied with their
accommodation than were households on socially rented sites.
However, it was noted that there may be some overcrowding on private
sites, i.e. too many trailers for the space allowed.
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8.

There are 9 unauthorised developments (land owned by Gypsies
and Travellers but developed without planning permission) within the
Study Area. These developments accommodated approximately 39
separate households. Due to their undeveloped nature, access to
facilities on these sites was poorer than on authorised sites. However,
most households that were consulted with as part of the assessment
had access to WC, rubbish collection, water and a postal service. Most
households also had access to an amenity block. The tenure
arrangements on these sites were unclear.

9.

There are 4 Travelling Showpeople Yards which are all privately
owned or privately rented and all were used for residential purposes.
Interviews took place on three out of the four yards. It was clear that
some of these yards required regularisation and permanency. There
was also a need for more accommodation for Travelling Showpeople in
the Study Area.

Unauthorised encampments
10.

The Caravan Count in January 2007 recorded 21 caravans on
unauthorised encampments (on land not owned by Gypsies and
Travellers). Records kept by the local authorities show that the Study
Area experienced around 47 encampments over the previous full
calendar year (2006) which was seen by the local authorities as a
similar level for previous years, and 26 encampments over the period
of assessment (June–October 2007). The average encampment size
was just over 5 caravans. Most encampments stayed for a relatively
short period of time with the average duration being just under 3
weeks. Most of the encampments occurred in Rugby, Cannock Chase
and Nuneaton & Bedworth.

11.

A total of 9 interviews were carried out with people on unauthorised
encampments. The average number of caravans owned by households
on unauthorised encampments was 1.3, with around 3.5 people living
in each caravan. Most households felt that they had enough living
space for their needs although for some, affordability provided a major
barrier to achieving more space.

12.

Access to facilities was largely restricted for households on
unauthorised encampments with just one respondent able to access
basic facilities such as water and WC.

13.

No respondents on unauthorised encampments had a base elsewhere.

Gypsies and Travellers in bricks and mortar housing
14.

All authorities with the exception of South Staffordshire and Rugby
make specific reference to Gypsies and Travellers in their local
authority housing strategies. The inclusion of Gypsies and Travellers in
homelessness and BME housing strategies is less consistent. No local
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authority was able to quantify the number of Gypsies and Travellers in
social or private bricks and mortar housing. From information gathered
via Warwickshire County Council and from fieldwork experience it is
estimated that there are at least 47 families in housing within the Study
Area – however, it is acknowledged that this is probably a significant
underestimate.
15.

We interviewed 23 households living in bricks and mortar housing
across the Study Area. Around two-thirds of Gypsies and Travellers
were tenants of some kind (both council and private), the remaining
households being owner-occupiers. Almost a fifth of households still
retained a trailer. The vast majority of respondents viewed their house
positively. Two-thirds of respondents had lived in their accommodation
for a number of years – a fifth for 5 years and over. Just 2 respondents
were planning to leave the house in the near future. A third of
households thought they would remain in the house indefinitely. The
remainder did not know.

16.

Family reasons, health, education and a lack of sites were all given as
major reasons which stimulated a move into housing.

17.

A quarter of all respondents had lived in a house at some point in the
past. Just over a third of these viewed it as a positive experience, with
nearly half viewing bricks and mortar living in a negative light.
Respondents tended to cite marriage, cultural reasons or feelings of
being enclosed and constrained as reasons for leaving bricks and
mortar housing.

Characteristics of local Gypsies and Travellers
18.

The survey of Gypsies and Travellers identified some of the important
characteristics of the local population.
Household size is significantly larger than in the settled/nonTraveller population at 3.6 persons across the whole sample.
A significant minority of the sample (12%) were households over 60
years of age.
Young families are the predominant household type in the Study
Area as a whole. However, there are a significant number of single
households on the socially rented sites.
The majority of Gypsies and Travellers in trailers and in housing
can be seen to belong, in some way, to the Study Area.
The majority of respondents, nearly three-quarters, felt they were
‘local’ to the area they were residing in. ‘Family connections’ was
the main reason given when respondents were asked why they
were living where they were.
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The local population includes diverse ethnic groups. Romany Gypsy
is the largest ethnic group (68%), followed by Irish Travellers (18%),
with much smaller numbers of others who described themselves as
Showpeople, Welsh Gypsy or Traveller.
A third of school-age children do not regularly attend school or
receive home education. Children on unauthorised encampments
and socially rented sites had the poorest attendance levels.
The Gypsy and Traveller population was largely sedentary.
However, around half of settled or authorised households still
travelled seasonally – with some travelling more often than this.
Feeling settled and poor health were the main reasons that were
cited for not travelling.
Of those households who still travelled, around a quarter of
respondents intended to engage in quite local travelling (within the
local area, Study Area or West Midlands region) with a third
planning to travel to other parts of the UK.
Self-employment was a major source of income for respondents
with the type of work people engaged in including gardening/tree
work, carpet related trades, uPVC and guttering and scrap.
Gypsies and Travellers and housing-related support
19.

There were no Supporting People funded services targeted specifically
for Gypsies and Travellers at the time of the assessment.

20.

The kind of housing-related services Gypsies and Travellers expressed
an interest in receiving assistance with included: accessing health care,
claiming benefits, harassment issues, finding accommodation, support
with planning and accessing legal services.

21.

Over a third of respondents felt that they had experienced some form
of harassment or discrimination as a result of being a Gypsy or a
Traveller.

Accommodation preferences and aspirations
22.

All households were asked whether there was anyone living with them
who were likely to want their own accommodation over the next 5
years. Overall, 20 households reported that there was, which equated
to 24 individuals who will require their own accommodation by 2012.

23.

There was support for the creation of additional long-stay residential
sites within the Study Area with a quarter of respondents interested in
moving to a new residential site/pitch – this included households who
were currently accommodated on sites within the Study Area.
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Respondents voiced a preference for residential sites with pitch
capacities of between 10 and 15 pitches.
24.

Nearly a fifth of respondents wanted to see the development of more
transit/short-stay sites in the Study Area. Interest in such sites was
shown from households from all accommodation types. For households
on authorised/settled accommodation the creation of more authorised
short-stay accommodation would enable an increase in family visits
and help to maintain the tradition of travelling. According to the views of
Gypsies and Travellers who would use such sites, these should be
around 10 pitches in size with a large number of people expecting to
use the site for between 1 and 4 weeks.

25.

Respondents were asked to comment on a range of differing
accommodation types in order to ascertain their preferences. The clear
preference was for a small private site which they/their family owned,
followed by travelling around on authorised transit sites, followed by a
site owned by the local authority. Living in a local authority or RSL
house was the least favoured option.

Accommodation need and supply
26.

Nationally, there are no signs that the growth in the Gypsy and
Traveller population will slow significantly. The supply of additional
authorised accommodation has slowed since 1994, but the size of the
population of Gypsies and Travellers does not appear to have been
affected to a great extent. Instead, the way in which Gypsies and
Travellers live has changed, with increases in unauthorised
accommodation, innovative house dwelling arrangements (living in
trailers in the grounds of houses), overcrowding on sites and
overcrowding within accommodation units (trailers, houses, chalets,
etc.). In order to respond effectively and appropriately to the lack of
suitable accommodation to meet the needs of Gypsies and Travellers,
the regional planning body (West Midlands Regional Assembly) has
the role of ensuring that all local authorities contribute to resolving the
current shortage of authorised site accommodation in a strategic
manner, which helps redress current imbalances in the pattern of
provision, and enhances the sustainability of the Gypsy and Traveller
site network.

27.

The ‘models’ for assessing the numerical requirement for additional
residential pitches have developed significantly over the past few
years. The calculation used here is an adaptation of the example
provided by the CLG.2 The calculation for years 1–5 (2007–2012) takes
account of need arising from the following indicators: expiry of
temporary planning permissions, household growth, need from
unauthorised developments, movement between sites and housing,

2

CLG (2007) Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments – Guidance. London:
HMSO.
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need from closing sites, and need from households on unauthorised
encampments. On the supply side, the calculation takes account of:
pitch vacancies on socially rented sites, unused pitches and
known/planned developments of sites/pitches. These calculations are
estimates based on information drawn from: local authority information,
knowledge of key stakeholders, survey findings and assumptions
based on the professional experience of the study team.
28.

Additional requirements beyond 2012 are based on estimated
household growth. Following the principles used in the West Midlands
Interim Statement on Gypsy and Traveller Policy this is assumed to be
a 3% increase between 2012 and 2016, 2.5% each year between 2016
and 2021, and 2% each year between 2021 and 2026. This follows
commonly accepted assumptions as to the growth of the population.3

29.

Transit requirements (2007–2012) are calculated by the average
number of households on unauthorised encampments seeking a
transit/short-stay pitch in the area; an allowance for vacancies is
included in order to manage their operation effectively. No further
transit provision is estimated to be required beyond 2012 on the
assumption that the level of travelling will not increase in the
foreseeable future and other surrounding local authorities will also have
developed appropriate transit options.

30.

Requirements for the additional residential provision for Travelling
Showpeople are estimated on the basis of survey findings and local
authority information.

31.

Because of the historical inequalities in pitch provision, Gypsies and
Travellers have constrained choices as to where and how they would
choose to live if they had real choice. So while choices for the nonTravelling community are generally much wider, as there is social
housing available in every authority in the country, there are no local
authority sites in 138 of the 353 local authorities in England, and only in
71 authorities is there more than one site. Some authorities have no
authorised private sites. Over time, this has inevitably meant that
Gypsies and Travellers have generally moved to areas they see as
offering the best life chances, for example: an authority which provides
a site; an authority which is perceived as having more private
authorised sites than others; or, an authority that is attractive in some
other way (slower enforcement, transport links, friends and family
resident, etc.). Therefore, there is a tendency, when the need for
additional accommodation is assessed, for the needs assessment to

3

Household growth rates of 2% and 3% a year were suggested as appropriate in Pat Niner
(2003) Local Authority Gypsy/Traveller Sites in England, ODPM. A 3% growth rate was also
used in the recent report from Communities and Local Government (2007) Preparing
Regional Spatial Strategy reviews on Gypsies and Travellers by regional planning bodies,
HMSO. For more information see West Midlands: Interim Regional Statement on Gypsy &
Traveller Policy http://www.wmra.gov.uk/page.asp?id=303.
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further compound these inequalities in site provision. For example,
authorities which already provide Gypsy and Traveller accommodation
(publicly or privately) are assessed as having greater need for
additional pitch provision than authorities with little or no pitch
provision. This is compounded further the longer-term the assessment
is made (i.e. to 2016).
32.

As requested in the research brief, Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation needs have been identified at a sub-regional and a
local level. This has been done on a ‘need where it is seen to arise’
basis. However, the results of this apportionment should not
necessarily be assumed to imply that those needs should be actually
met in that specific locality. This distribution reflects the current uneven
distribution of pitch provision and the Gypsy and Traveller population
across the Study Area. Decisions about where need should be met
should be strategic, taken in partnership with local authorities, the
County Councils and the West Midlands Regional Assembly – involving
consultation with Gypsies and Travellers and other interested parties –
which will take into account wider social and economic planning
considerations such as equity, choice and sustainability.

Table i below presents the ‘needs where they arise’ requirements.
Accommodation need arising from existing district level Gypsy and
Traveller and Travelling Showpeople populations

S Staffs

2

24

37

66

88

0

171

26

9

12

21

48

45

6

53

9

1

5

7

14

16

1

64

11

2

5

9

17

19

1

57

10

2

5

7

15

17

1

35

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

345

60

14

27

44

94

97

9

Tamworth

Rugby

44

Lichfield

261

Cannock
Chase

Nun & Bed

Current authorised residential
4
provision (pitches)
Additional residential need 2007–
2012 (pitches)
Additional residential need 2012–
2016 (pitches)
Additional residential need 2016–
2021 (pitches)
Additional residential need 2021–
2026 (pitches)
Additional suggested transit
5
need 2007–2026 (pitches)
Estimated total additional
residential pitch need 2007–2026

North
Warks

Study Area
Total

Table i:

Note: For pragmatic reasons these figures have been rounded up to the nearest whole pitch
4

These are approximations of the provision (public and private) based on information
obtained from the authorities during the course of the assessment. This includes Travelling
Showpeople sites.
5
This is an illustration of the equitable split of the identified need. Transit requirements are
particularly difficult to quantify with any accuracy. Consideration will need to be given to the
appropriate number, size and distribution of transit pitches in each authority.
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Recommendations
33.

The overarching recommendation resulting from this assessment is
that the authorities across the Study Area engage proactively to meet
the accommodation needs that have been identified as a result of this
assessment and that a strategic joined-up approach is taken. More
specifically a number of recommendations have been made for the
Partner Authorities – these can be found in the main report.
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Glossary
The following terms are used in this report and may need some clarification.
In the case of those terms which are related to Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation and culture, it is noted that a number of these terms are often
contested and debated. It is not the intention of the authors to present these
terms as absolute definitions; rather the explanations provided are those the
authors used in this assessment as their frames of reference.
Term

Explanation

Amenity block/shed

On most residential Gypsy/Traveller sites these are
buildings where basic plumbing amenities
(bath/shower, WC and sink) are provided at the rate of
one building per pitch.

Authorised local authority site/
Registered Social Landlord site

An authorised site owned by either the local authority
or a Registered Social Landlord.

Authorised Private site

An authorised site owned by a private individual (who
may or may not be a Gypsy or a Traveller). These
sites can be owner-occupied, rented or a mixture of
owner-occupied and rented pitches.

Bricks and mortar

Permanent mainstream housing.

Caravan

Mobile living vehicle used by Gypsies and Travellers.
Also referred to as trailers

Chalet

In the absence of a specific definition the term ‘chalet’
is used here to refer to single storey residential units
which resemble mobile homes but can be dismantled.

Country People/Buffers

Term used by Irish Travellers to refer to settled
people/non-Travellers.

Development Plan Documents
(DPDs)

Documents which outline the key development goals
of the Local Development Framework.

Doubling-up

To share a pitch on an authorised site.

Gaujo/Gorger

Literal translation that indicates someone who is not of
the Romany Gypsy race. Romany word used mainly,
but not exclusively, by Romany Gypsies to refer to
members of the settled community/nonGypsy/Travellers.

Green Belt

A policy or land use designation used to retain areas of
largely undeveloped, wild, or agricultural land
surrounding or neighbouring urban areas.

Gypsy

Members of Gypsy or Traveller communities. Usually
used to describe Romany (English) Gypsies originating
from India. This term is not acceptable to all Travellers.

Gypsies and Travellers (as used
in this assessment)

Consistent with the Housing Act 2004, inclusive of: all
Gypsies, Irish Travellers, New Travellers, Showpeople,
Circus People and Gypsies and Travellers in bricks
and mortar accommodation. Can also include Roma
and boat dwellers if there is evidence of a need,
suppressed or otherwise, for pitch accommodation.
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Local Plan/Local Development
Framework (LDF)

A set of documents which a Local Planning Authority
creates to describe their strategy for development and
use of land in their area of authority.

Mobile home

Legally classified as a caravan but not usually
moveable without dismantling/or lorry.

Pitch/plot

Area of land on a site/development generally home to
one household. Can be varying sizes and have varying
caravan occupancy levels. Referred to as a plot
particularly in relation to Travelling Showpeople. There
is no agreed definition as to the size of a pitch.

Pulling-up

To park a trailer/caravan .

Settled community/people

Reference to non-Travellers (those that live in houses)

Site

An authorised area of land on which Gypsies and
Travellers are accommodated in trailers, chalets or
vehicles. Can contain one or multiple pitches.

Static caravan

Larger caravan rather than the ‘tourer’ type. Can be
moved but only with the use of a large vehicle. Often
referred to simply as a trailer.

Stopping place

Locations frequented by Gypsies and Travellers,
usually for short periods of time.

Supporting People

A funding programme which provides grants in order to
assist in the provision of housing-related support to
develop and sustain an individual’s capacity to live
independently in their accommodation.

Suppressed/concealed
household

Households, living within other households, who are
unable to set up separate family units and who are
unable to access a place on an authorised site, or
obtain or afford land to develop one.

Trailer

Term commonly used by Gypsies and Travellers to
refer to a moveable caravan.

Transit site

Site intended for short stays. Such sites are usually
permanent, but there is a limit on the length of time
residents can stay.

Travelling Showpeople

Commonly referred to as Showmen, these are a group
of occupational Travellers who work on travelling
shows and fairs across the UK and abroad.

Unauthorised Development

This refers to a caravan or trailer or group of caravans
or trailers on land owned (possibly developed) by
Gypsies and Travellers without planning permission.

Unauthorised Encampment

Stopping on private/public land without permission
(e.g. at the side of the road).

Yard

Term used by Travelling Showpeople to refer to a site.
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List of Acronyms
CLG
CJPOA
CRE
DPD
GTAA
HB
LDF
LGA
LPA
ODPM
RHB
RHS
RPB
RSL
RSS
SHUSU
TES
WCC
WMRA

Communities and Local Government
Criminal Justice and Public Order Act 1994
Commission for Racial Equality
Development Plan Document
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment
Housing Benefit
Local Development Framework
Local Government Association
Local Planning Authority
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
Regional Housing Board
Regional Housing Strategy
Regional Planning Body
Registered Social Landlord
Regional Spatial Strategy
Salford Housing & Urban Studies Unit
Traveller Education Service
Warwickshire County Council
West Midlands Regional Assembly

Note: Over the last few years the main Governmental department largely responsible
for Gypsy and Traveller related issues (in particular regarding housing and planning)
has been subject to a certain degree of reform. This can cause confusion. The main
changes are summarised below.
Until 2001 the Department for Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR)
was the responsible department for these issues. In 2001 responsibility was passed
to the Department for Transport, Local Government and the Regions (DTLR). In
2002 the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) took control of these issues
(within which the Gypsy and Traveller Unit was founded) with this being replaced by
the Department for Communities and Local Government (CLG) in 2006.
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1.

Overview

1.1

This report presents the findings of an assessment of the
accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers across the Southern
Staffordshire and Northern Warwickshire area. The research and report
were commissioned by a number of partner authorities (Rugby
Borough Council, Lichfield District Council, South Staffordshire Council,
Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Council, Cannock Chase District
Council, North Warwickshire Borough Council and Tamworth Borough
Council6) in May 2007. The study was conducted by a team of
researchers from the Salford Housing & Urban Studies Unit (SHUSU)
at the University of Salford and assisted by staff at the Centre for
Urban and Regional Studies (CURS) at the University of Birmingham.
The study was greatly aided by research support and expertise from
members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities. The study was
managed by a Steering Group composed of officers representing the
Partner Authorities.

Background and study brief
1.2

Enshrined within the Caravan Sites Act 1968 was a duty upon local
authorities to provide sites to Gypsies and Travellers residing in their
boroughs. As a result of the measures contained within the Criminal
Justice and Public Order Act 1994, this duty was removed. Over the
subsequent years, coupled with continued migration, travelling patterns
and household formation, this has meant that the number of Gypsies
and Travellers requiring authorised places to live/stop far outweighs the
number of authorised pitches available. In addition to the lack of
available authorised pitches, Gypsies and Travellers have also found
gaining planning permission a major obstacle to providing a pitch for
themselves and their families. Those Gypsies and Travellers who can
afford to buy land are frequently in breach of planning laws when they
attempt to develop that land for residential use. Subsequently, they find
themselves subject to enforcement action and are often evicted,
frequently resorting to the use of further unauthorised
land/accommodation.

1.3

Under Section 8 of the Housing Act 1985, local authorities are required
to consider the various accommodation needs of the local population
and to carry out periodic reviews in order to provide relevant and
appropriate provision to meet these needs. Recent legislation (Housing
Act 2004 and Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004) and
guidance (Circular 01/2006;04/2007) from the government indicates a
commitment to taking steps to resolve some of these long-standing
issues for members of the Gypsy and Traveller communities. This
legislation has an overarching aim of ensuring that members of the
Gypsy and Traveller communities have equal access to decent and

6

For ease, these are referred to only by the borough, district or city name throughout this
document.
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appropriate accommodation options akin to each and every other
member of society.
1.4

Following the Housing Act 2004, local authorities have been preparing
to develop and implement strategies to respond to the accommodation
needs of the Gypsy and Traveller communities living in their areas as
part of their wider housing strategies and the Regional Housing
Strategy (RHS). Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments
(GTAAs) are designed to provide the evidence needed to inform these
strategies. However, as well as presenting evidence and information on
accommodation needs at an immediate local level, the evidence
collected and analysis produced has a wider regional role. The
assessment of accommodation need and pitch requirements are also
to be fed into the Regional Planning Body (RPB), in this case the West
Midlands Regional Assembly (WMRA), for inclusion into the Regional
Spatial Strategy (RSS). The RSS then specifies pitch numbers required
(but not their location) for each local planning authority (LPA) in light of
the GTAAs produced, and a strategic view of need, supply and
demand across the region is taken. The local planning authority’s
Development Planning Document (DPD) then identifies specific sites to
match pitch numbers from the RSS.

1.5

Each DPD is subject to examination in public, and one of the tests of
soundness will be whether it is founded on robust and credible
evidence: data received from GTAAs are fundamental in providing
such an evidence base for the RHSs and RSSs.

1.6

The regional dimension is intended to ensure that all local authorities
contribute to resolving the current shortage of authorised site
accommodation in a strategic manner, which helps redress current
imbalances in the pattern of provision, and enhances the sustainability
of the Gypsy and Traveller site network. Such a strategic approach will
contribute to meeting the Government’s objective7 that ‘Gypsies and
Travellers and the settled community should live together peacefully’,
and to the greater social inclusion of Gypsies and Travellers, who are
among the most deprived groups in the population.

1.7

The vast majority of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessments (GTAAs) across England are either completed or in
progress. Guidance from Communities and Local Government (CLG)
required that all GTAAs were completed by the end of 2007.

1.8

In order to comply with the CLGs’ increasing emphasis on taking
regional strategic approaches, and also recognising the diverse
characteristics of the Gypsy and Traveller populations, it is considered

7

ODPM (2006) Local authorities and Gypsies and Travellers: Guide to responsibilities and
powers, ODPM, p. 5.
http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/400/LocalAuthoritiesandGypsiesandTravellersGuidetores
ponsibilitiesandpowersPDF223KB_id1163400.pdf
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good practice for several authorities to commission such work jointly.
Thus, for the Partner Authorities this study aims to generate a robust
sub-regional understanding of the current provision, gaps and
accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers across the Study
Area.

Aims of the assessment
1.9

The broad aims and objectives of the study were to:
•

Produce detailed information about local Gypsies and Travellers in
relation to their demographic profile, household formation, current
accommodation needs, accommodation related service and support
needs, routes into accommodation and barriers to accessing
services.

•

Assess the current and future need within the Travelling
Communities in the Study area for learning, health services and
other services provided by local authorities and their partner
organisations.

•

Increase understanding of the current level of access to services
and identify any barriers to access and then consider how services
may best be provided to meet Gypsies’ and Travellers’ needs.

•

Generate reliable estimates of future accommodation need.

•

Assess the relevance of the policies and strategies in relation to
Gypsies and Travellers used by the Partner authorities.

A note on terminology
Gypsies and Travellers
1.10

Defining Gypsies and Travellers is not straightforward. Different
definitions are used for a variety of purposes. At a very broad level the
term ‘Gypsies and Travellers’ is used by non-Gypsies and Travellers to
encompass a variety of groups and individuals who have a tradition or
practice of nomadism in common. More narrowly, both Gypsies and
Irish Travellers are recognised minority ethnic groupings.

1.11

At the same time, Gypsies and Travellers have been defined for
accommodation and planning purposes. The statutory definition of
Gypsies and Travellers for Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessment required by the Housing Act 2004 is:
(a) persons with a cultural tradition of nomadism or of living in a
caravan; and
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(b) all other persons of a nomadic habit of life, whatever their
race or origin, including:
(i) such persons who, on grounds only of their own or
their family’s or dependant’s educational or health needs
or old age, have ceased to travel temporarily or
permanently; and
(ii) members of an organised group of travelling
showpeople or circus people (whether or not travelling
together as such).
1.12

There is a separate definition for planning purposes as specified in
ODPM Circular 01/2006 which offers a narrower definition and
excludes Travelling Showpeople.

1.13

This assessment has adopted the Housing Act 2004 definition and has
sought to be inclusive in the Gypsy and Traveller groupings. More
specifically we sought to include all Gypsies and Travellers (including
New Travellers) living in caravan-based accommodation or bricks and
mortar housing. As the Housing Act 2004 definition indicates, we have
also sought to include Travelling Showpeople living on their permanent
base within the Study Area.

Housing/accommodation need
1.14

Crucially, for Gypsies and Travellers, the definition of housing need is
varied slightly to acknowledge the different contexts in which members
of these communities live. The general definition of housing need is
“households who are unable to access suitable housing without some
financial assistance”, with housing demand defined as “the quantity of
housing that households are willing and able to buy or rent.” 8

1.15

In recognising that in many cases these definitions are inappropriate
for Gypsies and Travellers, the guidance on Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessments refers to distinctive requirements that
necessitate moving beyond the limitations of the definition for both
caravan dwellers and those in bricks and mortar housing. For caravandwelling households, need may take the form of those:9
•

who have no authorised site on which to reside;

•

whose existing site accommodation is overcrowded or unsuitable,
but who are unable to obtain larger or more suitable
accommodation; and,

8

ODPM (2006) Definition of the term 'Gypsies and Travellers' for the purposes of the Housing
Act 2004. Consultation Paper, February, London: HMSO.
9
CLG (2007) Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments – Guidance. London:
HMSO.
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•

1.16

In the context of bricks and mortar dwelling households, need may take
the form of:
•

1.17

who contain suppressed households who are unable to set up
separate family units and are unable to access a place on an
authorised site, or obtain or afford land to develop one.

those whose existing accommodation is overcrowded or unsuitable
(including unsuitability by virtue of psychological aversion to bricks
and mortar accommodation).

This assessment has used a definition of accommodation need which
encompasses all the circumstances detailed above.

Outline of the report
1.18

Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments are a relatively new
tool to assist in the efforts made by local authorities and stakeholders
to understand and gain knowledge on the needs, experiences and
context of a collection of individuals who have often featured rarely in,
or on the margins of, other similar assessments. The information
available pertaining to Gypsies and Travellers is often spread across a
wide range of issues and held by a diverse group of departments and
agencies. Thus, the collection and collation of this information entails a
systematic process and this is reflected in the structure of this report.
Chapter 1 sets the background to the needs assessment, the
aims of the assessment and a comment on the terms ‘Gypsy
and Traveller’ and ‘Housing/accommodation need’.
Chapter 2 presents details of the methodological process and
research methods involved in the assessment as well as a
commentary on the sampling strategy and sampling issues.
Chapter 3 sets the legislative and policy context for the
assessment at a national, regional and local level.
Chapters 4 and 5 provide some detailed analysis of the local
Gypsy and Traveller population by looking at the bi-annual
Caravan Count for the area and the characteristics of the
sample involved in the assessment.
Chapter 6 looks at the findings relating to authorised social and
private Gypsy and Traveller sites in relation to management
information, geographical location and resident views.
Chapter 7 examines the findings relating to planning and the
unauthorised development of Gypsy and Travellers sites.

29

Chapter 8 provides an analysis of unauthorised encampments
including a detailed exploration of the views of households on
unauthorised encampments.
Chapter 9 looks at Gypsies and Travellers in private and social
bricks and mortar housing with particular attention to local
authority policies relating to Gypsies and Travellers in housing,
numbers in housing and views from the housed Gypsy and
Traveller population about their accommodation.
Chapter 10 brings together a range of findings to explore
housing/related services and how they are provided for,
experienced and viewed by Gypsies and Travellers, with chapter
11 exploring education, employment and health issues.
Chapters 12 and 13 examine the accommodation histories and
aspirations of the Gypsy and Traveller population.
Chapter 14 looks at the specific findings in relation to Travelling
Showpeople.
Chapters 15–17 bring together data on the supply of and need
for Gypsy and Traveller residential and transit pitches and
pitches for Travelling Showpeople. These chapters comment on
the type, level and broad location of the accommodation
needed.
Finally, Chapter 18 sets out some recommendations based on
the assessment for future work on site provision, housing policy
and other policy and practice areas.
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2.

The assessment methodology

2.1

Draft practice guidance for local authorities undertaking Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessments was released by the ODPM
(now CLG) in February 2006, with final guidance provided in late 2007.
Specialised guidance and assessments were felt to be required as
many local authority housing needs assessments were previously
failing to assess or identify the needs of Gypsies and Travellers. The
Guidance explains why assessments are needed, how authorities
might go about conducting an assessment and issues to consider. The
Guidance is non-prescriptive in terms of methods but suggests that
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments incorporate a
number of components. Such components include analysing existing
data sources, the experiences and knowledge of key stakeholders, and
the living conditions and views of Gypsies and Travellers.

2.2

This assessment was undertaken in three distinct stages:
•
•
•

2.3

Stage one – collation and review of existing secondary information
Stage two – consultation with service providers and other
stakeholders
Stage three – survey with Gypsies and Travellers across the Study
Area.

Each of these stages is described in more detail below.

Stage one:
2.4

Collation and review of existing secondary
information

This first stage comprised a review of the available literature and
secondary sources obtained from government (central and local) and
regional, community and academic bodies. This provided an historical,
social and political overview to the situation of Gypsies and Travellers
in the Study Area. More specifically this included the collection, review
and synthesis of:
•

The bi-annual Count of Gypsy and Traveller Caravans.

•

Local plans, Regional and Core Strategy documents and other
literature relevant to Local Development Frameworks. Housing
Strategies, Homelessness Strategies and Supporting People
strategies were analysed as were local authority allocation and
monitoring procedures.

•

Various records and data maintained and provided by the local
authorities. Information was obtained on: socially rented sites;
private sites; resident demographics; waiting lists; unauthorised
sites (developments and encampments); housing; and planning
applications.
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2.5

Much of this information was collected via an extensive self-completion
questionnaire aimed at each authority, and joint-working between
housing, planning, health and education was required in order to
provide a completed questionnaire. Two versions of the questionnaire
were developed. Version A was sent to authorities thought not to have
a local authority site (from information from the bi-annual Caravan
Counts). Version B went to authorities with a local authority site, and
additionally asked for information about the nature of the site and its
management. All local authorities completed this questionnaire.

Stage two:

Consultation with service providers and other
stakeholders

2.6

The second stage involved gathering the views of various service
providers and other stakeholders and drew on their experience and
perceptions of the main issues for Gypsies and Travellers. This stage
was a vital way in which initial findings could be checked and set in
context by the qualitative experience of stakeholders.

2.7

A number of one-to-one consultations were held with a variety of other
stakeholders, most of whom were recommended to the research team
by either the Steering Group or by key stakeholders we came into
contact with during the course of the assessment.

2.8

These discussions were largely structured around three broad issues:

2.9

•

The particular experiences that certain professionals have in
relation to the accommodation and related needs of Gypsies and
Travellers across the Study Area;

•

The current working practices of different professionals in relation to
Gypsies and Travellers across the Study Area; and

•

Stakeholder perspectives on what the priority needs are for Gypsies
and Travellers across the Study Area.

Where required, these discussions were more focused upon clarifying
information provided during stage one.

Stage three: Survey with Gypsies and Travellers.
2.10

One of the most important aspects of the assessment involved
consulting with local Gypsies and Travellers. This took place between
June and October 2007. These consultations took the form of face-toface interviews and focus groups in order to gather information about
their characteristics, experiences, accommodation and related needs
and aspirations. The survey with Gypsies and Travellers is discussed
below under three sections: sampling strategy and response rates;
questionnaire design; and fieldwork and interviewers.
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Sampling and response rates
2.11

Sampling Gypsy and Traveller households for Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessments is always problematic given the absence
of accurate information concerning the size and location of the
Travelling communities. As such the sampling technique for the
assessment was purposive rather than purely random. The sampling
strategy for the assessment differed depending upon the particular
accommodation type currently inhabited by Gypsies and Travellers in
the Study Area.
•

For households on socially rented sites, authorised private sites and
unauthorised developments we compiled a sample frame from
information provided by the local authorities about all known sites
within the Study Area. We endeavoured to interview at least one
household on all these sites. Where there was more than one pitch
on a site a quota for the interviews was set. The quota set was to
complete interviews with at least 50% of the occupied pitches on
such sites. Repeat visits were made to locations in order to achieve
interviews if households were away from the site, if it was not
convenient for the household in question or if the fieldworkers ran
out of time. Households on private sites were particularly difficult to
engage with however because of the large number of private sites
within the Study Area; repeated visits were made to sites by both
members of the core team and Community Interviewers to attract
participation in the study.

•

For households on unauthorised encampments, local authority
officers from all boroughs were encouraged to inform the fieldwork
team when and where encampments occurred during the fieldwork
period. Visits were made to all sites of which the team was notified.
Although the fieldwork team generally arrived at an encampment
site within 24 hours after notification, the fieldwork team had varied
success in securing interviews with households on encampments.
There were two main reasons for this: a number of households
were reluctant to be interviewed and sites were often vacated
before the interviewers arrived.

•

As the population of Gypsies and Travellers in bricks and mortar
housing is relatively hidden from official records, there was no
sample frame from which to identify people. Therefore, in order to
engage with housed Gypsies and Travellers the fieldwork team
relied on two main methods: contacts of Gypsies and Travellers
who had already been interviewed as part of the assessment; and
the contacts of the Gypsy and Traveller Community Interviewers on
the fieldwork team.

•

Contact with Travelling Showpeople was made possible by links
provided by the local section of the Showmen’s Guild.
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2.12

A total of 133 Gypsy and Traveller households were involved in the
assessment within the boundaries of the authorities comprising the
Study Area.

2.13

Table 1 below shows the target and achieved number of household
interviews by each accommodation type. The targets were devised
from information supplied by the authorities and informed by local
knowledge as to actual pitches/households in the area. As can be
seen, three of the targets for accommodation type were achieved and
exceeded. In spite of the general apathy towards involvement, a
response rate of 85% was received from households on private sites.
In general, the exceeding or otherwise of targets tends to be a
reflection of the difficulty in setting initial quotas for interviews in the
current climate of information paucity on Gypsies and Travellers rather
than a lack of willingness to be involved. This is particularly the case for
households on unauthorised developments where our target number of
interviews was based on information provided by the local authority as
to the size of the site, which did not reflect the actual number of
households living on the site due to problems relating to the difficultly of
defining a pitch on an undeveloped site. Similarly, the aspirational
target of 50 interviews with households in bricks and mortar housing
reflects the pre-fieldwork belief of the authors that the Study Area had a
significant number of Gypsies and Travellers in housing in the Study
Area. Whilst this may still be the case, this was not reflected in
operational experiences possibly due to problems of accessing this
often hidden section of the population.

Table 1:

Achieved household interviews by target

Type of accommodation
Socially rented sites
Private authorised sites
Unauthorised developments
Unauthorised encampments
Housed
Travelling Showpeople
Total

2.14

Target (No.)
15
84
20
9
50
4
182

Achieved (No.)
17
7110
8
9
23
5
133

%
113
85
40
100
46
125
73

Table 2 below illustrates how the assessment sample relates to the
known number of pitches and estimated population by accommodation
type. As can be seen, the majority of known sites are represented.
Although we endeavoured to include all known sites during the survey
a number of private sites are not represented. The reasons for this
include an inability to locate the site, an inability to access the site (in
terms of physical barriers) or the resident simply declining to be
involved in the study. Although we achieved a high response rate on
unauthorised developments, the low number of achieved household
interviews reflects the finding that in general, on unauthorised

10

This includes one household who did not own or rent a pitch but who were visiting family on
a private site but had accommodation elsewhere.
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developments the one household whom the fieldwork team managed
to consult with acted as a gatekeeper/spokesperson to the rest of the
site residents, thus prohibiting further access to all households on the
site.
Table 2:

Sample in relation to local Gypsy and Traveller population

Type of
accommodation
Socially rented
sites
Private authorised
sites
Unauthorised
developments
Unauthorised
encampments
Housed

Number of sites
Total
Sample
%
311
2
67

Number of pitches/households
Total
Sample
%
2812
17
61

33

27

82

210

71

34

9

7

78

4013

8

20

NA

NA

NA

914

9

100

NA

NA

NA

5015

23

46

Travelling
Showpeople

4

3

75

1016

5

50

2.15

Table 3 shows this response rate by local authority area. The
distribution of the sample appears to reflect the anticipated known
location of concentrations of Gypsies and Travellers by
accommodation types with most interviews being carried out in Rugby
and South Staffordshire followed by Cannock Chase and Nuneaton &
Bedworth. No interviews were achieved with Gypsies and Travellers
living within Tamworth – however, this is not the same as saying that
no Gypsies and Travellers live in the district. It should be noted that 3
interviews were conducted with households on private sites in one local
authority area; however, the Community Interviewers who conducted
these interviews were unclear about which administration these
households fell under.

11

One site was not occupied at the time of the assessment.
This represents pitches which were open at the time of the assessment; a total of 10
pitches were closed.
13
This is an estimate based on the information provided by the local authority about the size
of the sites. Near the end of the assessment one of the unauthorised developments in South
Staffordshire was granted temporary permission for 4 years, becoming an authorised private
site. Information relating to unauthorised developments, planning, private sites and additional
requirements is based on this up-to-date information. However, the figure in this chapter
remains unchanged in order to accurately reflect the status quo during fieldwork.
14
This estimate is based on the average number of encampments in the area over five
periods of the Caravan Count and divided by a 1.7 caravan to household ratio. The local
authorities and Warwickshire County council reported a combined total of 26 encampments
during the period of assessment.
15
This figure was an estimate based on pre-fieldwork understanding of the Study Area.
16
This figure is estimated from the information provided by local authorities.
12
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Table 3:

Number of achieved interviews by local authority area

10

1

-

1

4

-

7

-

2

-

23

2

6
-

1
1
8

S Staffs

Rugby

11

-

-

-

29

28

1

2

3

-

5

-

8

5

2

2

-

1

22

41

34

Unknown

-

Nun & Bed

N War

-

Tamworth

Socially rented
sites
Private authorised
sites
Unauthorised
developments
Unauthorised
encampments
Housed
Travelling
Showpeople
Total

Lichfield

Accommodation
Type

Cannock
Chase

Local authority area

-

-

Total

17
71

-

3
-

-

-

-

-

23

-

3

133

8
9

-

2.16

In terms of the gender split between interviewees, we spoke to 109
women (82%) and 24 men (18%). The greater presence of women in
the sample reflects a general finding from Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessments which seems to show that women are
most likely to speak to researchers/interviewers. In recognising this,
however, we endeavoured to undertake fieldwork outside of normal
working hours, which assisted in engaging with a small number of male
respondents as well.

2.17

Overall, we believe that the findings for the assessment are based on
reliable and reflective response rates from accommodation types and
geographical areas within the Study Area with some potential gender
bias in the responses. We consulted with around 38% of the known
Gypsy and Traveller community across the Study Area.

Questionnaire design
2.18

All interviews with Gypsy and Traveller households utilised a structured
questionnaire upon which questions were routed according to the
appropriate accommodation type. Questions were a mixture of tick-box
answers and open-ended questions. This mixed approach enabled us
to gather quantifiable information but also allowed for contextualisation
and qualification by the more narrative responses. Each survey
contained the following sections:
•
•
•
•

Current accommodation/site/encampment;
Experience of travelling;
Housing and site experiences;
Household details;
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•
•

Services; and
Future accommodation preferences/aspirations.

2.19

Following consultation with Gypsies and Travellers, questions around
income and benefits were excluded as these were seen to potentially
jeopardise the ability to achieve interviews in the Study Area due to
alienation that such questions can cause within the communities.

2.20

The questionnaires used in the assessment are available in a separate
document entitled ‘Survey Instruments’.

Fieldwork and interviewers
2.21

In addition to the involvement of SHUSU fieldwork staff was that of the
Gypsy and Traveller Community Interviewers, from both inside and
outside the Study Area; this was of crucial importance to engaging as
effectively as possible with the Gypsy and Traveller population. A small
number of Gypsies and Travellers were recommended to us and these
volunteered to become Community Interviewers. In total, three
members of the Gypsy and Traveller community were involved in the
assessment as Community Interviewers.

2.22

In order to standardise our fieldwork approach, each interviewer was
required to undergo an intensive training course on interviewer skills
applicable to this particular study and was provided with support from
the core study team members during their interviewing activity. Each
questionnaire which was returned to us was subject to quality control,
and appropriate feedback was given to the interviewers as required. By
taking this approach we found we were able to access a range of
people that would otherwise have not been included in the
assessment, such as ‘hidden’ members of the community (older people
or people living in bricks and mortar housing), and those people who
were uncomfortable talking to non-Travellers.

2.23

Broadly speaking, SHUSU staff had particular success interviewing
people on local authority sites and unauthorised encampments,
whereas the Community Interviewers had much better responses with
households on unauthorised developments, private sites and in bricks
and mortar accommodation.

2.24

Where possible, on local authority sites, interviewers were introduced
on site by local authority officers who work with Gypsies and Travellers
in the area. However, this tended not to be possible on other types of
sites/accommodation.

2.25

It must be noted that the Study Area and areas immediately
surrounding the Study Area experienced significant flooding during the
summer of 2007. This may have affected the fieldwork in two main
ways. Firstly, it affected the ability of interviewers to travel to, and
within, the Study Area. Secondly, it is impossible to know if the weather
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increased or decreased the number of encampments likely to feature. It
may be that the Study Area experienced fewer encampments than
usual or, instead, saw deflected unauthorised encampments arriving
within the Study Area. However, we do not feel that either of these two
aspects has affected the reliability of the fieldwork.
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3.

National, regional and local policy context

3.1

For the most part Gypsies and Travellers are affected by legislation in
much the same way as members of the non-Travelling communities.
However, it is the policy areas of housing and planning that have
particular implications for Gypsies and Travellers. In recognising that
there is a significant lack of accommodation options for the various
Gypsy and Traveller groups, a plethora of documents have been
published over the last 18 months, which directly affect specific policies
towards Gypsies and Travellers. This section looks at the relevant
national, regional and local planning policies affecting Gypsies and
Travellers at the time of the assessment.

National policy
3.2

The main document detailing the broad aims of the current policy
towards the accommodation and planning objectives for Gypsies and
Travellers is Circular 01/06. In particular, this specifies that the aims of
the legislation and policy developments are to:
•

ensure that Gypsies and Travellers have fair access to suitable
accommodation, education, health and welfare provision;

•

reduce the number of unauthorised encampments;

•

increase the number of sites and address under-provision over the
next 3–5 years;

•

protect the traditional travelling way of life of Gypsies and
Travellers;

•

underline the importance of assessing accommodation need at
different geographical scales;

•

promote private site provision; and

•

prevent Gypsies and Travellers becoming homeless, where eviction
from unauthorised sites occurs and where there is no alternative
accommodation.

3.3

An overview of the process and system for ensuring adequate
provision is implemented for Gypsies and Travellers was detailed in
Chapter 1 of this report.

3.4

In September 2007, revised planning guidance in relation to the
specific planning requirements of Travelling Showpeople was released
in Circular 04/07. This replaces Circular 22/91 and aims to ensure that
the system for pitch assessment, identification and allocation as
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introduced for Gypsies and Travellers is also applied to Travelling
Showpeople.
3.5

The Gypsy and Traveller Sites Grant provides capital funding for
improving and increasing Gypsy and Traveller site/pitch provision by
local authorities and Registered Social Landlords. From 2006–08 a
national total of £56m has been made available, managed by the
Regional Housing Boards or equivalents. In the West Midlands, a total
of £4m has been agreed over the 2006–08 period. A total of £7.5m has
been made available over the 2008–11 period for the West Midlands.
Since 2006, Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) have been able to set
up and manage Gypsy and Traveller sites. Both local authorities and
RSLs are eligible for funding under the Gypsy and Traveller Sites
Grant.

3.6

Since the introduction of the Housing Act 2004, it has been made clear
that Gypsy and Traveller accommodation need and requirements
should feature in local authority Housing and Homelessness17
Strategies. Authorities have been informed that, in line with their
obligations under the Human Rights Act 1998, the needs and way of
life of Gypsies and Travellers must be taken into account when
considering accommodation applications.

Regional policy
3.7

In terms of regional planning policy, policy CF5 of the West Midlands
Regional Spatial Strategy (June 2004) deals with ‘Delivering affordable
housing and mixed communities’. Section F reads:
‘Development plans should ensure that adequate provision is
made for suitable sites to accommodate gypsies and other
travellers. Such provision should reflect the order of demand in
the area as indicated by the trends shown by the ODPM annual
count and any additional local information.’

3.8

The Regional Spatial Strategy is currently being revised. It is intended
that Gypsy and Traveller issues will be part of Phase 3 of the RSS
Revision process, which has a timetable culminating in submission of
preferred options to the Secretary of State in summer 2009. Because
of the time lag, the Regional Assembly has produced an Interim
Statement on Gypsy and Traveller Policy,18 pending the completion of
all GTAAs across the West Midlands region. The Interim Statement
estimated requirements for additional pitches across the region divided
by GTAA partnerships. Table 4 below shows the estimated subregional pitch requirements.

17

See Homelessness & Housing Support Directorate (2006) Homelessness Code of
Guidance for Local Authorities, CLG.
18
See http://www.wmra.gov.uk/page.asp?id=303.
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Table 4:

Summary of Residential Pitch Requirements: West Midlands Region and
Sub-regions: 2006 to 2011 Area Estimated requirement19

Area
Shropshire & Herefordshire (and Powys) GTAA
(Herefordshire, Bridgnorth, North Shropshire, Oswestry,
Shrewsbury & Atcham, South Shropshire, Telford & Wrekin)
South Housing Market Area GTAA
(Stratford-on-Avon, Warwick, Bromsgrove, Malvern Hills,
Redditch, Worcester, Wychavon, Wyre Forest)
North Staffordshire GTAA (North Housing Market Area)
(East Staffordshire, Newcastle under Lyme, Stafford,
Staffordshire Moorlands, Stoke on Trent)
Central Housing Market Area (part) GTAA
(Cannock Chase, Lichfield, South Staffordshire, Tamworth,
North Warwickshire, Nuneaton & Bedworth, Rugby)
Black Country GTAA
(Dudley, Sandwell, Walsall, Wolverhampton)
Birmingham, Coventry and Solihull GTAA
West Midlands Region

3.9

Estimated pitch
requirement
120

170

55

100

40
20
510

Table 5 shows the pitch requirements across the timeline of the RSS
(2006–2026) with specific reference to the Partner Authorities.

Table 5:

Regional and Central Housing Market Area pitch need by RSS period

Residential pitch need
period
2006–2011
2011–2016
2016–2021
2021–2026

Regional pitch need
510
220
210
190

Partner authorities pitch
allocation
100
No sub-regional split
No sub-regional split
No sub-regional split

3.10

The estimated regional requirement for transit pitches (undated) was
120; this had no sub-regional split.

3.11

It is understood that once all the GTAAs are completed within the West
Midlands there will be an attempt by the WMRA to bring the findings
and requirements together into one regional overview document in
order to gain more clarity as to the regional picture of need.

3.12

In line with ODPM Circular 01/2006, the Interim Statement urges local
authorities in areas with proven need to act to make provision in
advance of the full regional planning process, and to use the various
available powers to ensure sites are developed.

19

The calculation for the estimated pitch requirements contained in the Interim Statement is
based on the known (trailer-based) population. For more information see West Midlands:
Interim Regional Statement on Gypsy & Traveller Policy
http://www.wmra.gov.uk/page.asp?id=303.
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Structure Plans
3.13

The Study Area is covered by two Structure Plans – the Staffordshire
and Stoke-on-Trent Structure Plan 1996–2011 (saved policies version)
and the Warwickshire Structure Plan (WASP) 1996–2011. Policy H12
of the Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Structure Plan 1996–2011 was
not saved.

3.14

The Warwickshire Structure Plan (1996–2011) will be saved for a
period of 3 years post-commencement of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, which is until September 2007. There is no
mention of Gypsies or Travellers within the Plan.

Local Policies, Plans and Strategies
3.15

Local Plan policies have been saved beyond September 2007 in
Tamworth, North Warwickshire, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby and
the relevant extracts are shown in detail in Appendix 1. None of these
local plans is pro-active and most leave considerable discretion in their
implementation. Local Plan policies were not saved in Cannock Chase,
Lichfield and South Staffordshire.

3.16

Constituent LPAs are at different stages in developing Core Strategies
within the new Local Development Framework system. Gypsies and
Travellers are referred to in most Statements of Community
Involvement. There are currently no relevant policies for Gypsy and
Traveller sites in emerging Core Strategies or Development Plan
Documents in Tamworth and North Warwickshire – it is noted,
however, that these authorities are at the early stages of policy
development and it is expected that policies relating to Gypsies and
Travellers will be incorporated in future documents. Local Plan policies
relating to Gypsies and Travellers will be saved beyond 2006 or 2007
in Cannock Chase, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby and will be
incorporated/revised in the Core Strategy.

3.17

The South Staffordshire Development Plan Document Issues and
Options Paper (October 2006) notes that the LDF will need to consider
the housing needs of Gypsies and Travellers. The Core Strategy will
need to set out the criteria for the allocation of Gypsy and Traveller
sites to guide the allocation of new sites should they be required.

3.18

Lichfield had progressed a number of DPDs to include a Core Strategy.
Core Policy 4 stated that ‘the need to provide gypsy accommodation
will be informed by a local assessment for Southern Staffordshire. If a
need for a site is identified within the District then it will be provided for
within the LDF period.’ The Core Strategy submission was found to be
unsound and has subsequently been withdrawn.

3.19

Cannock Chase Core Strategy LDF Issues and Options (October 2005)
notes that strategic objectives include social progress which meets the
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needs of everyone, and refers to providing a range of house types and
tenures to meet the diverse needs of the community including
affordable housing for those on low incomes and provision for Gypsies.
LDF Site Allocations Development Plan Document Issues and Options
(May 2007) reads:
Gypsy site provision will be considered in conjunction with
Staffordshire County Council, neighbouring District Councils and
gypsy Liaison Officers, with regard to the following criteria:
- the site does not lie within the Cannock Chase Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, special landscape areas, the Green
Belt, a site of Specific Scientific Interest, within or adjacent to a
conservation area or any other protected site.
- the site would not be detrimental to the visual amenity of the
area
- the site does not conflict with, or cause nuisance to, other
users in the vicinity
- detailed highway and design criteria
- the site is within a reasonable distance of local facilities
Proposals for accommodation seasonal or otherwise for
travelling showpeople shall be considered on their merits. There
will be a need to assess the local need for travelling showpeople
with appropriate sites located primarily in areas where there is a
mix of residential commercial and industrial uses.
3.20

There are no specific site allocations yet. On the basis of current
information the district council does not believe there is a need to
allocate land for additional Gypsy and Traveller accommodation.

3.21

No LPA is currently considering specific locations as suitable for Gypsy
and Traveller site development. When asked what sorts of areas would
be deemed suitable for Gypsy and Traveller site provision, most LPAs
referred to the criteria set out in their local plan. South Staffordshire
commented that areas deemed suitable would probably be Brownfield
sites. The over-riding significance of preserving Green Belt land is
apparent in several answers.
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4.

Gypsies and Travellers in the Study Area: the
current picture

4.1

This chapter looks at the Count of Gypsy and Traveller Caravans in
order to present what is known about Gypsies and Travellers within the
Study Area. In particular, this section presents information on the size
and spatial distribution of the Gypsy and Traveller population.

Caravan Numbers and Trends from the Caravan Count
4.2

The Caravan Count is far from perfect, but at present it remains the
only official source of information on the size and distribution of a
population that remains relatively unknown. Although a number of local
authorities are able to provide very accurate information for the Count,
generally speaking the Count needs to be treated with caution.
Nationally speaking, a number of authorities occasionally report
problems of access to the recording system, technical issues around
submitting the information or failures in reporting caravan numbers in
time. As a result, the information provided by the Caravan Count may
not always accurately reflect the actual numbers of caravans and sites
in the area at that time; however, when tempered by locally held
knowledge it can be extremely useful as a broad guide. Furthermore, it
provides a vital starting point in the attempts of local authorities to
ascertain levels of need given the general absence of increased
provision since 1994.

4.3

According to the most recent Caravan Count there were a reported
total of 370 caravans across the Study Area. The returns for the last
five Caravan Counts across the Study Area are presented in Table A1
in appendix 1. What stands out from these figures is that the vast
majority of Gypsy and Traveller caravans are accommodated on some
form of authorised provision (70% of all caravans) with authorised
private sites accommodating the bulk of this provision (96% of all
authorised provision). According to the Caravan Count, all authorities,
with the exception of Tamworth, had caravans present in some form
with Rugby (154) and South Staffordshire (104) seeing the highest
numbers of caravans. Unauthorised developments feature in most
authorities with Rugby accommodating the largest number of caravans
on unauthorised developments with 52 caravans at the last count
(January 2007).

4.4

Table 6 shows the distribution of caravans in the Study Area by type of
site at January 2007. The proportions are compared with the West
Midlands Region and England. The Study Area has a very distinctive
distribution. Over 90% of caravans are either on private sites (68%) or
on unauthorised sites on Gypsy-owned land (24%) where private sites
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have been set up without planning permission. Both proportions are
significantly higher than the regional and national averages.20
Table 6:

Caravans by Type of Site January 2007

Type of site
Social rented
Private
Unauthorised Developments
Unauthorised Encampments
Total

Study Area
Number
%
10*
3
250
68
89
24
21
6
370
100

West Midlands
%
38
42
11
8
100

England
%
40
39
14
8
100

*Caravans on the Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth were returned as ‘private’ rather than ‘social rented’, as the site
was managed by a private individual who had leased the site from the County Council. Future counts, however, will
show this as a socially rented site, as it is now managed by the County Council.

4.5

Table 7 summarises caravan numbers for the Study Area by type of
site for January 1994 and 2007, and July in 1994 and 2006. The types
of unauthorised sites were not distinguished in 1994 and ‘unauthorised
site’ includes both Gypsy-owned and other land.

Table 7:

Summary of Caravan Numbers 1994 and 2007

Type of site
Social rented
Private
Unauthorised
Total

1994
53
101
131
285

January
2007
% change
10*
–81%
250
+148%
110
–16%
370
+30%

1994
41
107
151
299

July
2006
12*
170
78
260

% change
–71%
+59%
–48%
–13%

*Caravans on the Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth were returned as ‘private’ rather than ‘social rented’, as the site
was managed by a private individual who had leased the site from the County Council. Future counts, however, will
show this as a socially rented site, as it is now managed by the County Council.

4.6

In terms of the Caravan Count comparison over time, there is an
indication that:
•

Overall caravan numbers have either increased by about a third
(January to January) or decreased slightly (July to July). This
illustrates the problems in comparing point-in-time figures to check
trends. The graphs below suggest that the July 2006 figures look
unusually low, while the January 2007 figures were the highest
recorded since 1994.

•

A significant increase in caravans on authorised private sites is
shown in both January/January (+148%) and July/July (+59%). This
increase more than offsets the decrease in caravans on both
socially rented and unauthorised sites when measured January to
January.

20

Transferring caravans on Griff from private to social rented categories would not materially
affect the picture.
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•

The number of caravans on social rented sites has decreased
significantly. This reflects the omission of the Griff site from the
category while it was managed privately and, to a lesser extent, the
closure/reduced occupancy of the Alvecote site in North Warwickshire.

•

The number of caravans on unauthorised sites has approximately
halved if measured from July 1994 to 2006, but has decreased to a
lesser extent from January 1994 to 2007.

4.7

The charts on the following pages illustrate Study Area changes in
caravan numbers by type of site over time, which amplifies the
apparent trends revealed in the table above.

4.8

Figure 1 shows caravans on social rented sites. Numbers fluctuated
seasonally (apart from an apparent big increase in July 1999) but were
fairly static until January 2004 when the major decrease began, with a
new stability at a lower level established since July 2005. As noted
above, this reflects changed management arrangements as well as
reduced occupancy.

Figure 1: Caravans on Social Rented Sites: January 1994 to 2007
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4.9

Figure 2 shows that numbers of caravans on authorised private sites
have increased fairly steadily over the period albeit with some marked
seasonal fluctuations at times. The July 2006 figure is unusually low
because lower numbers were recorded in Cannock Chase, South
Staffordshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth.
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Figure 2: Caravans on Private Authorised Sites: January 1994 to 2007
300

250

No of Caravans

200

150

100

50

0
Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan- Jul- Jan94 94 95 95 96 96 97 97 98 98 99 99 00 00 01 01 02 02 03 03 04 04 05 05 06 06 07
Year

4.10

Figure 3 for caravans on unauthorised sites shows a broadly U-shaped
curve with the trough around 2000.

Figure 3: Caravans on Unauthorised Sites: January 1994 to 2007
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4.11

Figure 4 brings the figures together and adds a total line. It shows how
the changes on different sorts of site contribute to marked short-term
fluctuations obscuring any clear overall trend.
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Figure 4

Caravans by Type of Site: January 1994 to 2007
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4.12

Because unauthorised sites include both unauthorised developments
and unauthorised encampments, overall trends can hide significant
shifts between the two forms of unauthorised site. Table 8 presents the
breakdown of caravan numbers on different types of unauthorised sites
in 1998 (when the figures were first available) and 2006/07. Because
some numbers are small, the change calculations often seem dramatic.
Caravans on Gypsy-owned land usually equate with unauthorised
development of sites, those on other land with unauthorised
encampments.

Table 8:

Summary of Caravan Numbers on Unauthorised Site: 1998 and 2007

Type of site
Gypsy land:
tolerated
Gypsy land: not
tolerated
Gypsy land:
total
Other land:
tolerated
Other land: not
tolerated
Other land: total
Total

1998
0
15

January
2007
% change
14
Infinite
increase
75
+400%

1998
0

July
2006
17

3

56

% change
Infinite
increase
+1767%

15

89

+493%

3

73

+2333%

20

3

–85%

1

0

67

18

–73%

51

5

Infinite
decrease
–90%

87
102

21
110

–76%
+8%

52
55

5
78

–92%
+42%
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4.13

4.14

The table shows:
•

In both January 2007 and July 2006 there were many more
caravans on unauthorised developments than on encampments.
The reverse was true in 1998. Fewer caravans were tolerated than
not tolerated on both Gypsy-owned and other land in 2006/07.

•

It is clear that the major changes taking place since 1998 are a
significant increase in caravans on Gypsy-owned land
(unauthorised development) and a decrease in caravans on other
land (unauthorised encampment).

Other things being equal, the figures suggest that the unauthorised
development of sites contributes more to needs in the Study Area than
do unauthorised encampments.

Geographical Patterns
Table 9 shows the distribution of caravans between local authorities by
type of site at January 1994.

Table 9:

Caravans by Type of Site by Local Authority: January 1994

0

0

23

30

0

Private sites

101

0

0

78

0

0

0

23

Unauthorised sites (all)

131

15

41

24

16

0

5

30

Total

285

15

41

102

16

23

35
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4.16

Rugby

Nuneaton &
Bedworth

0

Tamworth

0

South
Staffordshire

53

Lichfield

Social rented sites

Study Area

North
Warwickshire

Type of site

Cannock Chase

4.15

Table 10 shows the distribution of caravans between local authorities
by type of site at January 2007. Rugby and South Staffordshire have
the highest caravan numbers, followed by Nuneaton & Bedworth and
Cannock Chase. There are no caravans reported on authorised sites in
Lichfield (despite a small private site shown in Table 3) or Tamworth.
Numbers of caravans on unauthorised sites, both on Gypsy-owned and
other land, are highest in Rugby.

50

0

0

10

0*

0

Private sites

250

32

0

96

0

0

35*

87

Unauthorised – Gypsyowned land

89

0

11

8

0

7

11

52

Unauthorised – other
land

21

3

3

0

0

0

0

15

Total

370

35

14

104

0

17
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154

Rugby

Nuneaton &
Bedworth

0

Tamworth

0

South
Staffordshire

10*

Lichfield

Social rented sites

Type of site

Study Area

North
Warwickshire

Cannock Chase

Table 10: Caravans by Type of Site by Local Authority: January 2007

*See earlier note around the returns for the Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth.

4.17

Comparing 1994 and 2007 shows that caravan numbers have
decreased in Lichfield, Tamworth and North Warwickshire, been
broadly stable in South Staffordshire and have increased elsewhere
and especially in Rugby. The growth has been mainly in private
authorised sites.
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5.

Size and characteristics of the local Gypsy and
Traveller population

5.1

This chapter aims to provide some information on the demographics of
the sample involved in this accommodation assessment, and uses this
to give some indication of the overall size and composition of the
Gypsy and Traveller population in the Study Area.

Demographic and household characteristics
5.2

Characteristics of Gypsy and Traveller communities are often hidden or
not widely known. Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments
present an ideal opportunity to get to know more about the community
at large, particularly in terms of living circumstances, age, Gypsy and
Traveller groups and household composition. The following aims to
provide some information about the composition of Gypsy and
Traveller households in the sample.

Age of interviewees
5.3

The age profile of the sample can be seen from Table 11. The 25–39
age group was the most consulted during the assessment, forming
38% of the total sample. This was followed by the 40–49 age group
(20%) and then the 16–24 age group (19%).

Table 11: Age of interviewees
Age Group
16–24
25–39
40–49
50–59
60–74
75–84
Not available
Total

No.
25
51
26
13
15
1
2
133

%
19
38
20
10
11
1
2

Household size
5.4

In total, the survey sample accounts for 476 members of the Gypsy
and Traveller community in the Study Area. The average household
size for the whole sample is 3.6 persons – larger than the household
size of the non-Traveller population. However, this hides a range in
household sizes as indicated in Table 12 below.
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Table 12: Household size distribution
Household Size
1 Person
2 Persons
3 Persons
4 Persons
5 Persons
6 Persons
7 Persons
8 Persons
9 Persons
10 Persons
11 Persons
Missing
Total

5.5

No.
17
34
20
19
21
10
4
3
3
0
1
1
133

%
13
26
15
14
16
8
3
2
2
0
1
1

There was significant variation in the size of households in relation to
their current accommodation type as well. As can be seen from Table
13, respondents from unauthorised sites tended to have larger
households than those who were living in authorised accommodation.
Households on unauthorised developments had largest households
(5.4 persons) with respondents on the socially rented sites having the
smallest (2.3 persons).

Table 13: Average household size by accommodation type
Accommodation type
Socially rented sites
Private sites
Unauthorised encampments
Bricks and Mortar
Unauthorised developments

Average household size
2.3
3.8
4.6
4.8
5.4

Household type
5.6

Table 14 shows the household type by type of accommodation.
Families have been classified as follows:

Family type

Definition

Single person –
Couple –
Young family –

1 adult
2 adults, no children or young adults
1 or 2 adults, 1 or more children aged up to 16 years; no
young adults
All adult family with 1 or more children classified as ‘young
adults’ (over 16 years but living within another household)
Family with children under and over 16 years
3 or more adults, none classified as young adults

Older family –
Mixed family –
Other –
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Table 14:

Household type by type of accommodation

Household
type
Number in
sample
Percentage
Single
Couple
Young family
Older family
Mixed family
Other

5.7

%
35
24
41
—
—
—

%
7
25
46
6
10
1

Bricks
and
mortar
23

Unauthorised
sites21

Total

16

128

%
4
—
83
—
4
9

%
—
19
69
—
6
6

%
13
20
55
3
7
3

Table 14 shows that:
•
•
•
•

5.8

Socially Private
rented
sites
sites
17
72

Young families are currently the predominant household type in the
Study Area.
There are a large number of small households on the socially
rented sites in the Study Area.
Authorised private sites accommodate a diverse spread of
household types.
There are more young families in bricks and mortar housing than
any other accommodation type.

In addition, two of the site-based Travelling Showpeople respondents
were in mixed families, two were young families and one was a single
person household.

Marital status
5.9

In total, 71% of the interviewees were married with a further 1%
(1 person) living with their partner. The remainder described their
marital status as either single (14%), divorced (8%) or widowed (5%).

Table 15: Marital status of the interview sample
Marital status
Married
Single
Divorced
Widowed
Missing information
Living with partner
Total

No.
94
18
10
7
3
1
133

%
71
14
8
5
2
1

21

The data for unauthorised developments and unauthorised encampments has been
combined as a result of the comparably smaller number of interviews conducted on each type
of accommodation.

55

Local connections to the Study Area
5.10

When asked, the majority of households felt that they were local to the
area where they were currently accommodated (77%). See Table 16
for a breakdown by current accommodation type.

Table 16: Local to the area?
Accommodation type
Socially rented sites
Bricks and Mortar
Private sites
Unauthorised developments
Unauthorised encampments

5.11

No. households local % of total sample
17
100
20
87
51
73
5
71
5
56

As Table 16 shows, the majority of all households consider their
current area of residence their ‘local’ area. This is particularly the case
for households on socially rented sites and bricks and mortar housing.
Interestingly, households on private sites and unauthorised sites all
report similar levels of local connection to the area. Table 17 below
looks in further detail at households’ claims as to why they were in the
Study Area.

Table 17: Reasons for residing in the Study Area (figures in % of sample)
Current accommodation type
Reason
Family lives here
Work
Schooling
Place of birth
Only place
available
Other
Family/community
event
Holiday

5.12

Bricks
and
mortar
83
44
55
26

Unauthorised
encampment

Unauthorised
development

Socially rented
site

Private
site

78
22
11
22

86
29
43
43

71
18
18
12

76
42
24
26

Total
78
37
29
25

9

67

43

18

22

24

5

34

—

39

10

14

35

—

14

—

1

8

—

—

—

—

—

—

The presence of family in the Study Area was a major reason why
households were residing where they were. This was particularly the
case on unauthorised developments (although the small sample size
needs to be considered), and is broadly consistent with findings from
other GTAAs and households in bricks and mortar housing. Households
on unauthorised encampments cited both family presence and ‘the only
place available’ as major reasons for being where they were. Family
connection was also a significant factor for households on socially
rented sites and private sites. Interestingly, no households said they
were in the area due to a holiday. In terms of ‘other’ reasons provided,
these included:
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“Been here all my life”
“It’s a peaceful place”
“Wanted a change”
“I needed a stable place because my son is ill”
5.13

Thus, from these findings the majority of Gypsies and Travellers on
sites and in housing can be seen to ‘belong’, in some way, to the Study
Area.

Gypsy and Traveller groups
5.14

The largest single group was from the Romany/Gypsy (English)
community (71%), followed by Irish Travellers (19%), followed by
Showpeople/Circus People, and then smaller comparable numbers of
Welsh Gypsies/Travellers (3%) and Traveller (not specified) (2%).

Table 18: Interviewees by Gypsy and Traveller group
Gypsy and Traveller groups
Romany/Gypsy (English)
Irish Traveller
Showperson/Circus person
Welsh Gypsy/Traveller
Traveller (not specified)
Missing information
Scottish Gypsy/Traveller
Don’t know
Total

No. of households
91
24
6
4
3
3
1
1
133

%
68
18
5
3
2
2
1
1

The size of the local Gypsy and Traveller community
5.15

For most minority ethnic communities, presenting data about the size
of the community in question is usually relatively straightforward (with
the exception of communities who have large numbers of irregular
migrants and migrant workers etc. amongst them). However, for
Gypsies and Travellers, one of the most difficult issues is providing
accurate information on the size of the population (see Chapter 4). As
a result, we have used information provided by the local authorities and
key stakeholders, together with our survey findings, in order to provide
a best estimate as to the size of the local Gypsy and Traveller
population (see Table 19) at the time of the assessment. Due to their
mobility levels this estimate does not include households on
unauthorised encampments.
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Table 19: Estimated Study Area Gypsy and Traveller population
Type of
Families/Households Individuals Derivation
accommodation (based on 1 pitch = 1
household)
Socially rented
37
103
Based on occupied
sites
pitches at the time of the
assessment and the
actual number from local
authority records.
Private sites
214
813
Estimated number of
pitches multiplied by
average household size
from the survey (3.8)
Unauthorised
37
200
Estimated number of
developments
pitches multiplied by
average household size
from the survey (5.4)
22
Housing
47
226
Number of families
estimated to live in the
area multiplied by average
household size from the
survey (4.8)
Travelling
20
68
Number of yards known to
Showpeople
the research team
multiplied by the average
household size for
Travelling Showpeople
(3.4)
Total
355
1410

5.16

We estimate that there are at least 1410 Gypsies and Travellers in the
Study Area, although the estimate for housed Gypsies and Travellers is
likely to be a significant under-estimate.

22

This is an estimate based on the number of interviews achieved during the course of the
GTAA, coupled with information obtained from Warwickshire County Council Gypsy Services
(38 known households in Rugby, Nuneaton & Bedworth and North Warwickshire) – excludes
double counting. This is likely to be a significant underestimate.
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6.

Authorised site provision – findings

6.1

A certain degree of caution needs to be taken when extrapolating the
characteristics, trends and needs of the Gypsy and Traveller population
from the Caravan Counts and other such data alone. In order to
provide more specific information on the local Gypsy and Traveller
population, this chapter draws upon the survey completed by local
authorities on site provision, stakeholder views and knowledge, and the
views of Gypsies and Travellers who occupy these sites. The chapter
deals first with socially rented accommodation and then authorised
private sites.

Socially rented sites
6.2

There are 3 local authority sites, 2 (Alvecote in North Warwickshire and
the Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth) owned by Warwickshire County
Council and 1 (Stoney Road, Nuneaton) owned by Nuneaton &
Bedworth Borough Council. There are no local authority sites in the
Staffordshire part of the Study Area. The Stoney Road site was
developed recently using a Government grant and was intended to
provide accommodation to meet the Council’s duty to a Gypsy family
accepted as homeless. Legal issues between the Council and the
family have not yet been resolved and the site remains unoccupied; as
a result this is excluded from the information that follows.

6.3

Pitch numbers at the Warwickshire County Council (WCC) sites are
summarised in Table 20.

Table 20: Occupancy of socially rented Gypsy and Traveller Sites

Total pitches
Residential:

Transit:

All
Occupied
Closed
All
Occupied
Vacant

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)

17
17
17
0
0
0
0

21
21
20
1
0
0
0

6.4

There are a total of 38 pitches, all residential. No pitches were
identified as ‘vacant’ (empty but available for letting), but 1 was ‘closed’
(not currently in use and not available for letting). The single closed
pitch at the Griff site is the result of vandalism and is expected to be
back in use in 6–12 months’ time (spring/summer 2008). Alvecote has
recently re-opened a number of pitches following refurbishment, having
been closed for several years, with all the pitches now re-let.

6.5

Table 21 below summarises the details of the site residents on the
three sites.
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Table 21: Details of Site Residents
Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)
Site population
Number of children
% children
Average persons per
occupied pitch
Doubled-up pitches
Number of living
units
Ethnic groups among
site residents
Pitch occupancy in
year
% of site residents
lived on site 5+ years

6.6

46
19
41
2.7
0
0 chalets
0 static caravans
22 trailers/tourers
English Gypsy (15 pitches)
Irish Traveller (2 pitches)
100% since site re-opened
fully
NA as site recently reopened

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)
57
18
32
2.9
0
4 chalets
3 static caravans
14 trailers/tourers
English Gypsy or Traveller
Irish Traveller
100% most of year
60% to 90%

The total site population across the sites is 103 people, of whom 37
(36%) are children aged up to 16. Significant points from the table are:
•

The average number of persons per occupied pitch is similar across
the two sites at around 2.7 and 2.9 persons.

•

Both sites are ethnically mixed.

•

There is no evidence of need from ‘doubled up’ households who
would ideally like a separate pitch or house of their own on either
site.

Residents’ views 23
6.7

All respondents on the socially rented sites provided details about how
many living units (caravans/trailers) they had. Eleven respondents
(65%) had 1 trailer and 6 respondents (35%) had 2 trailers. The
proportion of respondents on the Griff site with 2 trailers was higher
than that from the Alvecote site.

6.8

The average number of living units (trailers) was 1.4 per household.
Just over half of respondents felt they had enough space (56%) for
their needs. Those households that felt that this did not give them
enough space told us that this was due either to the size of the pitch
that they had or the number or size of caravans that they owned.

6.9

When asked, on a five-point scale from very good to very poor, how
they viewed their neighbours on the sites the vast majority (94%)

23

Throughout this section please note that the sample size on the two sites was 6 households
on Alvecote and 11 on the Griff site which equates to approximately half the population from
each site.
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thought their relationships with neighbours were either very good or
good; just 6% (1 respondent) had ambivalent views; no respondents
viewed their neighbours in a negative light.
6.10

Over half of the households we spoke to on the socially rented sites
had been on the site for significant periods of time: 59% for five or
more years, 6% for between 1 and 5 years. However, a sizeable
number (35%) had been on the site for less than 12 months.

6.11

No households on socially rented sites had bases elsewhere.

Site ownership and management
6.12

Both sites are managed by WCC, who took over management of the
Griff site in February 2007.

6.13

The County Council was asked to provide details of any aspects of site
provision, design or management which works well and is worth
sharing with others. Nuneaton & Bedworth referred to an event at the
Griff site as good practice:
The Inter Agency Group for Travellers recently held an event
day on the Griff site. This involved PCT, Police, Education, Fire
Service, Local Authority, Healthy Living Network and Sure Start.
Each participating organisation brought something to the event
(healthy food, energy-saving light bulbs, smoke alarms fitted into
caravans etc.). In particular, health checks were available on
site with ill health conditions being identified.

Residents’ views
6.14

We asked respondents to comment, on a five-point scale from very
good to very poor, on the site management of the sites. The response
was generally positive with 65% viewing management as either very
good or good, 29% being ambivalent and just 1 respondent (6%)
regarding site management as poor.

6.15

Residents on the Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth were more likely to
view the site management as ambivalent or poor. However, it is
thought that this reflected the general poor condition of the site rather
than a comment on the site manager.

6.16

We received a handful of general comments from respondents about
the management of Gypsy and Traveller sites. These tended to
indicate that the management of sites should not rest with Gypsies and
Travellers themselves:
“We’ll never live on a council site again. When Gypsies run them
they think they own them and give the other Gypsies a hard
time.”
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Site facilities and quality
6.17

In order to gather information on what was provided on each local
authority site and the general quality of the site, a series of questions
were asked about site facilities and the local area (see Table 21
below).

Table 21: Facilities on local authority sites and assessment of quality by WCC

Site facilities
Facilities in amenity
units

Quality of
surroundings/
environment
Location and access
to schools/shops
Site condition and
maintenance
Any known disputes
etc. over last year?

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)

Amenity units for each pitch
Designated work areas
Bath (no shower)
WC with direct access from
outside
Space/provision for cooking
Space/plumbing/provision
for laundry
Effective heating
Good

Amenity units for each pitch

Average

Average

Good

Very poor

No

Disputes between residents
Other anti-social behaviour

Bath (no shower)
WC with direct access from
outside

Very poor

6.18

As might be expected, facilities and conditions are assessed, by
officers, as better at the refurbished Alvecote than at the Griff.
According to the local authority officer, the instances of dispute
between residents and other Anti Social Behaviour at the Griff site
were discussed with residents and the situation went away.

6.19

Consultation with an officer revealed that 8 of the sheds on the Griff
site have been condemned as unsafe and temporary accommodation
was set up to respond to residents’ needs. The site is adjacent to an
old landfill site.

Residents’ views
6.20

Site residents were asked, on a five-point scale from very good to very
poor, what they thought about a number of aspects of their site
including: size of pitch; design of site; location; and facilities on site.
The majority of respondents on the sites viewed the location of the
sites as positive (Table 22). Both the design of the sites and the
facilities available were viewed as being quite poor. There were mixed
views as to the size of pitches on the sites.
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Table 22:
Issue
Size of pitch
Design of site
Location of site
Facilities on site

Views on the site (in %)
Very
good
6
0
18
0

Good

Neutral

Poor

41
18
53
29

6
24
12
6

29
35
12
0

Very
Poor
18
24
6
65

6.21

On each issue it was more common for residents on the Griff site to
have a negative view than residents of the Alvecote site – this
correlates with the perception from Warwickshire County Council.

6.22

Experiences around access to basic facilities were sought from those
we spoke to on the two sites (see Table 23 below). As can be seen,
access was varied across the sites. Most facilities on Alvecote were
accessible; however, there was a significant lack of access to a postal
service, fire precautions or a children’s play area. Respondents on the
Alvecote site reported significantly better access to facilities than their
counterparts on the Griff site. In terms of the Griff site a number of
respondents reported not being able to access a water supply –
although it is unclear from the findings whether this related to an actual
lack of water or sporadic loss of hot water by certain residents. We
asked people who could not access water how they were overcoming
this; one person commented:
“I’ve been getting hot water from my neighbour but I have to use
showers at the leisure centre because of no hot water here.”

6.23

On the Griff site a number of people talked about how they got water
from neighbours and used showers at the local leisure centre as a
significant number did not have access to either a bath or a shower
with evidence of low accessibility on a range of other facilities (kitchen,
WC, laundry, eating space, children’s play area). However, access to
fire precautions and a postal service was better on the Griff site than on
Alvecote.
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Table 23: Access to facilities on socially rented sites (% of sample that have access)

Water
Electricity supply
Rubbish collection
Shed (% heated)
Shower
Bath
Kitchen facilities
WC
Laundry
Eating/sitting space
Postal service
Fire precautions
Children’s play area

6.24

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)
100
100
100
100 (100)
17
83
100
100
83
100
33
33
17

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)
36
100
100
100 (27)
9
45
64
64
45
36
91
82
0

All residents were asked to comment on whether they had any
concerns around health and safety on the sites. Just 2 residents on the
Alvecote site had such concerns, while all respondents on the Griff site
had concerns. When asked, a few people expanded upon the concerns
they had. On the Alvecote site, because we interviewed before the site
was fully re-opened the two respondents we spoke to were concerned
about the implications more/new families could have on the existing
site residents:
“A day warden will be needed when more people move onto the
site.”
“Would be nice to have a day warden to protect it when people
move on. We need more peace of mind, especially at night.”

6.25

In terms of concerns over the Griff site we received many comments
which tended to revolve around the presence of pests:
“There are lots of rats around and there’s rubbish at the back of
field. It needs sorting.”
“Lots of rats running around. Lots of rubbish. It’s a problem for
the kids playing out. There’s also a broken up caravan near the
entrance and gas bottles left.”
“We need street lighting and rats are a big problem.”
“Rats but I’m also worried about fires as caravans are too close
together.”
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Travelling and Visitors
6.26

One of the ways in which site rules can help or hinder Gypsy and
Traveller lifestyles is restrictions placed upon absence for travelling and
ability to accommodate visitors on site in caravans. Table 24
summarises the authorities’ approach to this.

Table 24: Permitted absence and visitors

Normal maximum
absence allowed in a
year
Rent payable during
absence?
Can licensees have
visitors with
caravans?
Circumstances

6.27

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)
8

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)
8

Full rent/licence fee

Full rent/licence fee

Yes

Yes

For 28 days, further stays
will require permission of
site manager

Visitor can only stay for 14
days unless permission has
been given by the site
manager

Thus absence is permitted for periods up to 8 weeks in a year. Visitors
are permitted for a period on both sites with the possibility of this being
extended with the permission of the site manager.

Residents’ views
6.28

The vast majority of residents on socially rented sites reported that they
no longer travelled (75%). The remainder travelled either once every
year (13%), seasonally (6%) or every couple of months (6%). Just
under half of respondents on these sites thought that travelling for them
had changed in the last few years.

6.29

When asked to comment on why they had not travelled recently, the
vast majority of those who responded talked about no longer being
able to travel either because of health reasons, caring responsibilities,
for example:
“Because I've got a little boy who needs carers.”
“I look after my mother on a full time basis.”
“My dad’s very ill so I don’t want to go.”
“I’m not very well but I would love a holiday.”

6.30

Another respondent commented on the lack of safe places to stay:
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“I’ve not travelled since coming on here and that’s 24 years ago.
It isn’t safe to travel anymore. Just at the back of here, on the
golf course, Irish Travellers pulled on and started arguments and
hassle. Some locals smashed up the caravans and blew one up.”
Waiting lists and pitch allocation
6.31

Pitch allocation policies, waiting lists and numbers of pitches allocated
are all relevant factors in understanding both demand for and access to
existing local authority sites. Table 25 summarises the status quo on
the two socially rented sites. However, because of circumstances –
one site having been closed for some years and the other having been
leased until very recently – there is little quantitative information
available on either demand or supply of pitches.

Table 25: Waiting lists and allocation policies

Waiting list?
Numbers on list
Trends in numbers
Pitches vacated
2004–2005
Formal allocation
policy?
Most important
factors taken into
account

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)
Yes
3
NA
NA
Yes (draft)
Medical/special health
needs
Need for accommodation
Family size/composition
Family or personal
compatibility
Known previous behaviour/
references

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)
Yes – formal
Not given
Increased
Not known (site previously
leased)
Yes (draft)
Medical/special health
needs
Need for accommodation
Family size/composition
Known previous behaviour/
references
Time on waiting list

6.32

One of the comments we received about the waiting list on the
Alvecote site referred to the presence of a broader waiting list to that
which is included above, which tended to consist of applicants who do
not meet the criteria of the more narrow list/allocation policy. It was
also discussed that many ‘potential’ applicants do not appear to
register for a pitch on the site when there is no pitch available with
immediate effect.

6.33

None of the respondents on these sites was on a waiting list for a site
elsewhere.

Financial issues
6.34

Technically, the charges paid by site residents are licence fees, but
they are commonly referred to as rents, and this term is used below.
Table 26 shows, where possible, rents charged, damage deposits
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charged, proportion of residents receiving housing benefit (HB) and
any Supporting People payments received.
Table 26: Pitch rent and other financial matters

Pitch rent (residential)

Damage deposit?
% of residents
receiving HB
Supporting People
payments?

Alvecote
(North Warwickshire)
Will be £60 p/w

£100
All/almost all (over 90%)

Griff
(Nuneaton & Bedworth)
Different rates for each pitch
4 weekly rent roll £2,415.16
(average around £30 p/w)
£100
All/almost all (over 90%)

No

No

6.35

Rents are higher at the refurbished Alvecote site (£60 p/w) than at the
Griff site (av. £30 p/w). An initial damage deposit of £100 is charged at
both sites.

6.36

No Supporting People payments are received for any site residents.
Almost all (over 90%) residents receive housing benefit towards their
rent; clearly HB is important in making site places affordable.

Plans for existing and new sites
6.37

Warwickshire County Council were asked whether certain specified
changes were planned during the next 3 years. There was no response
concerning Alvecote. However, at the Griff site there are plans to
increase pitch numbers, undertake major repairs and improvements
and to change arrangements for site management.

6.38

All 7 authorities, including those currently without a site, were asked if
they had any current plans to provide additional local authority Gypsy
and Traveller sites in their area over the next 5 years. Rugby plans to
provide 12 residential pitches at Woodside Park which is a private site
in the Study Area. The development is the result of a bid to the Gypsy
and Traveller Site Grant and entails the creation of 12 new pitches in
the centre of the existing site together with the provision of facilities
(electricity, water, sheds, sewage system, etc.)

6.39

Rugby have also indicated their plans to develop 10–15 transit pitches
at a location not yet determined. No other plans were reported.

Private Gypsy and Traveller sites
6.40

This section looks at private sites across the Study Area. Table 27
summarises reported private sites either with planning permission or
tolerated and in existence. There are a total of 34 sites providing 214
pitches.
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Table 27: Private sites and pitches by local authority
Local Authority
Cannock Chase
Lichfield
South Staffordshire
Tamworth
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Rugby

Study Area

6.41

Sites
324
1
12
—
1
725
1026

Pitches
41
2
83
—
7
15
66

34

214

Comments
Mostly rented pitches
Owner-occupied + rented
17 owner-occupied pitches, 66 rented
Owner-occupied, temporary consent
Mostly owner-occupied
Unknown mix of rented and owner-occupied pitches.
Includes 3 family sites (3 pitches) with temporary 3–4year personal consents following appeal

Features of this provision include:
•

Most sites and pitches are in South Staffordshire and Rugby, and to
a lesser extent in Cannock Chase and Nuneaton & Bedworth.
There is no authorised private site in Tamworth (meaning that there
is no authorised provision of any type there).

•

A significant number of rented private pitches are provided in
Cannock Chase, South Staffordshire and Rugby. Rented sites are
significantly larger than owner-occupied sites, and are likely to
function in a very different way and provide different accommodation
opportunities. The existence of private rented pitches in the
Staffordshire part of the Study Area puts the lack of social rented
sites/pitches in context.

6.42

Each local authority was asked how the number of private sites/pitches
had changed since 2001. In South Staffordshire, North Warwickshire,
Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby the number of both sites and pitches
has increased. In Cannock Chase the number of sites remains static
but the number of pitches had increased. In Lichfield the number of
sites has remained static but pitch numbers have decreased.

6.43

When asked, all authorities, other than Cannock Chase and Tamworth,
expected the number of authorised private sites in their area to
increase over the next 5 years.

6.44

It proved difficult to accurately establish the pitch capacity of all private
sites. The pitch capacity, which is stated in Table 27 above, is drawn
from information held by local authority officers where planning
permissions are often based on maximum caravan occupancy rather

24

Includes one long-standing unauthorised site with 8 pitches, which is tolerated.
Includes 3 sites in Bulkington which straddle the boundary between Nuneaton & Bedworth
and Rugby. The sites are counted in both areas; pitches refer to each local authority and have
not been double counted.
26
See above.
25
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than clearly defined pitches. Where pitch numbers are not defined, we
have used a 1.7 caravan to pitch ratio to ascertain the approximate
number of pitches. However, it must be noted that such ratios can and
do change over time and this is merely indicative.
6.45

In addition, in comparison to socially rented sites where there is good
access to management information via local authority records, it proved
difficult to gain any clear idea about occupancy levels and vacancies
on private sites. As a result we have assumed all developed sites were
at 100% occupancy during the assessment period. Therefore the base
figure used in the assessment for private sites is 214.

6.46

Although it is difficult to provide accurate information on the division of
owner-occupier and rented pitches, from our sample, we estimate that
68% (146/214) of pitches are rented and 32% (68/214) are owned by
their occupier. Clearly this tenure split is significant for the sorts of
families accommodated and their likely duration of stay. Given the low
level of socially rented accommodation in the Study Area, pitches on
private sites may be filling a gap in affordable accommodation and/or
performing a role similar to that served by transit sites.

Residents’ views
6.47

All respondents on the private sites provided details about how many
living units (caravans/trailers) they had. Fifty-one respondents (71%)
had 1 trailer, 16 respondents (22%) had 2 trailers, 1 respondent had 3
trailers and 1 respondent had 5 trailers. The average number of living
units per household was 1.3 trailers, which is just less than households
on socially rented sites.

6.48

The vast majority of households (79%) thought they had enough space
for their needs. Those households who felt that they did not have
enough space attributed this to either an inability to afford another
trailer (4 households) or being constrained by the size of their pitch
(4 households). Broadly speaking, households on rented pitches were
more likely to require more space than households who were owneroccupiers.

6.49

There was some concern expressed by an officer from one of the local
authorities that it is not unusual for private owners/landlords to allow
more caravans/households on a site than would usually be practicable.
This often results in households living in more cramped conditions, i.e.
overcrowding on sites, but who are wary of complaining to the
owner/landlord due to potential repercussions such as eviction. It is
possible that this is reflected in the responses which respondents
provided during the interviews, however, the interviewers did not recall
significant ‘site overcrowding’ when on the sites.

6.50

Site residents of private sites were asked, on a five-point scale from
very good to very poor, what they thought about a number of aspects
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of their site including: size of pitch; design of site; neighbours on site;
location; facilities on site; and management. The vast majority of
respondents on the sites viewed these issues positively (see Table 28).
Owner-occupiers were more likely to view these issues as very good,
whereas residents who rented pitches were likely to provide ‘good’
comments.
Table 28: Views on the site (in %)
Issue
Size of pitch
Design of site
Neighbours on site
Location of site
Facilities on site
Management

6.51

Very
good
42
42
46
42
39
46

Good

Neutral

Poor

43
50
51
51
39
46

11
8
1
2
18
4

4
0
1
2
2
1

Very
Poor
0
0
0
0
1
0

Experiences around access to basic facilities were sought from those
we spoke to on all private sites (see Table 29 below). As can be seen,
most households had access to the services we enquired about.
Access to services was similar across the different tenures although,
as might be expected, households on rented pitches tended to have
less access to facilities than owner-occupiers. For those households
who couldn’t access water or washing facilities on the site, individuals
tended to visit the local leisure centre or rely on neighbours.

Table 29: Access to facilities on private sites

WC
Postal service
Rubbish collection
Water
Electricity supply
Fire precautions
Children’s play area
Shed (%heated)
Shower
Laundry
Kitchen facilities
Eating/sitting space
Bath

6.52

% of sample
have access
99
99
99
97
97
89
74
72 (12)
63
56
49
49
39

Nine households on private sites (12%) mentioned concerns they had
around health and safety on their sites. These tended to be tenants
(6 households). One respondent talked about issues related to fire risk:
“The trailers are too close to one another.”

6.53

Others spoke about issues related to vehicles and children:
70

“Sometimes there are a lot of trailers and motors on here so we
have to watch the children.”
“You have to watch the children all the time because of the
number of motors.”
6.54

A number of other respondents talked about the busy road to which the
site was adjacent:
“The road is too fast; 30–40 miles an hour would be better.”
“The road is way too busy, it’s a dual carriageway, and it’s not
exactly safe.”

6.55

Just 6 households on private sites (8%) said that they had an additional
base elsewhere. All 6 were on rented pitches. All but one said the base
was another private site; the remaining respondent had a house
somewhere. The alternative bases were in various areas, including
Essex (2), Hertfordshire, Southampton, Swansea and Telford.
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7.

Planning and the unauthorised development of
sites – findings

7.1

Unauthorised developments are a major source of tension between
Gypsies and Travellers and the settled population. The new planning
system is intended to create conditions where there is no need for
unauthorised developments because land will be allocated for
authorised site development. This chapter looks in depth at the
experience of local authorities of receiving planning applications to
develop Gypsy and Traveller sites and of Gypsies and Travellers
making applications to develop such sites. In addition, this chapter
focuses upon the development of Gypsy and Traveller sites without
planning permission.

Planning applications
7.2

Following on from the previous chapter, indications of increasing
number of private sites are linked with the recent pattern of planning
applications. The local authority survey asked how many planning
applications had been received, granted, refused and granted on
appeal since 2001. Table 30 summarises these responses.

Table 30: Summary of planning applications and outcomes since 2001
Year Address
Cannock Chase
2004 Lichfield Road,
Cannock
Lichfield
2007 Coleshill Street

South Staffordshire
2001 Ball Lane, Coven
2002 Poplar Lane, Hatherton
2002 Poplar Lane, Hatherton
2002 Stafford Road, Coven
Heath*
2003 Stafford Road, Coven
Heath*
2005 Stafford Road, Coven
Heath*
2005 Hospital Lane, Cheslyn
Hay#
2006 Hospital Lane, Cheslyn
Hay#
2006

Stafford Road, Coven
Heath*
Tamworth
None

Pitches/caravans

Outcome

Increase in number of
caravans from 4 to 7

Approved

Increase in number of
pitches/caravans from
2 to 8

In progress

2 caravans
2 caravans
6 pitches
2 caravans

Withdrawn
Allowed on appeal
Dismissed on appeal
Refused

1 family

Refused

Not known

Withdrawn

6 families

Refused

6 families/8 caravans

Allowed temporary
permission on appeal for
4 years (until 2011)
Current appeal

Not known
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North Warwickshire
2004 Pine Grove

1 family/3 caravans

2004

7 pitches

1 family

Refused and dismissed on
appeal
Granted temporary
permission until 2006 –
reapplication in progress
In progress

21

Refused

1

Granted on appeal

1

In progress

1

In progress

1

In progress

3

Approved

Rugby
2002 Cathiron Lane,
Harborough Magna

4 caravans

2003

Brandon Lane,
Coventry

6 pitches

Refused; temporary 3 year
personal consent granted
on appeal
Refused

2003

Top Road, Barnacle,
Coventry*

10 families

Refused

2003

Brandon Lane,
Coventry

Gypsy site

Refused

2005

Top Road, Barnacle,
Coventry*

10 families (2 year
permission)

Refused

Woodside Park, Ryton

Not known

In progress

Atherstone Road,
Hartshill

2007 Quary Lane, Mancetter
Nuneaton & Bedworth
2001 21 Applications from
unauthorised
development
Bulkington*
2005 Parrots Grove,
Coventry#
2005 Withybrook Road,
Bulkington*
2007 Parrots Grove,
Coventry#
2007 Coventry Road,
Bulkington
2007 Coventry Road,
Bulkington

2007

#

Note: * or signify applications referring to the same land

7.3

A total of 26 applications were received in 6 out of 7 LPAs. Two
applications involved additional caravans on existing sites. A total of
sixteen different locations were involved.

7.4

In summary the outcomes were:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Approved
Allowed on appeal
Refused
Current appeal
Dismissed on appeal
Withdrawn

2 applications, 6 additional caravans
3 applications, 11 caravans
9 applications
2 applications
2 applications
2 applications
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•

In progress

6 applications

7.5

It is clear that less than half of the applications were approved directly
or on appeal.

7.6

Reasons given for refusal all related to the application being an
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, visual intrusion and
insufficient very special circumstances to justify development in the
Green Belt. Some refusals also cited highway issues or specific
landscape conservation issues.

Unauthorised development of Gypsy and Traveller caravan
sites
7.7

Overall, 5 authorities had some experience of unauthorised
development of sites by Gypsies and Travellers since 2001:
•
•
•
•
•

Rugby: 7 sites
South Staffordshire: 3 sites
Lichfield: 1 site
North Warwickshire: 1 site
Nuneaton & Bedworth: 1 site

7.8

All the authorities affected had taken enforcement action against at
least one unauthorised development since 2001, including the highprofile case at Bulkington in Nuneaton & Bedworth.

7.9

At the time of the assessment the local authorities reported that there
were 9 unauthorised developments in all, involving approximately 37
pitches, in 5 authorities (Lichfield 1 site, South Staffordshire 2 sites,
North Warwickshire 1 site, Nuneaton & Bedworth 1 site and Rugby 3
sites) (see Table 31 below).
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Table 31: Current Unauthorised Developments
Site
Cannock Chase
Nil
Lichfield
Bonehill Road, Mile Oak

South Staffordshire
Ball Lane, Coven Heath
Stafford Road, Coven Heath

Pitches/caravans

Comments

—

One tolerated site

3 or 4 pitches

Enforcement notice,
appeal dismissed.
Compliance period ends
30/9/2007.

14 caravans (Jan ‘07)
approx. 8 pitches
3 caravans (Jan ’07)
approx. 2 pitches

No action at present

Tamworth
Nil
North Warwickshire
Atherstone Road, Hartshill
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Withybrook Road, Bulkington
Rugby
Top Road, Barnacle

Brandon Lane, Coventry
Wood Lane, Shilton

6 pitches
2 pitches

7.10

Enforcement appeal due to
be heard June 2007

—
Approx. 4 pitches

Unknown action

1 pitch

Enforcement action current

10 pitches

Extensive planning history.
Public Inquiry on appeal
against refusal of planning
permission opened May
2007 and adjourned to
allow negotiation over
temporary consent.
None at present
None at present

Views from the local authorities differed as to whether the number of
unauthorised developments would increase over the next 5 years; 5
thought they would not and 2 (Lichfield and North Warwickshire)
thought that they would if there is no policy development.

Residents’ views
7.11

During our fieldwork we managed to consult with households on seven
of the developments; however, this only meant consultations with 8
households. As a result, the views of residents are discussed as real
cases rather than as indicative percentages. It must also be noted that
these views reflect 7 sites rather than all 9 unauthorised developments
present at the time of the study.

7.12

Five households on the unauthorised developments provided details
about how many living units they had: 1 household had 1 unit; 5
households had 2 units; 1 household had 3 units; and 1 household had
4 units. The average number of living units per household was 2.3 –
larger than the number for both private and socially rented sites.
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7.13

Only 1 respondent thought that this did not give them enough space,
with this respondent requiring larger accommodation than they
currently had.

7.14

Residents of the developments were asked, on a five-point scale from
very good to very poor, what they thought about a number of aspects
of their site including: size of pitch; design of site; neighbours on site;
location; facilities on site; and management. The vast majority of
respondents on the sites viewed these issues either positively or, in a
few cases, ambivalently. Respondents were particularly happy about
the design of the site and the facilities available to use.

7.15

Experiences around access to basic facilities were sought from those
on the developments (see Table 32 below). Generally speaking,
access to facilities on developments was reasonably good. Most
respondents had access to important facilities such as water, WC and
electricity. Access to facilities was most problematic on the
developments in Rugby. However, all respondents reported having
access to somewhere safe for children to play.

Table 32: Access to facilities on unauthorised developments

Children’s play area
WC
Rubbish collection
Water
Postal service
Fire precautions
Eating/sitting space
Shed (heated)
Kitchen facilities
Electricity supply
Laundry
Shower
Bath

7.16

No. have access
8
7
7
7
7
7
6
6 (3)
6
6
4
4
3

No. have no access
—
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
2
4
4
5

Just 2 of the respondents on the unauthorised development had
concerns about health and safety. One reason surrounded issues of
community safety:
“If something happens to us the police take a long time to come
out. A couple of months ago we were threatened but the police
wouldn't come out.”

7.17

Another respondent commented on how a lack of access to a power
supply affected the health of family members:
“We need electricity as my little boy is disabled and we’re
always up with him.”
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7.18

It should be noted that although a large number of the households we
spoke to felt they had adequate fire precautions, this is entirely
subjective and their view of adequate fire precautions may differ from
the precautions required by a licence if the site was authorised.

Planning issues
7.19

Local authority officers were asked if they could volunteer an example
of good practice in relation to the planning approach to engagement
with Gypsies and Travellers, or suggest ways forward. Only Lichfield
volunteered an example of good practice in relation to the planning
approach. They drew attention to the Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group,
which can advise families as to whether land up for sale has potential
for getting planning permission, and can assist families through the
application process.

Residents’ views
7.20

We were also keen to explore with Gypsies and Travellers their
experience of buying land and/or going through the planning process.

7.21

We asked all respondents if they had ever purchased their own land; a
total of 34 respondents had. This included 5 of the households on the
unauthorised developments and a significant number of households on
private sites (22). No households on unauthorised encampments had
bought land but 6 households currently in bricks and mortar housing
had bought their own land at some time in the past. A total of 22
respondents had applied for planning permission – 65% of the
households who had purchased land.

7.22

We asked respondents to elaborate on their experiences of the
planning system in order to gain some insight into the process from
their perspective. Most of the comments received alluded to how
difficult they found gaining permission to develop and particularly in
relation to the emotional stress caused and money spent:
“It took 2 or 3 years to get it passed and it already had mobile
homes on here which had been on here since the 1970s.”
“It’s a continuing battle with council authorities.”
“We didn't know how to go about it at first so we had help from a
friend. He failed a couple of times because they wanted a
bungalow but he got permission for caravans in the end.”
“It got passed after going up two times and a lot of money.”
“It was a lot of trouble. I think it was that that made my husband
badly but we got it passed in the end.”
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“It was hell. It took so long and cost a lot of money.”
7.23

A small number of other respondents seeking to develop their land
suggested that they were discriminated against due to their being
Gypsies and Travellers:
“We all got turned down and got pulled off because we are
Travellers.”
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8.

Unauthorised encampments – findings

8.1

The presence and incidence of unauthorised encampments is a
significant issue impacting upon local authorities, landowners, Gypsies
and Travellers, the settled population and the public purse. Just as
unauthorised developments are often cited as a major source tension,
unauthorised encampments are often the type of accommodation
which has become synonymous with Gypsies and Travellers and is
often a further source of tension with the wider community.

8.2

Due to the nature of unauthorised encampments (i.e. unpredictability,
seasonal fluctuations etc.), it is very difficult to grasp a comprehensive
picture of need for residential and/or transit accommodation without
considering a range of interconnected issues. This section, however,
seeks to look at the ‘known’ prevalence of unauthorised encampments
and views of households on such encampments in order to draw some
tentative indication as to the level and nature of need for authorised
provision.

Policies on managing unauthorised encampments
8.3

For the authorities within Warwickshire there is a draft Protocol (Firm
but Fair: Managing Unauthorised Encampments – the Warwickshire
Way) being developed by the Warwickshire Gypsy and Traveller
Special Interest Panel, which is a Forum of professionals working with
Gypsies and Travellers in Warwickshire. This forum comprises officers
from the councils, the Police, Health PCT, Traveller Education and
Welfare Service and the Warwickshire Race Equality Partnership. The
draft Protocol is intended to ensure a positive and informed approach
to enforcement taking account of human rights, race relations and all
other relevant legislation and guidance.

8.4

The survey of local authorities showed that Lichfield, Tamworth,
Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby have written policies for managing
unauthorised encampments. Local authorities are party to joint
agreements or protocols with other agencies for managing
unauthorised encampments as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.5

Cannock Chase
Lichfield
South Staffordshire
Tamworth
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Rugby

Police
Other LAs
No
Police and other agencies
Police
Police and other LAs
Police, other LAs and other agencies

In terms of the procedure for contacting Gypsies and Travellers on
unauthorised encampments, first contact is normally made by the
authorities as follows:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
8.7

Cannock Chase
Lichfield
South Staffordshire
Tamworth
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Rugby

LA officer or police
Local authority or police
No one, LA officer or police
LA officer
LA officer, police or Traveller Education
LA officer
LA officer or police

No authority uses a bailiff as the first contact on an unauthorised
encampment.

Good practice on managing unauthorised encampments
8.8

Good practice on managing unauthorised encampments was identified
by Lichfield, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby:
•

Lichfield and Nuneaton & Bedworth both stated that they visit
new encampments to see if there are any welfare or education
needs, and refer to the appropriate services. It was suggested that
each of the Partner Authorities take this approach, although we did
not receive confirmation of this.

•

Rugby has been working with Warwickshire Police, the County
Council and other councils and agencies to develop a common
assessment and consistent enforcement approach to encampments
while balancing individual and community welfare issues (see the
draft Protocol referred to above). Refuse collection is also arranged
for households on unauthorised encampments.

Geographical patterns and incidence of unauthorised encampments
8.9

All the authorities keep a log of unauthorised encampments: Lichfield,
South Staffordshire, Tamworth, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby log
all known encampments, while Cannock Chase and North
Warwickshire log some.

8.10

The authorities were asked about the nature of encampments
experienced during 2006. The number of separate encampments
experienced during 2006 can be seen in Table 13, which also reports
on the typical nature of encampments.
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Table 13: Incidence of unauthorised camping by local authority area
Local authority

Cannock Chase
Lichfield
South Staffordshire

Number of separate
encampments during
2006
11–15
3
1

Tamworth
North Warwickshire
Nuneaton & Bedworth

4
0
12

Rugby

16

Comments

Normally none in area
Normally none in area
Normally 1 in area at any
time
Normally none in area
Normally none in area
Normally 1 in area at any
time
Normally 1 in area at any
time

8.11

As can be seen, the distribution is uneven with most encampments
occurring in Cannock Chase, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby at the
north and south east extremes of the Study Area (see Map 1).

8.12

Authorities were also asked to provide details of the location, number
of caravans, duration and action taken with the encampments during
2006. These were provided for 36 encampments (only those in
Cannock Chase were omitted; Rugby could not provide information on
numbers of caravans and only included encampments on councilowned land, which will probably understate the actual number of
encampments overall).

8.13

The average encampment size (in areas excluding Cannock Chase
and Rugby) was just over 5 caravans (range 1 to 12). Most
encampments are small – 11 of the 19 (58%) encampments where size
is known involved 3 caravans or fewer.

8.14

The duration was given for 32 encampments. The average was just
under 3 weeks, but this is skewed by a few longer-lasting
encampments. Only 6 encampments (19%) lasted longer than 3
weeks. Information was given on sufficient numbers of encampments
in Nuneaton & Bedworth (10) and Rugby (14) to show the respective
average encampment durations as just less than 5 weeks and 1.7
weeks. Nuneaton & Bedworth figures include encampments on public
and private land, those from Rugby include only council-owned land.
The Nuneaton & Bedworth policy specifically notes the possibility of
tolerating an encampment where deemed appropriate.

8.15

Looking at encampment locations suggests other differences between
Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby. Nuneaton & Bedworth shows a
range of addresses with only one location mentioned twice; most
encampments are said to occur on industrial estates. By contrast, most
encampment locations in Rugby are described as car parks or
recreation grounds. Three car parks account for 10 out of 16
encampments on council-owned land in 2006.
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8.16

We asked the authorities and Warwickshire County Council for the
number of separate encampments they had recorded during the period
of fieldwork for this assessment (June – October 2007). There were a
total of 26 encampments recorded over this period. Nuneaton &
Bedworth experienced 10 encampments (the vast majority of which
were calling upon residents at the Griff site), Cannock Chase and
Rugby both had 6 encampments, North Warwickshire had 3
encampments, and Lichfield had a single encampment which stayed
for a short period of time.

8.17

It is clear that land ownership obviously affects action taken by the
local authority. Answers suggest that where council-owned land is
concerned, it is the norm for local authorities to take court action rather
than rely on negotiation. Rugby incurred costs of almost £4,600 on
process server fees and court costs in connection with the 16
encampments in 2006. In answer to more general questions asked of
the local authorities in relation to unauthorised encampments:

8.18

•

South Staffordshire, Tamworth and Rugby experience more
encampments in summer; the other areas note no clear variation
over the year.

•

The majority of authorities commented that most of the families
involved in unauthorised encampments are thought to be ‘in transit’.
South Staffordshire and Rugby commented that the unauthorised
encampments in their areas belonged to both groups who were ‘in
transit’ and ‘local’ Gypsies and Travellers.

One of the general comments from the consultations with a number of
officers revolved around the view that Tamworth had recently become
unsafe or unattractive for families who would have featured as
unauthorised encampments as a result of an arson attack on a trailer.
There was said to be significant hostility directed at Gypsies and
Travellers within the borough.
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Map1:

Unauthorised encampments within the Study Area relative to authorised site provision (numbers shown in caravans)
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Trends in unauthorised encampments
8.19

Authorities were asked how the number of unauthorised encampments
had changed over the past 5 years. Experience of the authorities
seems to have varied: numbers have increased in Rugby, decreased in
Cannock Chase, Lichfield and Nuneaton & Bedworth, and remained
broadly the same elsewhere.

8.20

In terms of size of group, most said that encampments had remained
broadly the same size over the past 5 years; Rugby said that they had
increased and Lichfield that they had decreased.

8.21

Other changes over time noted were:
•

Lichfield: mostly the same groups are involved. There was a
temporary increase in numbers for about 12 months when site
spaces in North Warwickshire were lost (this suggests a link to the
Alvecote site).

•

Rugby: there has been an increase in the number of repeat visits
by groups, and more use of sites close to housing areas.

8.22

When asked how they expect the number of encampments to change
over the next 5 years, North Warwickshire and Rugby expected an
increase and Lichfield a decrease. Other authorities either did not know
or expected no significant change. One of the consultations with
officers indicated that overall unauthorised encampments had
increased in the area with a perception that around 50% of the families
on encampments wanted to remain permanently in the area.

8.23

From reviewing the available information, general trends are unclear
for unauthorised encampments except to say that if no more provision
is made, the numbers and nature of encampments is likely to persist.
Generally speaking, encampments appear to occur where there is
existing provision – this suggests that those households on
unauthorised encampments may have family links in these areas.

Living on unauthorised encampments – views from Gypsies and
Travellers
8.24

During our fieldwork the number of unauthorised encampments we
managed to consult with was at quite a low level; although we
managed to interview our target number of households, we consulted
with 9 households only. As a result, similar to the section on
unauthorised developments, the views of households on unauthorised
encampments are discussed as real cases rather than as indicative
percentages.

8.25

Six of the nine encampments involved Romany Gypsies with 3
encampments involving Irish Traveller families.
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8.26

All households interviewed on unauthorised encampments provided
details about how many living units they had; 6 households had 1
trailer and 3 households had 2 trailers. No households had more than 2
trailers. The average number of living units was 1.3 trailers per
household.

8.27

When the average household size for encampments (4.6) is divided by
the average number of trailers households possess, this provides us
with an average of 3.5 people in each trailer on unauthorised
encampments.

8.28

In terms of space their accommodation provided them with, six in nine
households felt that their trailers provided them with enough space, 2
felt that more space was needed and 1 household did not know. A lack
of space was attributed to both an inability to afford additional
accommodation (trailers) as well as staying on a small piece of land.

8.29

The majority of those interviewed had been on the encampment for a
short period of time. Eight had been there for less than 1 week and just
1 had been there for between 2 weeks and one month.

8.30

With regard to how long they anticipated staying on the encampment, 7
respondents were intending to stay for up to 1 week, the remainder (2
respondents) did not know.

8.31

Respondents were asked the reasons why they were leaving the
encampment. The reason given in each case related to the actions of
the local authority or Police rather than a desire for a short stay in the
area; for example, “Police have said we must move by 10am tomorrow”
or “The police and the council want us to move”.

8.32

Out of those respondents who were leaving the area 6 (67%) would
have liked to stay in the area, 2 were happy to leave and 1 household
did not know whether they would like to stay. In terms of the
accommodation they were looking for, 6 households wanted a pitch on
an authorised local authority site. Two respondents said that they
wanted their own site. Two respondents would be interested in a
house. No respondents wanted to move onto a private site owned by
someone else.

8.33

For those households currently living on unauthorised encampments,
access to facilities was a major issue (see Table 34 below). Most of the
very basic facilities were inaccessible to Gypsies and Travellers. The
only encampments whose households had access to anything were
located in Rugby, and these had access to facilities provided by a
friend who lived in a house. The following comments are representative
of views from respondents on unauthorised encampments on
accessing basic services:
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“Electric is supplied by our own generators. We get water from
garages and we go to the toilet there too.”
“We go to a friend's house to get water and use the pub toilets.”
“We use the side of the road, use generators for electric and get
water from garages.”
Table 34: Access to basic facilities on unauthorised encampments
Type of facility
Electricity supply
Water
WC/Toilet
Showers
Waste disposal/collection

Have access?
Yes
No
2
7
1
8
1
8
1
8
1
8

8.34

All but one household on an unauthorised encampment reported that
they could not access waste disposal facilities. From consultations
undertaken as part of this study this was repeatedly reported as a main
issue of tension within the settled community, as Gypsies and
Travellers in many villages, towns and local areas become
synonymous with fly-tipping. However, as many Gypsies’ and
Travellers’ only means of transport are vans, their access to local tips
is restricted by the exclusion of ‘business’ disposals, unless a charge is
paid, at local authority recycling centres. At the same time, it is also
possible that non-Travellers will fly-tip in areas where Gypsies and
Travellers are known to reside in an effort to shift blame and
responsibility. This is not to say that no Gypsies and Travellers do flytip but this may be a more complex issue than it first appears.

8.35

No household on unauthorised encampments reported having a base
elsewhere.
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9.

Gypsies and Travellers in social and private
bricks and mortar accommodation – findings

9.1

The numbers of Gypsies and Travellers currently accommodated within
bricks and mortar accommodation are unknown but potentially large.
Movement to and from housing is a major concern for the strategic
approach, policies and working practices of local authorities. One of the
main issues of the consultation revolved around the role that housing
services do, should and could play in the accommodation of Gypsies
and Travellers within the Study Area.

9.2

This chapter looks at the information held by the authorities around
Gypsies and Travellers and housing and looks at the approaches these
authorities take. The chapter then continues with analysing the
responses of housed Gypsies and Travellers who took part in the
assessment.

Housing policies
9.3

Authorities were asked whether specific reference is made to Gypsies
and Travellers in various housing strategies:
Current housing strategy: All authorities except South
Staffordshire and Rugby said specific reference is made to
Gypsies and Travellers. In North Warwickshire the reference is
to the need to gather more information about Gypsies and
Travellers. The latest Housing Strategies of Cannock Chase,
Lichfield and Tamworth all refer to the sub-regional Gypsy and
Traveller Accommodation Assessment, stressing both the need
for better information and increased collaborative working.
Lichfield’s action point further refers to ensuring that the LDF
reflects the future housing needs of the District’s Gypsies and
Travellers. The Nuneaton & Bedworth Housing Strategy 2006–
2008 (May 2006) has the fullest reference and reads:
‘The authority has been involved with a number of issues
relating to the housing needs of gypsies and travellers,
and recognises the legitimate, varying and often distinct
housing needs. The district does have a county council
owned site, as well as private travellers’ sites. A number
of other travellers have approached the Council seeking
conventional housing, and such applicants are given
appropriate priority on the housing register and rehousing
has taken place. The itinerant nature of the community
makes assessment of need within any specific area
problematic and at the start of 2005–06, there was only
one family within the borough seeking a permanent site.
The authority is actively seeking to assist this family, but
unless and until wider regional research demonstrates
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otherwise, no further sites are currently required within
the borough.
The Council is awaiting the results of a regional research
exercise, currently being carried out by the University of
Birmingham, before making further plans for this client
group. If the need for any further sites arises it will be
considered against the policy in the Local Plan.
The draft RHS also identifies a number of specific policy
areas which are particularly relevant to Nuneaton and
Bedworth, including the need to identify more locations in
which sites can be developed for gypsies and travellers.’
Current homelessness strategy: There is no mention of
Gypsies and Travellers in homelessness strategies in Cannock
Chase, North Warwickshire, and Rugby. In Tamworth there are
references to contributing to Local Development Plan in relation
to older Gypsies and Travellers. In Lichfield there is brief
reference:
‘C5 Gather needs information regarding specific client
groups, e.g. Gypsies, asylum seekers and BME
applicants.’ (Homelessness Strategy Action Plan 2003:
Objective C – Access and Choice)
The South Staffordshire Draft Homelessness Strategy 2007–
2012 also refers to lack of information about the group and
specifically to the sub-regional GTAA in the Action Plan. The
Nuneaton & Bedworth Homelessness Strategy Review 2006–
2008 includes a similar passage to that already quoted from the
Housing Strategy. Under Strategic Aim 3 (having a pro-active
approach which focuses on early intervention and preventative
measures):
‘Task 3.9 – county-wide assessment of need to refurbish
formal sites’
Current BME housing strategy: Only Cannock Chase and
Rugby have BME Housing Strategies, and neither refers
specifically to Gypsies and Travellers. The BME Housing Needs
Study in Warwickshire included consideration of Gypsies and
Travellers with the aim of identifying the accommodation needs
of those seeking to live in settled housing. Identification of
Travellers proved particularly difficult and none was identified
within the Study Area (6 Gypsies and Travellers were
interviewed in Stratford-on-Avon).
Problems associated with the identifying respondents in the
Warwickshire study stemmed in part from lack of ethnic records
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on social housing applicants and tenants. Only Lichfield and
North Warwickshire commented that Gypsies and Travellers are
identified in ethnic records and monitoring of social housing
applications and/or allocations.
9.4

During the survey of local authorities, authorities were asked to provide
details of how homeless Gypsies and Travellers are supported through
the homelessness process. Rugby made no comments. Cannock
Chase commented that they were not aware of any Gypsy or Traveller
approaching the authority as homeless. Lichfield, South Staffordshire,
North Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth said that Gypsies and
Travellers would receive similar support to any other applicants.
Tamworth noted that Gypsies and Travellers would receive the same
support as other applicants but also referred to telephone calls about
site availability.

9.5

There were two positive answers to a question about steps taken to
provide Gypsies and Travellers with housing advice and assistance or
to help them access social housing:
•

South Staffordshire referred to a specific application where advice
and assistance had been offered, but the family made their own
arrangements and left temporary accommodation.

•

Nuneaton & Bedworth noted that they had undertaken a
comprehensive survey of the borough to identify any council-owned
land which might provide a suitable site. This was in response to a
homelessness application, and led to the Stoney Road site being
developed with Government funding.

Gypsies and Travellers in social housing
9.6

Each authority was asked a sequence of questions about Gypsies and
Travellers in social housing, applicants and allocations. Most
authorities were unable to provide any information.
•

Only North Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth were able to
give the number of Gypsies and Travellers currently registered for
social housing. These numbers were 3 and 6 respectively.

•

North Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth were also able to
say how many Gypsies and Travellers were housed in 2006. In both
instances it was zero.

•

Lichfield was unable to say how many homeless presentations had
been made by Gypsies and Travellers in the previous 12 months.
Cannock Chase, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby said there had
been none. South Staffordshire and Tamworth said that there had
been 1 (of which they were aware), and North Warwickshire had
had 2. In South Staffordshire and Tamworth the main reason for
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homelessness was domestic violence. In North Warwickshire it was
families having to leave the Alvecote site because of refurbishment.
•

9.7

Four authorities commented on the main reasons why Gypsies and
Travellers move into housing (from a list of 8 potential reasons). In
order of significance these were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

9.8

Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby said that the number of Gypsies
and Travellers moving into social rented housing had remained
broadly the same over the past 5 years. Rugby expected numbers
to remain broadly the same over the next 5 years, while Nuneaton
& Bedworth expected them to decrease. Other authorities were
unable to say.

Health reasons: North Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth
Want to ‘settle’: North Warwickshire and Nuneaton & Bedworth
Want to move nearer to family/friends: South Staffordshire and
Nuneaton and Bedworth
Harassment or other problems on a site: North Warwickshire and
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Want a permanent house or flat: Lichfield
Unable to find stopping places while travelling: North Warwickshire
Unable to get a place on a site: No authority

North Warwickshire, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby estimated that
fewer than 10 Gypsy and Traveller families live in social housing in
their areas. Other authorities were unable to estimate the number.

Gypsies and Travellers in private housing
9.9

Answers to questions about Gypsies and Travellers in other forms of
housing were largely uninformative:
•

Lichfield said there were no significant numbers of Gypsies and
Travellers living in private housing. Other authorities did not know.

•

Cannock Chase, Lichfield, North Warwickshire and Nuneaton &
Bedworth were not aware of any issues arising in relation to
Gypsies and Travellers living in private housing in their area; other
authorities did not comment.

•

Lichfield, Tamworth, Nuneaton & Bedworth and Rugby said
Gypsies and Travellers do not live on caravan or mobile home
parks not specifically designed for them; others said there was no
information or did not comment.
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Living in bricks and mortar housing – views from Gypsies and Travellers
9.10

Among the 23 respondents whom we consulted who lived in bricks and
mortar accommodation, 19 (83%) lived in a house and 4 (17%) lived in
a bungalow.

9.11

In total, 35% of bricks and mortar dwellers were owner-occupiers, 48%
were council tenants and 17% were private tenants.

9.12

In terms of the size of the dwelling, 23% had 2 bedrooms, 68% had 3
bedrooms and two households (9%) had 4 or more bedrooms. All but 4
respondents thought that their property gave them enough space. The
respondents who commented on needing more space raised concerns
about how their household was growing:
“I'd like a 3 bedroom house because I’m expecting a new baby.”
“I have three boys, one 12, one 10 and one 4. They share a
bedroom but I think they need their own space.”
“There’s just not enough rooms for 5 people.”

9.13

In total, just 4 households (17%) in bricks and mortar accommodation
still owned trailers. Three of these households had just 1 trailer – just 1
household had 2 trailers.

9.14

Residents in bricks and mortar accommodation were asked, on a fivepoint scale from very good to very poor, what they thought about a
number of aspects of their accommodation including: size of house;
design of house; neighbours; location; facilities; and condition/state of
repair. The vast majority of respondents on the sites viewed these
issues either positively or, in a few cases, ambivalently. Respondents
were particularly happy about the facilities of the house. Neighbours
was the issue which generated the most ambivalence from
respondents, but only 1 household viewed their neighbours in a
negative light.

Table 35: Views on the house (in %)
Issue
Size of house
Design of house
Neighbours
Location
Facilities
Condition/state of repair

9.15

Very
good
35
35
32
39
52
39

Good

Neutral

Poor

39
48
41
52
44
52

4
13
23
4
4
4

17
—
—
—
—
4

Very
Poor
4
4
4
4
—
—

All respondents had access to all basic facilities we enquired about,
with the exception of 4 respondents who did not have a shower and 1
respondent who did not have a bath. Three respondents commented
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that they did not have access to somewhere safe for their children to
play.
9.16

Most respondents had lived in their accommodation for a significant
period of time – 22% for 5 years or more and 70% had been there for
between 1 and 5 years, with the remainder (9%, 2 households) there
for less than a year. No respondent had been in accommodation for
less than 3 months.

9.17

Generally speaking, when asked how long they were likely to remain in
their house the vast majority said they did not know (57%); 35%
thought they would remain indefinitely; and 2 respondents (9%) were
planning to leave within the next 6 months. When asked their reasons
for leaving one respondent said it was to a bigger property:
“I'm moving to a bigger and better house.”

9.18

With the other respondent looking to move back onto site
accommodation:
“I want to go back on to a site.”

9.19

We asked all Gypsies and Travellers about their experience of living in
bricks and mortar accommodation. A total of 32 households (25% of
the overall sample) had experience of bricks and mortar housing. If we
remove the households who are now in bricks and mortar housing from
this, this indicates that 21% of the Gypsy and Traveller sample had
been in bricks and mortar accommodation at some time in the past, but
had since left. This is particularly interesting as 4 out of the 9
households who are currently living on unauthorised encampments
have had experience of bricks and mortar living.

Table 36: Previous experience of bricks and mortar housing by accommodation type
Current accommodation type
Unauthorised encampments
Unauthorised developments
Socially rented sites
Private sites
Bricks and mortar
Total

No. lived in a house
4
3
6
12
6
32

% sample lived in a
house
44
43
35
17
27
25

9.20

The majority of these households (62%) had lived in a house which
they had rented from the local authority; (21%) had owned their own
property; and 18% had rented their property from either a private
landlord or RSL. Most of these had moved into this property with their
family when younger.

9.21

As many people left bricks and mortar accommodation, we were keen
to ascertain people’s views and experiences of living in houses, flats,
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etc. and why they had left. We asked people on a five-point scale, very
good to very poor, to rate their experience. Quite surprisingly, a large
number of people (39%) thought that living in bricks and mortar
accommodation was either a very good or good experience; 12% had
indifferent views; and 45% thought it was a poor or very poor
experience. One respondent could not comment.
9.22

Of particular interest were the reasons given for leaving this
accommodation. There were a whole range of different responses,
perhaps reflecting some of the difficulties faced by Gypsies and
Travellers in adjusting to a different way of living. We received a
number of comments which tended to talk about it being better for
children, an aversion to living in bricks and mortar, marriage or more
cultural explanations:
“My 16 year old, who was 14 at the time, was getting into
trouble. In with the wrong crowd, all older boys. He were into
drugs and I didn't want that for him.”
“Moved back to the caravan. I just didn't like it. I couldn't sleep.”
“I got married and moved to a site with my husband.”
“It was years ago and we just wanted to move.”
“I like to see people around me. It’s more sociable. We’re a very
close community, and we like our family to be together.”

9.23

Out of all the people who had previously lived in a house, just 17%
would consider doing so again. We asked respondents what the main
reasons would be for considering living in bricks and mortar
accommodation. The top 4 reasons were: a lack of sites, desire for a
change, children’s education and stability.

9.24

Just one respondent was on a waiting list for a house with Walsall
council; this respondent was already in bricks and mortar housing.
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10. Housing-related support service and general
services – findings
10.1

The questionnaire to local authority officers also sought to ascertain
and collate the recognition of Gypsies and Travellers in relation to
housing-related support services – many of which come under the
umbrella of the Supporting People programme.

Housing-related support
10.2

Gypsies and Travellers are mentioned in the Staffordshire Supporting
People 5 Year Strategy 2005–2010 (affecting Cannock Chase,
Lichfield, South Staffordshire and Tamworth). The strategy states that
there were no Supporting People funded services specifically for
Travellers at the time. Staffordshire County was planning research into
the needs of Gypsies and Travellers for services.

10.3

The Warwickshire Supporting People 5 Year Strategy 2005/06–
2009/10 again notes that there is no Supporting People funded
provision for the group in Warwickshire: ‘However, we are supportive in
principle of making funds available to support this group and will be
consulting on how this might be done in future.’ In a section on
reaching out to excluded groups, the Strategy notes an intention for
Supporting People team attendance at existing forums such as Gypsy
and Traveller Liaison Meetings.

10.4

Most of the Study Area authorities were unaware of any housingrelated support services for Gypsies and Travellers in their area. South
Staffordshire noted that there are no specific services directed at
Gypsies and Travellers but gave details of potentially relevant generic
services being offered to homeless families (provided by Carr-Gomm
with Supporting People and Prevention of Homelessness grant
funding) and floating support for victims of domestic violence (provided
by Stafford Women’s Aid with Supporting People funding).

10.5

When asked which services Gypsies and Travellers most frequently
approach the Council about (with a list of general housing-related
support categories provided), Cannock Chase, South Staffordshire and
Tamworth either said that they did not know or that Gypsies and
Travellers do not commonly approach the Council (Rugby did not
reply). There were 3 positive answers:
•
•
•

Lichfield: planning applications and site development, housing
advice, applying for social housing, discrimination or harassment,
site licensing issues and Home Repair Grants.
North Warwickshire: planning applications and site development,
housing advice, Housing Benefit and environmental issues.
Nuneaton & Bedworth: planning applications and site development
and Housing Benefit.
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Views from Gypsies and Travellers on housing-related support services
10.6

It proved extremely difficult to find a suitable method to gain a clear
perception as to the level of experience/need within the Gypsy and
Traveller community for housing-related services. The very concept of
an outside agency providing services such as support for settling into
new accommodation or childcare was often seen as nonsensical
because of the reliance upon strong family networks and the support
that the extended family have historically provided within Gypsy and
Traveller communities for this kind of issue. However, we were keen to
attempt to gain some idea about the levels of need for a number of
services. We consulted with key stakeholders and reviewed key
documents27 from elsewhere to produce a list of the kind of services to
gain views on.

10.7

We asked all Gypsy and Traveller respondents to comment on the
likelihood of using a number of services on a scale which covered:
‘would never use’, ‘might use’, ‘would definitely use’ and ‘don’t know’
(see Table 37).

Table 37: Likelihood of using housing-related support services (in %)
Support need

Would
never use

Might use

Finding accommodation
Settling into new
accommodation
Budgeting
Meeting people
Accessing a GP
Accessing legal services
Harassment
Claiming benefits
Finding a job
Accessing training (for adults)
Pregnancy
Parenting
Filling in forms
Support with planning

51
63
64
75
13
34
38
49
59
59
58
82
27
30

10.8

19
11

Would
definitely
use
16
13

Don’t know

10
11

8
9
41
32
32
22
15
15
14
4
41
34

11
6
40
23
16
16
13
12
10
6
23
20

13
6
3
8
9
9
8
12
13
5
6
11

As can be seen, the majority of respondents were not interested in
receiving support with many of the services highlighted above. This
might be explained by a general perception from respondents that

27

See Supporting People Eastern Regional Cross Authority Group – Gypsy and Traveller
th
Conference, 27 April 2005 http://www.spkweb.org.uk/NR/rdonlyres/6DA547AB-FCBB-4B4FAE12-A5DD282B4C34/7895/FinalReportofGypsyandtravellerWorkshopApril2006.doc and
The Housing Support Needs of Gypsies and Travellers in West Yorkshire, North Yorkshire
and York, December 2006,
http://www.calderdale.gov.uk/council/consultations/engage/downloaddoc.jsp?id=941.
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many are not applicable to Gypsies and Travellers. Therefore these
findings cannot be seen to provide an illustration as to the definitive
need for such services. However, the results do seem to indicate
where the current main concerns about service areas are. The services
which elicited most interest, albeit still small, were (in order of interest):
accessing a GP, filling in forms, accessing legal services, support with
planning, harassment and claiming benefits. As can be seen, the
majority of people require quite practical assistance, particularly around
planning and gaining secure accommodation.
10.9

We asked respondents if they felt that they had ever experienced
harassment or discrimination because they were a Gypsy or a
Traveller. A total of 37% of respondents thought that they had. We
asked people to expand on the nature of the discrimination/harassment
and we received a variety of responses including:
“The bowling alley turned us away from the door as they didn't
like Gypsies.”
“We feel looked down upon. People look at you weird which
makes you feel alone.”
“I got chucked out of a cinema once but I took it to court and got
free cinema passes for a year.”
“In a shop in town they said 'the Gypsies are in again' so they
watched every step we took. I told them I had the money to get
what I want.”
“The local pub had a 'No Travellers' sign up for a while. It was in
the paper.”
“My children get called Gypsy by an old man who lives across
the road. He watches them and when they go out he comes out
shouting and calls them names.”

10.10 Interestingly one respondent talked about how she experienced
harassment from other Gypsies and Travellers:
“I get harassed from my own people for being a single parent.”
10.11 This perhaps serves to demonstrate that harassment and
discrimination cannot be viewed in simplistic Gypsy/Traveller vs. nonGypsy/Traveller terms.
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General services
10.12 In order to gain some idea as to the interaction that the Gypsies and
Travellers have with various local services, we asked people if they felt
that they or their family had sufficient access to certain services and
how important these services were to them (see Table 38). As can be
seen, for the most part the services that are most important to people
seem to be the ones to which Gypsies and Travellers had access to.
Table 38: Access to services and importance of service
Service

Have
access
(%)

Very
important
(%)

Quite
important
(%)

Not so
important
(%)

Not
important
at all (%)

Don’t
know (%)

Post office
Local shops
Banks
Accident and Emergency
GP/health centre
Dentist
Public transport
Sports & leisure services
Nursery schools and
children’s services
Health visitor
Maternity care
Social worker
Services for older people
Youth clubs

93
92
91
88
81
70
70
70
54

51
58
45
51
75
44
21
16
20

34
31
31
31
18
28
14
27
17

6
4
10
4
2
15
21
17
11

1
—
6
6
—
4
32
24
31

3
2
2
2
2
3
5
8
13

41
36
26
23
23

16
9
3
5
2

13
8
2
4
5

25
19
18
7
8

27
42
53
48
48

9
12
14
27
26

10.13 Around 14% of those we asked about accessing the above services felt
that there were barriers to access. When asked to comment further on
what prevented them accessing such services we received a mixture of
responses:
“All the services I access are near the site. My son had to
change schools, he’s got special needs, as they wouldn't pay for
a taxi for him to go to school with all the other travelling
children.”
10.14 Quite a large number of people felt that their literacy level was one of
the main barriers to accessing services, with people often stating, “I
can’t read or write.” Other people spoke about where they live,
particularly if it can be identified as a Gypsy or Traveller site, as a
major barrier to accessing all kinds of services:
“There’s loads of problems. You can't have store cards, can't get
catalogues, even taxis that we used for years have stopped
coming down and they take the children to school.”
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10.15 For households who did not have an authorised pitch to stay on it was
the lack of a fixed address which was seen as the major problem:
“We don't stay in places long enough to get the services.”
“We haven’t got a permanent address so can't get children in to
school or get to the doctors.”
10.16 We also asked whether people who worked in the local authority,
health service, education and other services should be more aware of
issues affecting Gypsies and Travellers. Around a fifth of people (34%)
felt that more awareness was required, nearly half (33%) felt that
awareness was not needed and the remainder (26%) did not know.
When asked to expand on their views, the majority of people spoke
about the need to treat Gypsies and Travellers equally:
“Our people have rights like any other race and we should be
entitled to live the way our fathers lived.”
“Public services should be aware that settled travellers’ needs
are the same as everyone else’s; no one bothers, no one wants
to know. We need help to know where we need to go for help
and we need trustworthy people Travellers don't trust easily as
we’ve been let down a lot.”
“We are human beings, not aliens. People pull fast ones on you
because you can't read or write.”
“We're not all animals – there’s good and bad in everyone.”
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11. Employment, education and health – findings
11.1

This section presents findings relating to Gypsies and Travellers in the
three main service areas of employment, education and health.

11.2

There are various agencies and organisations in the Study Area which
work with Gypsies and Travellers in the areas of employment,
education and health. However, apart from West Midlands Education
Consortium, none of these appeared to have a service specifically for
Gypsies and Travellers.

Gypsies and Travellers and work, employment and training
11.3

For this section the survey started with a general question about the
kind of work undertaken by respondents and their families. Answers
were extremely varied with the most popular broad areas being
gardening/tree work, carpet related trades, uPVC, guttering and scrap.
It was clear that many of these trades were practical and manual and it
was not uncommon to find families engaged in multiple trades.

11.4

We also asked how many people were self-employed and employed in
the households. Out of the sample of 80 respondents who volunteered
information, 78 had self-employed family members and just 3
households had people who were employed by someone else. Clearly
self-employment is a major mode of employment for Gypsies and
Travellers.

11.5

Only 3 households who currently travelled felt that travelling had an
impact on their work. Just one respondent expanded on why this was
the case:
“Sometimes just as you get work you then have to move; we
often have to leave the work to move.”

11.6

The survey also asked whether or not households had any particular
‘site needs’ in relation to their work (i.e. the storage of equipment, etc.).
Just 7 households said they did; these respondents all wanted either
more room to park vehicles or more room to store tools:
“I like it here but I wish we had a bit more room for our stock.”
“Need more room for vehicles for our work and lifestyle.”
“Need space for van parking and tool storage.”

11.7

In terms of training for work, only 6% of the sample (7 respondents)
had been on some form of training, either formal through the colleges
or work (5 people) or informal through friends, family and social
networks (2 people). An additional 7 respondents (6%) wanted to take
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part in training at some point in the future – all were women. These
respondents commented further by saying:
“I would like to but can't as I’m looking after mother.”
“I’d like to learn the internet or I’d like to do beauty therapy. I
want qualifications so I can make something of myself as I'll
never get married again. I used to work in a motor parts
company cleaning.”
“I’d like to learn flower arranging.”
“Would like to learn to read properly.”
“Something in childcare or catering would be good.”
11.8

We asked each respondent to comment on the level/standard of
education that they themselves had obtained. A large number of
people chose not to answer the question or simply stated “none” or
“didn’t go to school”. For those respondents that did comment,
generally speaking there were very low levels of educational
attainment, with only 5 respondents reporting having sat some form of
examination. At least 40 respondents (around a third of the sample)
reported problems reading and writing (31%) and around 30
respondents said they had had no education. It was common to find
women reporting poorer levels of literacy than men or their husbands
and also common to find that people had left formal education at
around 11 years of age.

Gypsies and Travellers and education
11.9

A total of 68 households had school-age children (between 5 yrs and
16 yrs). A total of 43 households said their children regularly attend
school (63% of households with school-age children) with just 2
additional households reporting that their children receive home
education. Twenty-four respondents said their children did not attend
school regularly, and 1 respondent said they did not know if their
children went to school regularly.

11.10 In terms of differences in attendance levels, children were most likely to
attend school regularly if they were in bricks and mortar
accommodation or on owner-occupied private sites. Almost two-thirds
of households on private rented sites reported regular school
attendance. The majority of respondents on socially rented sites
reported poor school attendance. Respondents on unauthorised
encampments reported the lowest levels of regular attendance in
comparison to other accommodation types, with no one reporting
regular attendance at school.
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11.11 We asked those respondents with school-age children to rate their
children’s schools. The majority of people viewed the school positively
as either very good or good (84%), 8% felt the schools were neither
good nor poor, while just 2 respondents (4%) viewed the schools in a
negative light. We asked respondents to expand on why they had given
this rating. All the comments we received expanded upon their positive
rating:
“They are really good because the teachers are very
understanding of our ways.”
“He’s learning loads but the school is still quite rough. I want him
moving to a Catholic school.”
“My children have a good education and don’t get treated
differently than anyone else.”
“My sons all have loads of friends there and the teachers seem
really interested in our culture.”
“The school are very good here with the children. If we want to
move away for a week or two we just let them know.”
11.12 We also asked people how easy or difficult they thought accessing
children’s education/schools was in the local area. Although most said
they did not know (36%), 50% felt that access was either easy or very
easy. Only 9 respondents (7%) thought access was difficult or very
difficult.
11.13 Just 19 respondents (28%) with school age children had contact with
the local Traveller Education Service (TES). Fourteen respondents
(74%) thought the service was either very good or good, 2 respondents
thought the service was either poor or very poor (11%) whilst the
remainder did not know. We asked people to expand on what they
thought was good or bad about the service; positive comments
received included:
“They help the children a lot.”
“There’s one to one education if needed.”
“[name of worker] is doing some stuff with the eldest at school
and a lady helps us get the uniforms.”
“They are good because they would come onto the site with a
bus and show us how to use computers.”
11.14 A more negative comment stated:
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“The West Midlands Consortium education for Travellers never
came back when they said they would.”

Gypsies’ and Travellers’ and health
11.15 One of the consultations involved a health worker in Nuneaton &
Bedworth who spoke about work they had been pursuing with
members of the Gypsy and Traveller community. This worker reported
that after recognition that there were difficulties with Gypsies and
Travellers accessing health services a number of steps were taken,
including:
•
•
•

All families on unauthorised encampments are registered with
GPs
A ‘health bus’ was provided to go on to sites
The health worker liaises with the relevant LA officer to access
families on encampments.

11.16 Identifying households where members have particular health needs
for special or adapted accommodation is an important component of
housing needs surveys. A growing number of studies show that
Gypsies and Travellers experience higher levels of health problems
than members of the non-travelling population.
11.17 We asked whether respondents had members of their households who
experienced some specific conditions (mobility problems, visual
impairment, hearing impairments, mental health problems, learning
disabilities or communication problems). As can be seen from Table
39, the vast majority of households do not have members with any of
these specific conditions. However, a small but significant number of
households do have members with these health problems, particularly
mobility issues and visual impairments. A total of 7 households
reported living with someone who had some sort of mental health
problem.
Table 39: % households with family members with specific health problems
Type of
condition
Mobility
problems
Visual
impairment
Hearing
impairment
Mental health
problems
Learning
disability
Communication
problems

No one in
household
80

One person
in household
13

Two people in
household
1

Three people
in household
—

74

13

6

1

86

8

—

—

88

6

—

—

93

1

—

—

90

3

1

—
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11.18 A further 52 households (41% of the sample) had someone in their
family who experienced some other kind of health problem. Conditions
reported included (in most prevalent order) arthritis, asthma, diabetes,
heart problems, blood pressure, kidney problems and back problems.
One person mentioned that their son had behavioural problems and
another reported experiencing panic attacks. Although not specifically a
‘health problem’, one woman reported a previous experience of
domestic violence.
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12. Accommodation histories, intentions and
travelling – findings
12.1

This section looks at some of the ways the Gypsies and Travellers we
spoke to during the course of the study have lived in the past and how
they would like to live in the future.

Accommodation histories
12.2

In order to gain some idea as to the movement between different types
of accommodation, this section of the survey looked at a range of
different issues including: the sort of accommodation they had
immediately prior to their current accommodation; the general location
of prior accommodation; reasons for leaving this accommodation; and
the reasons for living in their current accommodation.

12.3

The majority of Gypsies and Travellers living on authorised sites in the
Study Area had been on their current site for lengthy periods
(Table 40). However 31% of the sample had been on the site for less
than one year, with 17% being there for less than 6 months. Broadly
speaking, 1 in every 5 households occupying a private rented pitch was
relatively new to the site, having been there for no more than 6 months.
Private rented sites are clearly acting as a form of transit provision in
the Study Area.

Table 40: Duration of residence on current site
Duration of residence
Less than 6 months
6–12 months
12 months–3 years
3 years–5 years
Over 5 years

12.4

% of respondents
17
14
18
11
40

The previous accommodation of those on authorised sites, in order of
significance, is shown in Table 41. As can be seen, the main form of
accommodation that households on authorised sites had prior to their
current site was a privately rented pitch followed by the roadside
(unauthorised encampments), and then by a socially rented site and
private transit site.
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Table 41: Prior accommodation of households on authorised sites (private and
socially rented)
Type of prior accommodation
Private rented pitch
Roadside
Socially rented site
Private transit site
Own land
Bricks and mortar housing
Other
Socially rented transit site
Caravan Park
Farm land

% of respondents
38
16
15
15
7
2
2
1
1
1

12.5

Households from unauthorised sites came mostly from unauthorised
encampments. Other previous accommodation types include: private
rented site (1 respondent), council site (1 respondent), bricks and
mortar (2 respondents) and farm land (2 respondents).

12.6

We asked people to tell us what precipitated their move from their
previous accommodation (respondents could choose from a list of
different reasons). The three most common responses were: no
particular reason; work; and children’s schooling. Households on
unauthorised encampments, however, cited eviction as being the main
reason they had left their previous accommodation.

Travelling patterns and experiences
12.7

In order to shed some light on the travelling patterns and experiences
of Gypsies and Travellers throughout the Study Area, respondents
were asked about a range of issues associated with travelling.

12.8

One of the most important issues to gain some information on was the
frequency that households travelled. The vast majority of people
reported that they never travelled or travelled seasonally, which
generally means for short periods during the summer months. Table 42
breaks this down by accommodation type.

Table 42: Frequency of travelling by current accommodation type
How often travelled?
Unauthorised
encampment
(%)
Every week
89
Every month
—
Every couple of months —
Seasonally
—
Once per year
—
Never
11

Current accommodation type
Unauthorised Socially
Private
development rented
sites (%)
(%)
sites (%)
—
—
—
—
—
1
14
6
17
29
6
40
—
13
9
57
75
33

Bricks and
mortar (%)
—
—
—
22
17
61
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12.9

Unsurprisingly, unauthorised encampments are the most mobile,
followed, a long way behind, by people in authorised accommodation.

12.10 We asked those who said they never travelled to tell us why. Again, we
received diverse replies. Some common themes were around being
less physically mobile or disabled, being too old or general health
reasons. Others talked about how they were ‘settled’ or how they liked
the place they were now living.
12.11 The majority of respondents felt that this was typical (67%) with the
remainder commenting that this had changed over the past few years.
When asked in what ways it had changed we received a variety of
responses including:
“It’s changed for the worst. The sites are too full to pull onto.”
“Our children are older and we feel it’s time to settle down in one
place.”
“We don't go away for summer now as we’re too old for
travelling now.”
“I've bought my own land now so I don't have to keep moving.”
“There’s not enough places to stop anymore – you get moved
on and end up going from town to town.”
“Years ago we used to travel often, on back lanes, moving every
fortnight, went to fairs and things but it’s too dangerous now.”
12.12 For those who did travel, however, we asked them where they liked to
go. This was an open question designed to allow respondents to
mention three of the places they visit most frequently. The most
common answer consisted of areas within the Study Area, particularly
Cannock and Staffordshire in general. The second most common
destination seemed to be Appleby Fair. Although people mentioned
preferences for travelling to Manchester, Doncaster, Liverpool,
Morecambe and Newcastle, there was a general ‘Southwards’ theme in
travelling patterns with people mentioning areas such as Birmingham,
London, Cardiff, Telford, Essex and Southampton. One of the most
common responses, however, was, ‘anywhere’ or ‘anywhere I can get
work’.
12.13 For those people who still travelled, there was a wide variation in how
many caravans/trailers they travelled with from 1 to 8, with most people
travelling with between 1 and 3 caravans.
12.14 People tended to travel in significant numbers with a number of
respondents travelling with 10–15 people. It was not uncommon for
people to travel in groups of more than 5 people.
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12.15 In total, approximately a third of the sample had travelled to some
extent over the past 12 months. It was clear from the responses that
attendance at Appleby Fair or other fairs was the main reason Gypsies
and Travellers chose to travel. However, during this 12-month period
households travelled for a number of other reasons. In order of
popularity, after Appleby Fair, people tended to travel for work, for a
holiday and to see and visit relatives. Other comments about why
people had travelled included:
“We just go to conventions or missions, or the fairs and shows.”
“We move a lot because we can't find a good site to stay on.”
12.16 With regard to what type of accommodation people had used while
travelling during the last 12 months, by far the most common was
staying with family or relatives on private sites, followed by public or
private transit sites, and then by pulling up at the ‘roadside’, which as a
general rule would indicate unauthorised encampments. It was more
common for families to use the ‘roadside’ in the countryside than in
more residential town/city environments.
12.17 Out of the people who had travelled in the last 12-month period, 10%
had been forced to leave where they were staying, largely as a result of
evictions and harassment issues. Some respondents reported having
to leave sites as a result of fears over personal safety.
12.18 In order to further understand people’s travelling patterns, we asked
everyone where they thought they might travel in the next 12-month
period (summer 2007–summer 2008). Interestingly, there was a
significant amount of travelling anticipated in areas local to where they
were based now. This was particularly the case for households on
unauthorised encampments, where 100% of households on
unauthorised encampments intend to return to the same local area and
areas surrounding it (Table 43).
Table 43: Anticipated areas to travel to over the next 12 months
Travel in the next 12 months?

% of travelling respondents

Within same local area
Within the Study Area28
Within the West Midlands
Other parts of the UK
Abroad

26
22
23
39
13

12.19 In terms of preference for accommodation when travelling, people were
asked about the sort of sites/land they would like to use in future (Table
44).
28

The particular geographical areas concerned were explained to respondents as fully as was
possible.
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Table 44: Popularity of preferred accommodation
Type preferred accommodation
With family on private sites
Caravan park
Public/private transit sites
With family on socially rented sites
Farmers’ fields
Roadside
Other
Hotels

% of respondents
57
32
27
26
16
12
6
2

12.20 As Table 44 shows, when travelling, people would rather stay with
family on private sites, followed by staying on more mainstream
caravan parks. More people wanted to stay on mainstream caravan
parks than actually used them in the last 12-month period. Staying on
transit sites and council sites were viewed at about the same level of
popularity. Anecdotal evidence from fieldwork in other local authority
areas indicates that there is a general negative view of transit site
provision amongst Gypsies and Travellers. However, this may reflect
the perceived current standard, management and availability of such
sites, which is generally seen as quite poor, rather than a comment on
the nature of transit accommodation itself. Staying on the roadside was
slightly more preferable to staying in hotels when travelling.
12.21 More than half of respondents (57%) thought that their last 12 months’
travelling patterns were likely to remain similar for the foreseeable
future.
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13. Household formation and accommodation
preferences and aspirations
Household formation
13.1

A total of 4 households (4% of the sample) reported concealed
households (i.e. that there were separate households currently living
with them in need of accommodation), which equates to a total of 4
separate households. These included children who required their own
accommodation, but in some cases they were described as being
extended family members (i.e. sister-in-law, parents, brother etc.). All
of these new households were expected to want to settle in the area
where they currently lived. All wanted trailer-based accommodation.

13.2

Respondents were also asked whether there were people living with
them who were likely to want their own separate accommodation in the
next five years (2007–2012). A total of 16 households said that there
were people living with them who would require independent
accommodation within the next five-year period. This amounted to 20
separate households (15 of which were on authorised site-based
accommodation). We are confident there was no double counting
between these different time periods.

13.3

The vast majority were thought to want trailer-based accommodation
(including those households currently in bricks and mortar housing) or
said that ‘it was up to them how they lived’. One future household was
expected to request bricks and mortar accommodation. All but one
respondent thought that these households would be likely to continue
living near where they currently live.

Accommodation preferences and aspirations
13.4

The final section of the survey with Gypsies and Travellers looked at
some of the ways in which they would like to see accommodation
options change and what some of their preferences were around
accommodation.

Long-stay residential sites
13.5

29

A total of 34 respondents (28% of the sample) said that they would like
to move to either a long-stay residential site or a different residential
site. All but one unauthorised encampment household were interested
in this. No respondent on the unauthorised developments was
interested, as they said they were happy where they currently were. A
total of 4 households from socially rented sites would consider moving
to another site (25% of the sample from socially rented sites); 3 of
these households were from the Alvecote site in North Warwickshire.29

Although this is based on a low sample size.
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Seventeen households from private sites expressed an interest in
moving to a different site (22% of the sample from private sites in the
Study Area). In addition, five households from bricks and mortar
accommodation (2 from Cannock Chase, 2 from Nuneaton & Bedworth
and 1 from South Staffordshire) reported a desire to move to sitebased accommodation (24% of the bricks and mortar sample).
13.6

The vast majority of those respondents who reported a desire to move
to a long-stay residential site all wanted to remain within the same local
area (local authority) in which they were currently accommodated. Just
17% of respondents would look to move to another area. It was not
specified which areas these would be.

13.7

We asked all respondents who expressed an interest in long-stay sites
how long they would expect to stay on such a site. The majority of
people could not indicate a time and simply answered ‘don’t know’
(68%); 22% thought they would stay on a site for 5 years and over; the
remainder of the sample stated times of 5 years and less.

13.8

We asked all respondents who expressed an interest in moving to a
long-term residential site to indicate the area where they would like a
site to be. The vast majority wanted the site within the Study Area
(83%). 43% indicated the West Midlands generally, with almost half of
the sample indicating anywhere in the UK (49%).

13.9

We enquired about views as to the maximum size of a residential site.
The vast majority of respondents said that a site should not be any
larger than 20 pitches, with a significant number of respondents
preferring sites of between 10 and 15 pitches.

Transit/short-stay sites
13.10 A total of 21 respondents said that they would be interested in stopping
at a short-stay or transit site (18% of the sample). This comprised: 3
households on unauthorised encampments; 1 household on a socially
rented site; 15 households from private sites (mainly from private
rented pitches); and 1 household from bricks and mortar
accommodation.
13.11 We asked all respondents who expressed an interest in short-stay sites
how long they would expect to stay on such a site. A large number of
people could not indicate a time and simply answered ‘don’t know’
(48%); 17% felt they would stay for a very short time (1–4 weeks); 22%
thought they would stay for between 1 month and 3 months; 13%
thought they would stay for between 3 months and 6 months.
13.12 There were mixed views on the preferred size a site should be. A small
number of people thought a site should be around 1–5 pitches in size,
with a few indicating that 20–22 pitches was the maximum number of
pitches for short-stay accommodation. There seemed to be a general
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consensus, however, that a site containing around 10 pitches would be
their preference.
Incorporated long-stay and short-stay sites
13.13 We also asked people what their thoughts were about sites that
incorporated both long-stay pitches and short-stay pitches. Most
respondents said they did not know (57%), 27% thought it was a good
idea and around 16% viewed it as a bad idea. We asked people to
comment on their answer. Comments in favour of such a site included:
“It’s alright as long as it’s run right. The Scunthorpe site was like
that.”
“That’d be good because family can then stay for a time.”
“I think it’s good. They can come and go but if they want, they
can stay and their families can pull on with them.”
“We have a friend that stays on one and they say it’s very good
because if your children want to have a week with you they can.”
13.14 More tentative comments included:
“OK, but the council should run transit bit to check who goes on.
You’d need wardens on the transit bit.”
13.15 Views against such a site included:
“It’s a bad idea. Permanent people build good relationships but
comers and goers don't mix the same.”
“It would be a blood bath. You don't know who's moving on.”
13.16 Overall, it was clear from the people we spoke to that there was a split
in views between those people who thought that a mix was a good idea
and those that thought it was a bad idea. It was evident that people did
not want to open their residential site up to just anyone and that the
use of a more short-stay area should be restricted to the families of
residential site residents. Therefore, where short-stay pitches are made
available, on residential sites, some control over transit users may be
necessary in order to ensure and maintain feelings of safety and
cohesion for the more permanent residents.
Accommodation preferences
13.17 We asked all respondents to comment on their preferences for the
following different forms of accommodation:
•

A private site owned and lived on by them or their family
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•
•
•
•
•
•

A site owned by another Gypsy or Traveller
A site owned by the local council
A family-owned house
A local authority or housing association owned house
Travelling around and staying on authorised transit sites
A ‘group housing’ type site (mixture of transit/residential/chalet/
trailer accommodation)

13.18 The answers were ranked on a scale from 1 to 10, 1 being the worst
option for them and 10 being the best option. The mean (average)
answer for each scenario is presented in preference order in Table 45
below. This shows that by far the most preferred form of
accommodation is a private site owned either by themselves or their
family. This is followed by the maintenance of a travelling way of life
where people move from site to site, and then a site owned by the local
council (but could be extended to RSL as well). Living on a site owned
by a private landlord was seen relatively ambivalently. Living in a
privately owned house was seen reasonably favourably. Living in a
local authority or housing association house was regarded as the least
favoured option, followed closely by living on a form of group housing.
Table 45: Views on the type of accommodation preferred
Type of site
A private site owned by them or their family
Travelling around on authorised transit sites
A site owned by the local council
A site owned by another Gypsy or Traveller
A family-owned house
A site owned by a private landlord (not a Gypsy or Traveller)
‘Group housing’30
A local authority or housing association owned house

Mean answer
9.3
6.2
6.0
5.8
5.3
5.3
4.7
3.4

13.19 This final section looks at some of the qualitative information we
obtained about the kinds of places people prefer and aspire to live in.
We asked all respondents to talk openly about both the best place they
had ever lived and the worst place. In terms of the worst place people
lived, we received a variety of responses. Many people talked about
how living on the roadside was the worst place for them:
“Anywhere on the roadside. There’s no toilets, baths, water and
I couldn't get the children into school.”
“I don't like sleeping on the roadside – it’s too dangerous now.”
“Oxford. You can't stop on the side of the road over there
because they move you on all the time.”
30

On the questionnaire this was phrased as ‘A site incorporating long stay/permanent
plots/housing with short stay/transit facilities’.
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13.20 Others tended to mention the reaction of the non-Traveller community:
“It was at Derby on a piece of waste ground. During the night
someone kept throwing stones at our caravan.”
“In Colchester as the site was no good and it wasn't that good
for work but there was too many travellers there and the gorgers
don't like it.”
13.21 A number of people commented that their time living in a house was a
particularly unpleasant time:
“In Birmingham we lived in a house but the neighbours were
rude.”
“A house. The children were behaving badly and the eldest got
expelled. Didn’t like the house, as I was frightened to go upstairs
at night. Everyone looked down on you and called you racist
names. I daren't look out of the kitchen window at night. Hated it
so much.”
13.22 Others were more specific about their experiences at particular places:
“Bournemouth, the site had just opened and the toilets and
shower were in a very small block and the site was too close to
the road.”
“On the Chesterfield council site. My partner’s family are all
there but they are very bossy and like to tell you what to do all
the time.”
“A council site 30 years ago. There was nowhere for the children
to play and it was very badly run.”
“Ireland. I went there about three years ago for a holiday but
there was too much gossiping and back biting from other
people.”
“Lincoln on a council site. It was no good, all the sheds were
broken up and it was very dirty. I didn't let my children play out
there.”
13.23 Similarly, in terms of the best places people had lived we received a
variety of comments – some which were quite general about the things
they required:
“Anywhere you can stay without being moved all the time.”
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“The best place I lived on was a council run site. Everyone was
friendly and looked out for one another. You weren't afraid to go
out because everyone played out for ages and you were safe.”
13.24 Others provided more specific examples:
“The Birmingham site, it was near to town and had good pubs.”
“I think it was Blackpool on a private site. It was very nice, we
were there for years but we had to move for family reasons.”
“Cambridge, it was our own land. We got it passed and some of
our family were on there with us but then some bad travelling
family pulled on so we sold up and left.”
“Cannock near the Chase – the people are really nice and
friendly.”
“Years and years ago we all pulled onto Wisbech for fruit
picking. We’d pull onto the farmer’s fields and go to work all day.
There was little children playing in the fields and the older ones
helping. Then at night all sit around the fire. Good old days.”
“The Linehouses Caravan Park (Stoke-on-Trent). It was a great
place to live and socialise.”
“Scotland because a lot of Gypsies travel there in the summer.
There’s lots to do and lots of friends.”
13.25 It was clear, though, that the presence and proximity to family and
friends was a major reason why certain areas and experiences were
viewed as positive:
“A private site in Gloucester. I have a lot of family up there and a
lot of friends on the site. I would like to go back and stay but my
husband likes travelling around.”
“On the Griff site. I Loved it. I was there for years before the
trouble. All my people are on there. I feel happy there.”
“I like staying at Norwich with my older sister and her family on a
council site. I liked the people and my children were really happy
there.”
“Near Leicester on my brother’s private plot of land. It was very
nice but we moved to give him more room.”
“On my Dad’s ground at Telford because I like being with my
parents.”
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13.26 However, the place where the vast majority of people talked about as
being the best was where they were currently living – particularly if it
was a private site they owned themselves:
“Here all the family's here.”
“Here because I have all the facilities I need. The kids are in
school and I don't have to move every week. What more could I
want? All travellers need their own land.”
“This is the best place. When you’re on roads you get moved on,
tormented to death and plagued alive. This is a good place; it
has peace for me and I ain't going to lose it.”
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14. Travelling Showpeople
14.1

Travelling Showpeople occupy an unusual position in planning terms
and a separate planning Circular, detailing the particular planning
needs of Travelling Showpeople, has recently been produced –
Circular 04/07. As well as detailing the requirements for pitch
identification and allocation for Travelling Showpeople, Circular 04/07
also requires that the accommodation needs of Travelling Showpeople
are included within GTAAs.

Information from local authorities
14.2

Just two of the authorities’ current development plans include policies
towards sites for Travelling Showpeople (Cannock Chase and South
Staffordshire), details of which can be found in Appendix 1.

14.3

The level of provision of sites for Showpeople has been static across
the Study Area since 2001. Only South Staffordshire expects the
number of sites to increase in the next 5 years.

14.4

Recent planning applications for Showmen’s sites had been received
by:
•

Cannock Chase: applications for renewal of temporary permissions
on an existing site in 2002 and 2005

•

South Staffordshire: 2 applications in 2006 – 1 withdrawn and 1
refused. The refusal was on an application to improve an existing
site. It was deemed unacceptable because it did not include any
provision for off-street parking/storage.

14.5

There have been no incidents of unauthorised development of sites for
Travelling Showpeople in the Study Area since 2001.

14.6

Table 46 summarises details of the 4 sites currently provided in the
Study Area. The level of provision is relatively small and mostly in the
north-western part of the Study Area. These sites accommodate an
estimated 20 households.
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Table 46: Sites for Travelling Showpeople from information provided by local
authorities and the Showmen’s Guild
Site
Cannock Chase
Grove Colliery, Norton Canes

Lichfield
Nil
South Staffordshire
Kingswood Colliery,
Churchbridge

Dobson’s Yard, Featherstone
Tamworth
Nil
North Warwickshire
Nil
Nuneaton & Bedworth
Old Station Yard, Nuneaton
Rugby
Nil

Plots

Comments

3

Temporary planning permission
renewed on several occasions.
Provides rented plots.

—
Approx. 5

Ongoing issues re Certificate of
Lawful Use or Development.
Provides rented plots.

Approx. 10

No planning permission. Provides
rented plots

—
—
2

Established use. Owner-occupier
pitches

—

Views from Travelling Showpeople
14.7

In total, five interviews were achieved with site (yard) based Travelling
Showpeople. Once again, as a result of the relatively low number of
interviews, the views of residents are discussed as real cases rather
than as indicative percentages. It must also be noted that these views
reflect 3 of the yards rather than all 4 known yards present at the time
of the study. This is due to an inability to access the remaining yard.

14.8

All households provided details about how many living units and
vehicles they possessed. Two households had 4 living units, one
household had 2, and two households had 1 living unit. The average
number of living units was 2.4 units per household. These tended to be
larger static units rather than smaller trailers/tourers. Most households
had a significant number of vehicles (including vans and lorries) with
the average number being 6. All but one household was currently
operating as a Travelling Showperson – one was retired. Two out of
the five households reported not having sufficient room for their living
quarters. The lack of room was anticipatory as they had children who
were older and who are looking to start families soon. In addition, three
of the households reported not having enough room for vehicles – in
each case this related to a lack of work space to maintain and build
their equipment. Generally speaking, across all the households
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interviewed, space on the yards was at a premium, with one household
commenting:
“There’s only enough space for us; we can’t let anyone else on.
We’re always getting people asking if they can stay with us but
there’s no room.”
14.9

Generally speaking the households on the owner-occupier yards
viewed their yard in a positive light. The households on the rented
yards viewed a number of factors quite negatively – particularly the
size of plot, design of yard and facilities available. One of the
households also commented that the management of the yard was
very poor: “they don’t provide anything”.

14.10 All households had access to most of the facilities we enquired about
(including water and electric supply, WC and rubbish collection)
although all households lacked somewhere safe for children to play
and a bath. Although all households had access to electricity and water
supplies, this was described as sub-standard as the water pressure
was low and their electricity supply was intermittent. WC facilities were
provided by chemical toilets.
14.11 All but one household had concerns about health and safety on their
yard. One such concern was around security and they had recently
installed CCTV to assist with this, the others’ concerns related to
potholes in the roads.
14.12 We asked all households to comment upon what improvements they
would like to see made to their yard. These included:
•
•
•
•

Space for children to play
Tarmac
Lighting
Improved sewage

14.13 All households had lived on the yards for 5 years or more. Three
households thought they would remain on the yard indefinitely; the
remaining 2 expected to leave with 6 to 12 months. We asked the 2
respondents who were planning to leave why this was. One respondent
was leaving because the owner was closing the site due to the
requirements the yard needed (South Staffordshire). The other
respondent was leaving because they wanted to own their own yard –
but did not have a yard to go to (Cannock Chase). Both respondents
wanted to stay within the area and owner-occupation was the goal.
14.14 All households were local to the area in some way and those that still
worked fairs travelled a significant amount from once or twice every
week to 8 months a year. Birmingham was the main venue for fairs but
respondents also worked in Wolverhampton, Cannock, Warwickshire
and Leicestershire.
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14.15 There was a mixture in preferences for how people preferred to live
when working; two households commuted from their residential yard to
their workplace, two respondents preferred to stay on ‘Fairland’ in order
to “keep an eye on the equipment”.
14.16 A total of 3 additional households were thought to require independent
accommodation over the next 5-year period (2 in South Staffordshire
and 1 in Cannock Chase). All were the children of the respondent’s and
all were thought to want to live near to their families.
14.17 Because so little is known about how Travelling Showpeople live and
want to live, rather than confine respondents to tick-box answers, we
wanted to provide respondents with as much chance to talk to us about
their needs as was possible. It was clear that Travelling Showpeople
were keen for the local authorities to offer them greater
acknowledgement and recognition in planning for yards. Broadly
speaking there were two main messages: firstly, respondents wanted
more land available that they could purchase and develop for their own
needs; secondly, respondents were keen to stress that such land
needed to be large enough to be able to accommodate the number of
living units and vehicles that Travelling Showpeople require.
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15. An assessment of need for residential pitches
15.1

Nationally, there are no signs that the growth in the Gypsy and
Traveller population will slow significantly. Indeed, population
characteristics emerging from research around Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation agree that the formation of new households is
inevitable.31 Although the supply of authorised accommodation has
declined since 1994, the size of the population of Gypsies and
Travellers does not appear to have been affected to a great extent.
Rather, the way in which Gypsies and Travellers live has changed,
including an increase in the use of unauthorised sites; innovative house
dwelling arrangements (i.e. living in trailers in the grounds of houses);
overcrowding on sites; and overcrowding within accommodation units
(trailers, houses, chalets, etc.).

15.2

From an analysis of the data presented throughout this report there is
every indication that the Study Area will share in this national growth as
a result of its long-standing Gypsy and Traveller community, key
transport links and attractive urban and rural localities. In turn, this
survey has indicated that in many Gypsy and Traveller families, older
children will want to form new households, preferably near their
families across the Study Area.

15.3

Given the presence of unauthorised encampments, household
concealment and future household formation, the current supply of
appropriate accommodation appears to be significantly less than the
‘need’ identified. It is the conclusion of the project team that there is a
need for more pitch-based accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers
within the Study Area. The following chapters look in depth at this
issue, considering residential and transit pitch need for Gypsies and
Travellers, specific pitch needs for Travelling Showpeople and needs
relating to bricks and mortar accommodation.

Calculating accommodation supply and need
15.4

The methods of assessing and calculating the accommodation needs
of Gypsies and Travellers are still developing. In 2003 a crude
estimation of additional pitch provision was made at a national level
based predominantly on information contained within the Caravan
Count.32 The Guidance on Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessments also contained an illustration of how need for Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation might best be calculated.33 In addition,
guidance for Regional Planning Bodies has been produced, which
outlines a systematic checklist for helping to ensure that GTAAs are
accurate in their estimation of accommodation need based upon a

31

Niner, P. (2003) Local Authority Gypsy/Traveller Sites in England, London: ODPM.
Niner, P. (2003) Local Authority Gypsy/Traveller Sites in England, London: ODPM.
33
CLG (2007) Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessments – Guidance, London:
HMSO.
32
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range of factors.34 It is from this latter guide that our estimation of
supply and need is drawn. In particular, residential accommodation
need is considered by carefully exploring the following factors:
Current residential supply
• Socially rented pitches
• Private authorised pitches
Residential need 2007–2012
• Temporary planning permissions, which will end over the assessment
period.
• Allowance for family growth over the assessment period.
• Need for authorised pitches from families on unauthorised
developments.
• Allowance for net movement over the assessment period between sites
and housing.
• Allowance for net movement over the assessment period between the
Study Area and elsewhere.
• Allowance for potential closure of existing sites.
• Potential need for residential pitches in the area from families on
unauthorised encampments.
Pitch supply 2007–2012
• Vacant pitches over the assessment period.
• Unused pitches, which are to be brought back into use over the
assessment period.
• Known planned site developments.
15.5

Within the guidance for producing GTAAs there is also the
consideration of ‘new households likely to arrive from elsewhere’. It
remains unclear from the findings if movement between the Study Area
and elsewhere will affect the numbers of Gypsies and Travellers
requiring residential accommodation across the Study Area. Although a
number of households indicated a desire to live elsewhere in the UK
these families tended to be those on unauthorised encampments who
intended to maintain a travelling lifestyle or a return to their permanent
base.

15.6

It is understood that generally speaking, the Study Area is a popular
area for Gypsies and Travellers looking for both residential and shortstay/transit accommodation. Gypsies and Travellers spoke about the
‘draw’ of major urban areas such as Manchester, Birmingham and
London; the possibility of short-term employment opportunities in the
area; family links in the area; and, as all local authority areas within the
Study Area are noted, for its links to the main transport network
(especially its heavily used main roads).

34

http://www.communities.gov.uk/pub/209/PreparingRegionalSpatialStrategyreviewsonGypsie
sandTravellersbyregionalplannings_id1508209.pdf
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15.7

As this accommodation assessment (in line with other accommodation
assessments) included Gypsies and Travellers within the boundaries of
the Study Area, it is impossible to present a reliable estimation on the
need for accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers currently living
elsewhere. In considering the large number of rented pitches available
in the area it is felt that those Gypsies and Travellers who arrive from
elsewhere will probably be balanced by those Gypsies and Travellers
who move on from the area and leave vacancies. For simplicity, both
elements (new households and private site vacancies) are omitted.

15.8

Although we are able to account for overcrowding on pitches in the
Study Area (see requirements below) during the drafting of this report
one of the local authorities expressed some concern about the possible
effect of site overcrowding occurring on some of the private sites in the
Study Area.35 If overcrowding is a reality on these sites this could
significantly hide need/demand for further pitch provision in the area. It
is particularly difficult to quantify overcrowding on private sites due to a
lack of information about occupancy and capacity available from
owners of private sites. We considered this issue and attempted to
retrace the number of caravans the fieldwork team observed (albeit
casually at the time) with the approximate number of pitches/caravans
the private site had permission for. We concluded that we had no
evidence to assume site overcrowding was an issue as most sites were
on a 1 or 2 caravan to 1 pitch basis. As a result, we have not provided
an allowance for site overcrowding on private sites. However, we also
acknowledge that our fieldwork experiences are a snapshot of
particular days and that a certain degree of overcrowding may be
occurring in the Study Area (see comments by residents around space
on some sites in Chapter 6).

15.9

The assessment period referred to above relates to the 2007–2012
period with an alternative approach, based on household formation
rates, taken to make estimates beyond this point for 2012–2016 and
2016–2021. As a result of the impact that the creation of more
authorised pitches may have on the Gypsy and Traveller community (in
terms of household characteristics, travelling patterns and settlement
patterns) it is unwise to consider each of the above factors beyond the
initial assessment period. Instead we use a simple estimate of
family/household growth to illustrate likely natural increase in the
Gypsy and Traveller population. This is applied to both a Study Area
and local authority level.

15.10 Each one of these factors outlined in paragraph 15.4 is taken in turn,
and illustrated at both a Study Area level and local authority level.

35

Site overcrowding in this instance is seen as more caravans being present on the site as a
whole than the site owner has permission for.
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A cautionary note on local authority pitch allocation
15.11 Because of the historical inequalities in pitch provision, Gypsies and
Travellers have constrained choices as to where and how they would
choose to live if they had real choice. So while choices for the nonTravelling community are generally much wider, as there is social
housing available in every authority in the country, there are no local
authority sites in 138 of the 353 local authorities in England, and only in
71 authorities is there more than one site. Some authorities have no
authorised private sites. Over time, this has inevitably meant that
Gypsies and Travellers have generally moved to areas they see as
offering the best life chances, for example, an authority which provides
a site, an authority which is perceived as having more private
authorised sites than others or an authority that is attractive in some
other way (slower enforcement, transport links, friends and family
resident, etc.). Therefore, there is a tendency, when the need for
additional accommodation is assessed, for the needs assessment to
further compound these inequalities in site provision. For example,
authorities which already provide Gypsy and Traveller accommodation
(publicly or privately) are assessed as having greater need for
additional pitch provision than authorities with little or no pitch
provision. This is compounded further the longer-term the assessment
is made (i.e. to 2016).
15.12 As requested in the research brief, we have identified Gypsy and
Traveller accommodation needs at a sub-regional and a local level.
This has been done on a ‘need where it is seen to arise’ basis.
However, the results of this apportionment should not necessarily be
assumed to imply that those needs should be actually met in that
specific locality. This distribution reflects the current uneven distribution
of pitch provision and the Gypsy and Traveller population across the
Study Area. Decisions about where need should be met should be
strategic, taken in partnership with local authorities, the County
Councils and the West Midlands Regional Assembly – involving
consultation with Gypsies and Travellers and other interested parties –
which will take into account wider social and economic planning
considerations such as equity, choice and sustainability.

Additional residential pitch requirements
15.13 Table 47 on the following pages presents the Study Area requirement
of need and the local authority apportionment based on the ‘need
where it arises’ approach.
15.14 The following section looks at Table 47 and provides a more detailed
explanation relating to the element of need and supply and its resulting
requirement.
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Current residential supply
Row 1: The number of pitches on socially rented sites provided by local
authority information – excludes plots for Travelling Showpeople.
Row 2: The number of pitches on private authorised sites provided by local
authority information – excludes plots for Travelling Showpeople.
Row 3: The total number of Gypsy and Traveller pitches (sum of 1 + 2) –
excludes plots for Travelling Showpeople.
Row 4: The total number of authorised plots provided for Travelling
Showpeople.
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Table 47: Summary of Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople requirements by local authority area (2007-2026)
Element of supply and need

Study Area
Total

Cannock
Chase

Lichfield

North
Warks

Nun & Bed

Rugby

South
Staffs

Tamworth

1
2
3

Current residential supply
Socially rented pitches
Private authorised pitches
Total authorised Gypsy and
Traveller pitches

37
214
251

0
41
41

0
2
2

17
7
24

20
15
35

0
66
66

0
83
83

0
0
0

4

Total Travelling Showpeople plots

10

3

0

0

2

0

5

0

15

0

0

7

0

3

5

0

59
39
12
3
–9
0
72
176

10
0
2
0
–2
0
17
25

0
4
0
0
0
0
5
9

6
4
1
1
0
0
0
17

9
1
2
1
–1
0
18
27

16
19
3
1
–2
0
24
60

18
11
4
0
–4
0
2
32

0
0
0
0
0
0
6
6

1

0

0

0

1

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

13
10
24

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
5
5

1
5
7

12
0
12

0
0
0

0
0
0

5
6
7
8a
8b
8c
9
10
11

12
13
14
15
16

Residential pitch need 2007–2012
End of temporary planning
permissions
New household formation
Unauthorised developments
Movement from sites to housing
Movement from housing to sites
Net house-site movement
Closure of sites
Unauthorised encampments
Additional residential need
Additional supply 2007–2012
Pitches currently closed but reentering use
Pitches with permission but not
developed
New sites planned
Vacancies on socially rented sites
Supply 2007–2012
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Element of supply and need

Study Area
Total

Cannock
Chase

Lichfield

North
Warks

Nun & Bed

Rugby

South
Staffs

Tamworth

17

Requirement for extra residential
pitches (2007–2012)

152

25

9

12

20

48

32

6

18

Requirement for extra residential
pitches (2012–2016)

51

8

1

5

7

14

15

1

19

Requirement for extra residential
pitches (2016–2021)

60

10

2

5

8

17

17

1

20

Requirement for extra residential
pitches (2021–2026)

54

9

2

5

7

15

15

1

21

Total requirement for extra
residential pitches (2007–2026)

317

52

14

27

42

94

79

9

22.

Suggested requirement for extra
transit pitches (2007–2012)

35

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

23.

Requirement for plots for Travelling
Showpeople (2007–2012)

19

5

0

0

1

0

13

0

24

Requirement for plots for
Travelling Showpeople (2012–2016)

2

1

0

0

0

0

1

0

25

Requirement for plots for
Travelling Showpeople (2016–2021)

4

1

0

0

1

0

2

0

26

Requirement for plots for
Travelling Showpeople (2021–2026)

3

1

0

0

0

0

2

0

27

Total requirement for plots for
Travelling Showpeople (2007–2026)

28

8

0

0

2

0

18

0
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Residential pitch need 2007–2012
Row 5: The number of pitches affected by temporary planning permissions
ending within the assessment period 2007–2012. These are assumed to all
count towards estimated need.
•
•
•

Rugby – 3 sites = 3 pitches
North Warwickshire – 1 site = 7 pitches
South Staffordshire – 1 site = 5 pitches

Establishing the permanency of these sites would count towards additional
pitch provision.
Row 6: This is the number of new pitches required from new household
formation. This requires estimates of:
1. The number of new households likely to form;
2. The proportion likely to require a pitch; and
3. The proportion likely to remain within the Study Area.
For clarity purposes, household formation findings from sites and houses are
calculated and explained separately. These figures are then combined within
Row 6.
New households forming on sites
Finding: The analysis of the survey showed that the number of individuals
requiring their own accommodation in the next 5 years from authorised sites
was the equivalent of 22% of respondents.
Assumptions:
− Treating all individuals as requiring separate accommodation may
usually over-state need as there may be some inter-marrying within the
Study Area of individuals.
− As the Study Area has a large proportion of private pitches, this often
enables the flexibility of land families often require in order to
accommodate any future household growth. Therefore, when
households were asked about their views on future household
formation (see Chapter 13), particularly when we considered that there
is a large number of young families and a small number of older
families on private sites (see Chapter 5), we believe there was a
certain level of under-claiming from households on private sites.
− In balancing these two factors no adjustment has been made to the
figures (upwards or downwards).
Calculation: 22% grossed to total current population on sites = 22% of site
based population = 55 households across the Study Area.
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New households forming in housing
Finding: The analysis of the survey showed that the number of individuals
requiring their own accommodation in the next 5 years from bricks and mortar
accommodation was the equivalent of 9% of respondents.
Assumptions:
− Treating all individuals as requiring separate accommodation will
probably over-state need as there may be some inter-marrying within
the Study Area of individuals.
− There may have been some over claiming of need.
− New households will be equivalent to 90% of such individuals.
Calculation: 9% of known housed population (47 households) = 9% of 47
minus 10% = 4 households. These households represent a small proportion of
housed Gypsies and Travellers. As a result this figure is likely to under-state.
From the information provided via the survey we assume that these
households require their own accommodation and need a pitch; all are
assumed to want to stay in the Study Area.

Total pitch need from household formation on authorised sites and bricks and
mortar housing = 59 pitches across the Study Area.
Row 7: The level of need arising from current unauthorised developments.
According to our survey there were 8 unauthorised developments at the time
of the assessment comprising of approximately 37 pitches. Since these sites
are, by definition, unauthorised, these households are in need of authorised,
legal accommodation, whether through the granting of planning permission on
their own site or pitch provision elsewhere. However, we found that these
unauthorised developments also had a high level of overcrowding on them
with potential household formation over the assessment period. We found that
there was the equivalent of 2 additional households living on these pitches
which required separate accommodation over the assessment period.
It is estimated that there is a need for approximately 39 pitches across the
Study Area to accommodate these households. This need is for permanent
residential pitches, as those households who were interviewed on
unauthorised developments wanted to stay in the area where they were
currently living.
If authorities regularise these developments this would count towards
additional pitch provision, but permissions would need to take account of
current levels of overcrowding on these sites.
Rows 8a, 8b and 8c: this is the estimation of the flow from sites to houses
and vice versa.
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Row 8a: This is the estimation of the number of households currently on site
accommodation who would move into bricks and mortar housing during the
2007–2012 period.
Finding: No respondents on authorised sites expressed an interest in moving
to a house in the Study Area.
Assumptions: Zero movement from sites to housing would probably
understate need as a result of the following:
– The number of qualitative comments we received demonstrated some
desire for bricks and mortar housing
– The finding that households are known to move into housing as young
families and as older people
– Suggestions that a nominal 5% of authorised site residents would
move from sites to housing over the assessment period.
Calculation: 5% grossed to site based population = 5% of site based
population = 12 households over the Study Area.

Row 8b: This is the estimation of the number of households currently in bricks
and mortar accommodation who require site based accommodation and who
would move onto sites during the 2007-2012 period.
Finding: 4% of families/households in bricks and mortar families expressed
an interest in a site place in the Study Area.
Assumption: All will move from housing to sites if pitches are available.
Calculation: 4% of known bricks and mortar population = 3
families/households over the Study Area.

Row 8c: This is the net movement from housing to sites and sites to housing.
This indicates that 9 households would require housed accommodation over
the assessment period.
Row 9: Plans to close existing sites, which have been calculated within the
supply of site accommodation, will ultimately displace a number of Gypsies
and Travellers, resulting in an increase in housing need. It is the
understanding of the project team that there was no intention to close any
residential site in the Study Area.
Row 10: This provides an estimation of the need arising from households on
unauthorised encampments. This factor takes into account households
involved in unauthorised encampments that require a residential pitch in the
Study Area. The need for transit accommodation from unauthorised
encampments is considered in Chapter 16. The calculation of need for
residential accommodation requires estimates of the number of households
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involved in unauthorised encampments, and of how many of these need a
residential pitch in the Study Area.
Families involved in unauthorised encampments
Findings: The Caravan Count shows potentially low numbers of unauthorised
encampments for the Study Area as a whole. Survey information from the
local authorities indicates that in 2006 there were an estimated 47 separate
encampments. It is believed that from the Study Area as a whole this is
broadly reflective of previous years (although it is noted that authorities within
the Study Area have experienced both higher and lower numbers of
encampments).
Assumptions:
− The average encampment size during 2006 was 5 caravans. The
survey showed an average of 1.3 caravans per household. There was
an average of 4 families on each encampment.
− It is reasonable to assume that a number of families who feature on
unauthorised encampments are repeat encampments over the study
period (i.e. the local authority would be visited a number of times during
the calendar year by the same family); we assume this to be the case
in 25% of encampments.
Calculation: Number of encampments during 2006 multiplied by average
encampment size minus 25% = 141 separate households.

Need for residential pitches from unauthorised encampments
Finding: 89% of households on unauthorised encampments were interested
in moving to a residential pitch in the Study Area. It must be noted that this is
based on a very small sample size (9 interviews) and therefore may not be
reflective of the entire population who tend to feature as unauthorised
encampments.
Assumptions:
− 89% is likely to be high because of the small sample size this is drawn
from, over-claiming, likelihood of interest in other areas outside of the
Study Area and from what seems reasonable.
− LA officers reported that few encampments they encountered were
looking for residential accommodation in the area. It was suggested
that 10% of encampments would require residential accommodation.
− A reduction from 89% to 10% is a significant shift downwards and it is
acknowledged that the potentially competing agendas of each party
may have influenced the claims/beliefs.
− Suggest a median is used between the two proportions which gives a
need for residential accommodation from unauthorised encampments
of 50%.
− This is treated as a single year element rather than a ‘flow’ of new
families each year. Other households on unauthorised encampments
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should be incorporated into other GTAAs.
Calculation: 50% of households involved in unauthorised encampment =
50% of 141 = 72 households/pitches across the Study Area.36

Row 11: Sum of rows 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10.
Additional supply 2007–2012
Row 12: These are the pitches which are closed but could be re-opened for
re-use = 1 pitch on the Griff site (Nuneaton & Bedworth).
Row 13: These are the pitches for which planning permissions have been
granted but which are not yet developed.
Row 14: This is the number of pitches on sites which are planned to be
delivered within the assessment period (1 pitch on the Stoney Road site in
Nuneaton & Bedworth and 12 pitches on the Woodside Park site, Rugby).
Row 15: This is the number of pitches likely to become vacant over the 2007–
2012 period. Vacancy rates on authorised private sites are impossible to
quantify due to a lack of information and therefore have been excluded. The
authorities did not identify a vacancy rate for the socially rented sites as a
result of many of the pitches only recently being re-opened. However, it
seems reasonable to assume a baseline vacancy rate at an average of 1 pitch
being re-let in each year on each site: 2 times 5 = 10 pitches.
Row 16: Sum of rows 12, 13, 14 and 15.
Row 17: This is the total requirement for additional residential pitches over
the 2007–2012 period. Row 11 minus Row 16 = total residential pitches
required: 152 pitches over the Study Area.
Permanent residential accommodation need over the next periods 2012–
2016, 2016–2021 and 2021–2026
The current shortage of sites and pitches for Gypsies and Travellers means
that it is difficult to predict trends in living arrangements once GTAAs across
the country have been implemented in the form of nationally increased
site/pitch provision. There is no means of knowing how Gypsies and
Travellers will decide to live in the next decade. There may be an increase in
smaller households, moves into bricks and mortar housing may be more
common or household formation may happen at a later age. However, in
order to take a strategic view, it is important to be able to plan for the longer
term. Therefore, in order to balance the complexity of issues with a need to
plan for the longer term we have used an assumed rate of household growth

36

Figure adjusted to account for rounding to nearest whole pitch at the local level.
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rate applied to the projected number of pitches which should be available by
2012.
Following the principles used in the West Midlands Interim Statement on
Gypsy and Traveller Policy, this is assumed to be a 3% increase between
2012 and 2016, 2.5% each year between 2016 and 2021 and 2% each year
between 2021 and 2026. This follows commonly accepted assumptions as to
the growth of the population.37
All households on sites are assumed to require pitches. It is assumed there
will be no unauthorised developments over the next period and that any
households on unauthorised encampments will not require permanent
residential accommodation in the Study Area.
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2012–2016 is an
additional 51 residential pitches.
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2016–2021 is an
additional 60 residential pitches.
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2021–2026 is
additional 54 residential pitches.
Total additional residential pitch need 2007–2026 = 317 pitches. The
precise local authority breakdown for how these pitches would need to be
created is based on the ‘needs where it arises’ approach and is shown in
Table 47.

37

Household growth rates of 2% and 3% a year were suggested as appropriate in Pat Niner,
Local Authority Gypsy/Traveller Sites in England, ODPM, 2003. A 3% growth rate was also
used in the recent report from Communities and Local Government (2007) Preparing
Regional Spatial Strategy reviews on Gypsies and Travellers by regional planning bodies.
HMSO. For more information see West Midlands: Interim Regional Statement on Gypsy &
Traveller Policy http://www.wmra.gov.uk/page.asp?id=303.
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16. An assessment of need for transit pitches
16.1

Although nomadism and travelling are currently restricted to a certain
extent, they remain important features of Gypsy and Traveller identity
and way of life, even if only to visit fairs or visit family. Some Gypsies
and Travellers are still highly mobile without a permanent base, and
others travel for significant parts of the year from a winter base. More
Gypsies and Travellers might travel if it were possible to find places to
stop without the threat of constant eviction. Currently the worst living
conditions are commonly experienced by Gypsies and Travellers living
on unauthorised encampments, who do not have easy access to water
or toilet facilities, as well as difficulties in accessing education and
health services.

16.2

National policy is clear that there should be provision in order that
Gypsies and Travellers who choose to travel can do so without
resorting to stopping illegally or inappropriately. During the course of
this assessment we have found clear evidence as to the need for
authorities to make provision for Gypsies and Travellers in transit. This
is shown by:
-

The records of local authorities and the information in Caravan
Counts, both of which show a number of encampments within the
Study Area;
The views of stakeholders, particularly enforcement officers, who
have regular contact with more transitory Gypsies and Travellers;
The fieldwork experiences of the study team who found a number of
unauthorised encampments who declined participation in the
assessment on the grounds that they ‘were just passing through’;
The number of people who took part in the assessment who
indicated they often travel to the area but who do not want
residential accommodation; and
The level of interest in the provision of transit sites/stopping places
in the area.

Assessing the need for transit pitches
16.3

The assessment of need for transit provision uses the need for
regularisation as evidenced by unauthorised encampments; as a result,
the methodology for calculating the need for transit provision is similar
to that for calculating the need for residential provision from
unauthorised encampments.

Households involved in unauthorised encampments
Findings: The Caravan Count shows potentially low numbers of unauthorised
encampments for the Study Area. Survey information from the local
authorities indicates that in 2006 there were an estimated 47 separate
encampments. This is seen as broadly reflective of previous years although
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authorities within the Study Area have experienced both higher and lower
numbers of encampments.
Assumptions:
− The average encampment size during 2006 was 5 caravans. The
survey showed an average of 1.3 caravans per household. There was
an average of 4 families on each encampment.
− It is reasonable to assume that a number of families who feature on
unauthorised encampments are repeat encampments over the study
period (i.e. the local authority would be visited a number of times during
the calendar year by the same family); we assume this to be the case
in 25% of encampments.
Calculation: Number of encampments during 2006 multiplied by average
encampment size minus 25% = 141 separate households.

Need for transit provision
Finding: 33% of households on unauthorised encampments were interested
in using a transit pitch/authorised stopping place in the Study Area. It must be
noted that this is based on a very small sample size (9 interviews) and
therefore may not be reflective of the entire population who tend to feature as
unauthorised encampments.
Assumptions:
− 33% is assumed to be about accurate as a result of professional
judgement and GTAAs elsewhere.
Calculation: 33% of households involved in unauthorised encampment =
33% of 141 = 47 households/pitches.

16.4

This indicates that the authorities can expect to see an estimated 47
additional households require short-stay accommodation during one
calendar year.

16.5

By taking into account that the main travelling months are, generally
speaking, between April and October, it seems reasonable to assume
that the vast majority of this travelling will be done within this 6-month
period. If a transit pitch has an upper time limit of stay of 4 weeks, this
means that one 10-pitch transit site during the summer will have the
capacity to cater for around 60 households.

16.6

Although the development of one 10-pitch transit site should offer the
level of vacancies required, it is unlikely that the creation of one transit
site across the Study Area would meet the needs of those households
requiring short-stay accommodation. The reasons are:
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-

-

the nature of the Study Area – most of the current encampments
occur in the Northern Warwickshire local authorities (Rugby,
Nuneaton & Bedworth and North Warwickshire) but there are a
small number of encampments in other authorities; the provision of
one transit site would not provide for the apparent geographic need.
a single transit site would force the mixing of differing groups (family
and ethnic) and could lead to potential tensions.
the needs of the groups for travelling is often a mixture of
motivations, e.g. work, family and holiday. A uniform transit site may
not meet the differing requirements.

16.7

Therefore, in practice it is estimated that the equitable provision of at
least 5 transit pitches in each authority would provide the capacity
required to cater for the households identified as in need of transit
accommodation. However, it is acknowledged that some local
authorities would need to provide a larger number of transit
pitches than would others. It is also noted that the size of transit
pitches should be larger than standard (2 caravan to a pitch) residential
pitches and that transit pitches should be able to accommodate at
least 3 caravans per pitch. These pitches should be distributed
across the Study Area, most urgently in those authorities which
experience the greatest number of encampments – Cannock Chase,
Rugby and Nuneaton & Bedworth.

16.8

Although transit need could be met by the creation of ‘hard’ purposemade pitches/sites it is also recommended that the authorities balance
the need for the development of such ‘hard’ pitches with the possibility
of ‘soft’ transit pitches, i.e. designated stopping places. Such ‘softer’
options would provide Gypsies and Travellers with somewhere
authorised and more secure to stop whilst creating a minimal
environmental impact.
The effective total additional need for transit pitches = 35
pitches.38

A note on the provision of transit pitches
16.9

It is clear that travelling and resulting unauthorised encampments are
complex phenomena. In order to assist Gypsies and Travellers in
maintaining their cultural practices, the development of sites needs to
accommodate the diversity of travelling. It is important to note that the
provision of an inappropriate form of transit accommodation may fail to
reduce unauthorised encampment. In addition, as with all Gypsy and
Traveller pitch accommodation, the location, design and facilities of a
site need to go hand in hand with appropriate management
arrangements. It is clear from the experience of many local authorities

38

The planned provision of 10–15 transit pitches in Rugby would be a significant step in
meeting this need.
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that if a transit site is not managed or used appropriately it will not be
used effectively.
16.10 It is therefore important that flexibility is built into the provision of transit
accommodation. There are two fundamental aspects here:
1. Larger pitches on residential sites provide the potential to meet the
needs of short-term visitors.
2. Variety in transit provision is needed to cater for the variety of
needs. This might include formal transit sites, less-equipped
stopping places used on a regular basis or temporary sites with
temporary facilities available during an event or for part of the year.
16.11 At a partnership level, a single transit site makes little sense. Travelling
occurs at various scales. The partner authorities are in an ideal position
in order to plan, devise and implement a network of transit
accommodation between the local authorities. In addition, the provision
of transit accommodation is an area of opportunity where local and
county authorities can work with adjoining regions, counties and
authorities to pool information and to ensure that proposals make
sense in the wider context.
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17. An assessment of need for Travelling
Showpeople pitches
17.1

Circular 04/07 requires that the accommodation needs of Travelling
Showpeople are included within GTAAs; as such, because of the
separate planning issues for Travelling Showpeople and their differing
accommodation needs, we have produced a separate calculation of
residential need. It must be noted that pitches for Travelling
Showpeople (commonly referred to as ‘yards’) are significantly larger
than those required for other groups of Travellers.

Travelling Showpeople accommodation need
17.2

As discussed earlier, the fieldwork with Gypsies and Travellers and
surveys of local authority information revealed that the population of
Travelling Showpeople within the Study Area was relatively small
compared to other Gypsy and Traveller groups.

17.3

All of the factors that are used to determine Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation need are considered in order to calculate need for
accommodation for Travelling Showpeople (see Chapter 15); however,
a number of these are significantly different for Travelling Showpeople.
In particular, this includes:
•

Unauthorised sites – Travelling Showpeople tend not to camp
illegally on land which they do not have permission for to the same
extent as is experienced by other Travelling groups. Consultations
with the Showmen’s Guild indicated that the maintenance of good
working relationships with local authorities is important to their
businesses; therefore any illegal activity by Travelling Showpeople,
whose occupation relies on having permission by an authority to
operate, potentially risks their ability to work. As a result, Travelling
Showpeople will rarely appear as unauthorised encampments,
preferring instead, during the fair season, to double up on
authorised sites, use an unauthorised stopping place (often with
agreement with the land owner) or travel back to their authorised
pitch.

•

Movement from other areas – The areas in which Travelling
Showpeople live are heavily influenced by the circuit of fairs that
each household attends. As a result, there is a tendency to
want/need to live within ‘their patch’ of preferred fairs, which in turn
means that Travelling Showpeople will move to other areas for
short periods only rather than to seek permanent accommodation.
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Additional residential plot requirements for Travelling
Showpeople
17.4

Table 48 below summarises the model for residential plot requirements
in the Study Area between 2007 and 2012; local authority requirements
for these plots can be found in Table 47 (Chapter 15). However, for the
purposes of further clarity, each requirement is expanded upon below.

Table 48: Summary of estimated need for residential plots for Travelling
Showpeople at a Study Area level 2007–2012
Element of supply and need
Current residential supply
1
Socially rented plots
2
Private authorised plots
3
Total authorised plots

Plots
0
10
10

4
5
6
7
8

Residential plot need 2007–2012
End of temporary planning permissions
New household formation
Unauthorised developments
Closure of yards
Additional residential need

3
6
10
0
19

9

Additional supply 2007–2012

0

13

Requirement for extra plots

19

Element of supply and need 1–16
Current residential supply
Row 1: The number of plots on residential socially rented yards provided by
local authority information.
Row 2: The number of occupied residential pitches on private authorised
yards provided by local authority information.
Row 3: Sum of 1 + 2
Residential plot need 2007–2012
Row 4: The number of temporary planning permissions due to end over the
assessment. The occupants of these plots would require residential
accommodation within the 2007–2012 period. This is the case on one site in
Cannock Chase and this provides a need for 3 plots.
Row 5: The number of new pitches required from new household formation.
This requires estimates of:
a.

The number of new households likely to form;
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b.
c.

The proportion likely to require a pitch; and
The proportion likely to remain within the Study Area.

Finding: The analysis of the survey showed that the number of individuals
requiring their own accommodation in the next 5 years from authorised yards
was the equivalent to 60% of respondents.
Assumptions: 60% of additional need may over-state need as there are
retired people on yards as well as people with very young children. From what
seems reasonable we assume that need will be equal to 50% of the existing
population. All are assumed to require their own accommodation (own plot),
and all are assumed to want to stay in the Study Area.
Calculation: 50% grossed to total current population on sites = 50% of 1039 =
5 households/plots.

Row 6: According to the information received from the local authorities there
was one unauthorised development at the time of the assessment comprising
of approximately 10 plots. Since this yard is, by definition, unauthorised, these
households are in need of authorised, legal accommodation, whether through
the granting of planning permission on their own yard or pitch provision
elsewhere.
It is estimated that there is a need for approximately 10 plots to
accommodate these households. This need is for permanent residential plots.
If authorities regularise these developments this would count towards
additional plot provision.
Row 7: The research team understood that there was the possible intention
for one yard within the Study Area (South Staffordshire) to close. Although we
did not receive official confirmation of this, if this yard closed there would be
an additional need for approximately 5 families. This has not been included
in the element of need above.
Row 8: Sum of rows 4, 5, 6 and 7.
Row 9: There was no evidence of supply of plots within the Study Area.
Row 10: Sum of row 8 minus row 9 provides the net need for residential plots.
There is a need for 19 residential permanent plots for Travelling
Showpeople.

39

This includes a 3-plot site with temporary permission in Cannock Chase but excludes the
unauthorised development in South Staffordshire.

147

Permanent residential accommodation need over the next periods 2012–
2016, 2016–2021 and 2021–2026
In a situation similar to that of Gypsies and Travellers, the current shortage of
sites and pitches for Travelling Showpeople means that it is difficult to predict
trends in living arrangements once GTAAs across the country have been
implemented in the form of nationally increased site/pitch provision. However,
in order to take a strategic view, it is important to be able to plan for the longer
term. Therefore, in order to balance the complexity of issues with a need to
plan for the longer term we have used an assumed rate of household growth
of 2% a year compound as applied to the projected number of pitches which
should be available by 2012.40 All households on yards are assumed to
require plots. It is assumed there will be no unauthorised developments over
the next period.
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2012–2016 is an
additional 2 residential plots (see Table 47, row 24).
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2016–2021 is an
additional 4 residential plots (see Table 47, row 25).
The total requirement for the Study Area over the period 2021–2026 is an
additional 3 residential plots (see Table 47, row 26).
Total additional residential pitch need 2007–2026 = 28 plots (see Table
47, row 27).

40

Although household growth rates of 3% a year are typically used for Gypsies and
Travellers, 2% has been used here to account for the smaller families of Travelling
Showpeople in comparison to Gypsies and Travellers.
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18. Recommendations
18.1

This final chapter provides some recommendations, based on the
findings of the study, for the Partner Authorities, as well as
stakeholders, for how a number of areas might progress.

18.2

Each of the local authorities, in partnership with key agencies, should
take a proactive approach to the provision of Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation in order to meet the accommodation need identified in
this assessment. The overarching recommendation from the study is
that the authorities involved aim to work in a proactive fashion to meet
the accommodation needs which have been identified as a result of
this assessment.

18.3

Each authority has a significant amount of work to do in order to create
greater synergy between the current situation of the Gypsy and
Traveller population and the situation enjoyed by the vast majority of
the non-Traveller communities. The following aims to provide the
authorities concerned with conclusions and recommendations,
emerging during the course of this assessment, as to how the need
identified can best be met. There are six broad headings: overall
strategy, systems and policy framework; accommodating transient
Gypsies and Travellers; communication and engagement; developing
accommodation; Travelling Showpeople accommodation; and healthand housing-related support issues.

18.4

Although there is a general theme of joined-up working in these
recommendations, it must be remembered that each of the authorities
will need to develop their own responses to this need in order to
provide locally intelligent accommodation options for resident Gypsy
and Traveller households. A number of the recommendations, and
variations thereof, have been made within other GTAAs that the
authors have been involved in within the West Midlands region. We
have brought our experience of practice (both good and bad) to this
assessment in order to make these recommendations. We believe it is
important that all local authorities begin to take a common approach to
embedding Gypsy and Traveller issues into their plans and good
practice sharing – this should happen both within and across GTAA
Study Areas. Following on from this, it is acknowledged that some of
these recommendations are quite generic; therefore, those authorities
who are not already implementing these recommendations should
begin to do so, and those authorities already engaged in such work
should continue to do so.

Strategy, systems and policy framework
18.5

The Study Area, authorities have important, strategic and facilitating
roles to play in order to support one another in developing pitch
provision for Gypsies and Travellers. It is important that partnerships
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between the authorities are maintained after the assessment of need
and this is linked into work of neighbouring authorities.
Recommendation 1: A Southern Staffordshire and Northern
Warwickshire co-ordination group on Gypsy and Traveller issues
comprised of local authorities and sub-regional partners should
be established to assist the authorities in developing a
meaningful and co-ordinated approach to Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation and related issues. The Steering Group for this
GTAA would provide an excellent foundation for such a group.
Recommendation 2: All authorities should ensure an internal
working group exists within each authority, which cuts across
service areas, in order to better co-ordinate the response and
approach on Gypsy and Traveller issues and avoid potential
duplication of work.
Recommendation 3: Each authority should identify a clear
lead officer who manages each authority’s response to Gypsies
and Traveller issues.
18.6

Developing appropriate sites and allocating appropriate land for the
development of Gypsy and Traveller sites is key in order to achieve the
increase in provision required by this assessment. In order to do this
sustainably and equitably, each LPA needs to have a shared vision.
Recommendation 4: The authorities should develop a joint
planning policy for the development of Gypsy and Traveller
sites. Authorities should also seek to network with LPAs outside
of the GTAA partnership.

18.7

There is also a need to improve the quality of the information collected
about Gypsies and Travellers. Within the Study Area the Warwickshire
authorities appeared slightly better on this issue than the Staffordshire
authorities.
Recommendation 5: Each authority needs to ensure that there
is a standardised and centralised method of recording
occurrences of unauthorised encampments and the needs of
households on these encampments. Each authority should be
party to joint protocols in order to respond effectively and fairly
towards unauthorised encampments.
Recommendation 6: In order to adhere to the Race Relations
(Amendment) Act 2000, and to ensure the high quality of
ongoing monitoring, authorities should ensure that Gypsies and
Travellers are recognised in all their ethnic monitoring forms,
most urgently in relation to housing and planning.
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18.8

With an increase in the provision of pitches and sites for Gypsies and
Travellers, there will be a need to ensure that access to these sites
embraces transparency and equality. It should be noted that Gypsies
and Travellers are one of the most diverse groupings in UK society.
This diversity can at times lead to potential conflict.
Recommendation 7: Residential and transit site waiting lists
should be:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Accessible to all resident Gypsies and Travellers in the
area
Available to be accessed in advance and outside the area
via telephone or ICT systems
Clear and transparent in terms of allocation policies
Formalised
Centralised
Standardised

Recommendation 8: Authorities should ensure that principles
of equality, in relation to Gypsies and Travellers, are embedded
in the wide range of services provided. In particular this
includes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing policies
Homelessness polices
Harassment
Communication and engagement
Statement of Community Involvement
Site management
Housing-related support
Choice-Based Lettings
Allocation policies
Planning policies
Absence policies

Recommendation 9: Authorities should be sensitive to the
different cultural and support needs of Gypsies and Travellers
who may present as homeless and those who may require local
authority accommodation.
Recommendation 10: All authorities should ensure they take a
common approach to the Welfare Needs Assessment. This
should be grounded in good practice and be proactive in
meeting the needs of Gypsies and Travellers.
Recommendation 11: Housing officers, site managers and
other relevant personnel should liaise to ensure that advice on
allocation policies and procedures is always up to date and that
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site managers or other liaison staff can assist people through
the system.
18.9

Although the existing management of the two socially rented sites was
seen as good, the management of Gypsy and Traveller sites require
careful attention. Inappropriate management can foster and encourage
a perception of partisanship and divisiveness, and does little to build
social cohesion on the sites and lessen social exclusion for members
of the Gypsy and Traveller communities.
Recommendation 12: Authorities should implement the
principles contained within the emerging guidance for site
management published by the CLG.
Recommendation 13: The management of sites needs to be
evaluated at regular intervals.

Accommodating transient Gypsies and Travellers
18.10 It is clear that travelling and any resulting unauthorised encampment
are complex phenomena. In order to assist Gypsies and Travellers in
maintaining their cultural practices, the development of sites needs to
accommodate the diversity of travelling. Provision of an inappropriate
form of transit accommodation may fail to reduce unauthorised
encampments (i.e. a mixture of residential and transit provision may
not work in all cases because of possible community tension between
‘settled’ and ‘highly mobile’ Gypsies and Travellers, or varying reasons
for travelling).
18.11 In addition, the authorities that make up the Study Area appear to be
attractive areas for seasonal, short stay or stop-over travelling.
Although calculations have been produced, such travelling is difficult to
quantify as need in terms of pitch provision, so the authorities will need
to develop a range of appropriate strategies to meet this often
unpredictable need.
18.12 It is therefore important that flexibility is built into the provision of transit
accommodation. There are three fundamental recommendations here:
Recommendation 14: There needs to be variety in transit
provision in order to cater for the variety of needs. This might
range from formal transit pitches, through less-equipped
stopping places used on a regular basis to temporary sites with
temporary facilities available during an event or for part of the
year.
Recommendation 15: There is a need to work across districts,
with private landowners and key Gypsy and Traveller groups, in
order to provide feasible and appropriate options for mass
gatherings, should they occur.
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Recommendation 16: The level of accommodation provision
across the Study Area should remain under constant review.
Communication and engagement
18.13 Communication with local Gypsy and Traveller households will be
imperative during the coming years of change and upheaval caused by
an increase in accommodation provision (both locally and nationally).
Such communication will require co-ordination and sensitivity. The
process of developing pitches for Gypsies and Travellers provides an
opportunity to begin a clear and transparent dialogue with members of
the ‘settled community’, including local residents and parish and district
councillors, local authorities and Gypsies and Travellers.
Recommendation 17: The authorities should engage in efforts
to raise cultural awareness issues and dispel some of the
persistent myths around Gypsies and Travellers.
Recommendation 18: Authorities should develop their
communication and engagement strategies already in place for
consultation with non-Travelling communities and tailor these, in
an appropriate manner, to Gypsy and Traveller community
members.
18.14 As not all pitches identified here need to be met through socially rented
provision, and the overwhelming aspiration of the community is to be
owner-occupiers, there is a need to develop a constructive dialogue
between planning authorities and Gypsies and Travellers seeking to
develop private sites. Initial and appropriate discussions with the
planning authority could avoid the economic fallout which occurs when
land is developed and planning permission is later refused.
Recommendation 19: Planning departments should offer
appropriate advice and support to Gypsies and Travellers on the
workings of the planning system and the criteria to be
considered in applications. This advice may require some
tailoring for this particular client group.
Developing accommodation
18.15 Clearly, the process of developing accommodation to meet the need
identified here will require significant funding, much of which will be
directed at the Gypsy and Traveller Site Grant held by Communities
and Local Government.
Recommendation 20: Those officers and agencies leading the
planning, design and development of Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation should involve the target Gypsy and Traveller
population in all stages. In turn, site (both residential and transit)
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and design should be approached in a creative and innovative
manner. Preferences and aspirations of Gypsies and Travellers
should be taken into consideration. Important things to consider
include:
Proximity to local services and transport networks
Pitch size
Amenities
Sheds
Management
Mixture of accommodation (chalet, trailer etc.)
Utility of outside space (driveways, gardens etc.)
Homes for Life principles
Health and related support issues
Tenure Mix
Space for short-term visitors
Recommendation 21: Authorities should ensure that existing
statutory guidelines and emerging good practice are used in
relation to residential and transit site design, management and
health and safety issues.
18.16 Although we did not monitor fiscal levels during the study, households
clearly had varying income levels. Discounted for sale, shared
ownership and trailer rental are just three of the methods which may
help increase the economic mobility and engender a greater sense of
belonging for Gypsy and Traveller households. Although the
preference is for owner-occupied pitches, there will still be a significant
role for socially rented site provision to cater for those households who
are not currently economically mobile.
Recommendation 22: The principles and methods used by
authorities and RSLs of promoting affordable accommodation to
members of the non-Traveller communities should be adapted
to the accommodation used by members of Gypsy and Traveller
communities.
18.17 At the same time as new sites are being developed, the authorities still
have an obligation to ensure that the supply of accommodation
currently in place for Gypsies and Travellers continues to meet their
needs and aspirations. If new sites are developed which are seen as
having a higher standard than existing sites, residents of current
authorised accommodation are likely to request a pitch on the new site.
It is important that the accommodation options provided to the
community embrace an equal (high) standard of facility and finish.
Recommendation 23: The Griff site in Nuneaton & Bedworth
should be significantly refurbished in order to improve the living
situation of resident Gypsies and Travellers.
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Health and housing-related support Issues
18.18 There were a number of issues which emerged during the assessment
that would improve the lives of a number of Gypsies and Travellers and
provide different sections of the communities with independence.
Recommendation 24: It will be an important component, in
order to produce sustainable solutions for Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation provision, for all relevant departments to
engage with Gypsy and Traveller needs. Supporting People
teams should be embedded in the strategic planning and
delivery of services and work closely with colleagues on Gypsy
and Traveller service provision.
Recommendation 25: Authorities should work with Supporting
People to create floating Gypsy and Traveller housing support
workers. Such officers could offer support and assistance to
enable those people wishing to remain in bricks and mortar
accommodation or live on sites to do so.
Recommendation 26: Supporting People teams should
network with other Supporting People teams locally, regionally
and nationally in order to share and disseminate good practice
on meeting the housing-related support needs of Gypsy and
Traveller community members.
Recommendation 27: The profile of Home Improvement
Agencies (HIAs) should be raised in relation to Gypsies and
Travellers who wish to remain in their own homes. It is important
that such agencies are able to engage with people living on
private sites as well as those living in bricks and mortar
accommodation.
Recommendation 28: Housing-related support should be
flexible in order to offer support when it is needed (i.e.
settlement on a site/in a house), with scope to withdraw it on a
phased basis or continue as required.
Recommendation 29: Housing-related support should be
developed in order to produce appropriate strategies to respond
to the key areas of support required, identified in this study.
Travelling Showpeople accommodation
18.19 Authorities should consider the above recommendations as applying to
all Gypsy and Traveller groups, inclusive of Travelling Showpeople.
However, because of the unique position afforded to Travelling
Showpeople in the planning guidance, coupled with a changing labour
market and living arrangements for Travelling Showpeople households,
accommodating Travelling Showpeople poses particular challenges.
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Recommendation 30: Authorities should consult with the local
branch of the Showmen’s Guild to discuss plans to increase and
develop the accommodation provision for Travelling
Showpeople.
Recommendation 31: Authorities should be aware of and
implement the guidance issued by the CLG around planning and
Travelling Showpeople sites.
Recommendation 32: Authorities are encouraged to identify
specific pieces of land that could be used by Travelling
Showpeople in the future.
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Appendix 1:

Local Plan Policies on Gypsy Site
Provision

Box 1 : Local Plan Policies on Gypsy Site Provision
Tamworth Local Plan, 2001–2011 written statement. Adopted 6th July
2006
Policy HSG16: Provision of Accommodation for Gypsies/
Travellers
It is important that the Borough Council considers the needs of travelling
people for the development of appropriate Gypsy sites as required.
In seeking any possible Gypsy/Traveller sites, or in determining any
planning applications for Gypsy/Traveller sites, the Borough Council will
have regard to the following factors:
i.
The impact of the proposals on the adjacent land uses and the
amenity of any neighbouring residents;
ii.
The visual impact of the proposal, landscaping and screening.
Some sites may require substantial landscaping in order that they
can be well screened from all sides;
iii.
The provision of satisfactory vehicle access to the road network
and the ability of the local road network to accommodate safely
any traffic generated;
iv.
The provision of adequate parking, turning and servicing facilities
within the site;
v.
The consistency of the proposal with agricultural, archaeological,
environmental, green network and Green Belt policies.

North Warwickshire Local Plan, May 1995
North Warwickshire Local Plan Adopted July 2006
[An application has been made to the High Court under Section 287 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to challenge the validity of the
Adopted Local Plan in respect of the reference to the timing of the
Housing Development Plan Document. The challenge relates solely to
that part of the Plan that refers to the Housing DPD. A date for the High
Court Hearing has yet to be set. The remainder of the Local Plan is
unaffected by this challenge.]
There is no specific policy relating to Gypsy and Traveller sites. The
document reads:
Other needs: Travellers
There is a site for travellers at Alvecote with 17 pitches. Approximately
60% of the travellers on this site have not moved for a number of years,
whilst 40% move on a regular basis. There are no unauthorised
encampments in the borough. Regionally a shortfall has been identified;
however there is no call for more pitches within North Warwickshire in the
life of this Local Plan.
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Nuneaton and Bedworth Borough Local Plan, June 2006
Policy H13.
Proposals for additional traveller sites must meet the following criteria:
A) Demonstrable need cannot be met on present sites.
B) Compatibility with other Plan policies – sites for travellers will not
normally be appropriate in the Green Belt.
C) Acceptable impact on the environmental quality of the surrounding
area.
D) Compatibility with nearby land uses.
E) Good access to the public highway and sufficient area on site for
vehicle movements.
F) Good access to local services and facilities – schools, shops and
medical practitioners.
G) Defined boundaries with embankments and/or extensive landscaping
and planting.

Rugby Local Plan 2006
Policy H13 Gypsy sites
Proposals for the provision of permanent Gypsy sites will only be
permitted where all the following criteria are met:
1. There is a significant unmet need for further provision within the
Borough which cannot be met from suitable alternative sites; and
2. The site would have convenient access to schools, medical
facilities, public transport routes and other local services; and
3. The proposed site is outside the Green Belt and would not cause
harm to the character of the area or adversely affect any
neighbouring properties or activities; and
4. Appropriate facilities are provided to meet the requirements of
people living on the site.
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Appendix 2
Table A1: CLG Caravan Count results for the Study Area by local authority between
January 2005 and January 2007

Authority
area

Count

Authorised
Socially
Rented
Sites

Authorised
Private
Sites

Unauthorised
Developments

Unauthorised
Encampments

Total
Caravans

Total for the
Study Area

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

10
12
6
8
22

250
170
212
196
189

89
73
66
53
65

21
5
5
21
24

370
260
289
278
300

Cannock
Chase

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
0

32
25
36
39
39

0
0
0
0
0

3
0
5
4
3

35
25
41
43
42

Lichfield

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

11
9
8
7
4

3
0
0
0
0

14
9
8
7
4

South
Staffordshire

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
0

96
38
78
70
81

8
6
11
9
7

0
0
0
0
0

104
44
89
79
88

Tamworth

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
6

0
0
0
0
6

North
Warwickshire

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

10
12
6
8
9

0
0
0
0
0

7
7
7
4
9

0
0
0
0
2

17
19
13
12
20

Nuneaton &
Bedworth

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
23

35
19
37
27
4

11
9
8
5
7

0
0
0
0
13

46
28
45
32
47
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Rugby

Jan 2007
July 2006
Jan 2006
July 2005
Jan 2005

0
0
0
0
0

87
88
61
60
65

52
42
32
28
38

15
5
0
17
0
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154
135
93
105
103

Appendix 3:

District summaries

This appendix to the report includes summaries for the seven local authorities
within the Study Area. This shows the map of each authority showing existing
site provision (where there is provision), and a summary table of provision and
of estimates of additional requirements for residential pitches and transit site
pitches for Gypsies and Travellers, and pitches for Travelling Showpeople
families. The explanation of how these figures have been derived is described
in Chapters 15, 16 and 17 of the main report. Rounding these numbers of
pitches to the nearest whole number means that there is inevitably some
slight discrepancy between the need identified at the broader Study Area level
and the need identified more locally.
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CANNOCK CHASE DISTRICT COUNCIL
Brocton
Rugeley T rent Valley
Acton T russell
Hill Ridware

Bradley
Dunston

Etchinghill

Bednall

RUGELEY

Slitting Mill

Pipe Ridware
Rugeley T own
Mavesyn Ridware

Levedale
Brereton

Handsacre

SOUTH
SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE
STAFFORDSHIRE

Armitage

Mitton

CANNOCK
CANNOCK CHASE
CHASE
Longdon

Upper Longdon

Penkridge

Social Rented Sites

Private Authoris ed Sites

18 to 21

7 to 24

8 to 18
0 to 8

4 to 7

Lapley

Wolgarston

Penkridge

Whiston

Longdon Green
Huntington

LICHFIELD
LICHFIELD

Hazelslade

3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

Hednesford

Hednesford

Cannock Wood

Gentleshaw

Littleworth

Farewell

Stretton

Showm en Sites
2 to 4

W imblebury
Chorley

Gailey
Horsebrook

Heath Hayes

Hatherton

Chase T errace

0 to
2 Resr
Belvide
Cannock

Unauthoris ed Encam pm ents

Four Crosses
Calf Heath

2 to 6

Burntwood

CANNOCK
Bridgtown

Four Ashes

1 caravan/no
inf ormation
Brewood

Norton Norton
Canes East

Wedge's Mills

Pipehill
Hammerwich

Unauthoris ed Developm
ents
Standeford

Chasewater
Chasetown

Cheslyn Hay

6 to 10

Great Wyrley

2 to 5
1 caravan/no inf ormation

Coven
Shareshill

Landywood

River Penk

Landywood
Featherstone

Little Wyrley

Hilton Park

Chesterfield

BROW NHILLS
Clayhanger
Codsall
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

—

Estimated
pitches/households
—

—

—

3
—

41
—

11–15

—

1
—

3
741

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
25
5
5

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
8
10
NA
NA
1
1

2021–2026
9
NA
1

41

This is an estimate based on the number of interviews achieved in the area. This is likely to
be a significant underestimate.
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LICHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL
Lea H eath
H opton
N ew ton S olney

H ixon
New ton
S eighford

H orninglow

A nslow

N ewborough
A nslow Gate

Ingestre
A bbots B romley

Ranton

B lithfield R esr
S TA FFOR D

C oton C lanford

W inshill

B retby

D oxey
A dmaston

Great H aywood

Tixall

H oar C ross

B urton-on-Trent
B U R TON U P ON TR E N T

R angemore

S tafford

Long Compton

D errington

W eeping C ross

W hitecross

Tatenhill

S tapenhill

Little H aywood
S W A DLIN C OTE
R iver B lithe
Milford

C olw ich

H aughton

N ew hall

B ranston

W ildw ood W alton-on-the-H ill

C olton

B ishton
C oppenhall

H adley E nd

B lithbury

Dunstall

S tanton

B rocton

H amstall R idw are
Morrey

A llimore Green

W oodhouses

R ugeley Trent V alley
A cton Trussell

C astle Gresley

Y oxall

B arton-under-N eedw ood

H ill R idw are

B radley
D unston

E tchinghill

B ednall

P ipe R idw are

SOUTH
SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE
STAFFORDSHIRE

A lbert V illage

W alton-on-Trent

R U GE LE Y

S litting Mill

Trent and Mersey C anal

C aldw ell

R ugeley Tow n
Mavesyn Ridw are

Levedale

CANNOCK
CANNOCK CHASE
CHASE

K ing's B romley

Linton
Rosliston

B rereton

H andsacre

Orgreave

A rmitage
C oton in the E lms

C atton H all

Mitton

Rileyhill
A lrew as

Social R ented Sites

Private Authoris ed Sites

Longdon

P enkridge
W olgarston

U pper Longdon

Fradley

P enkridge

W histon

C roxall

Longdon Green

18 to 21

7 to 24

H untington

Lapley
W heaton A ston

LICHFIELD
LICHFIELD

H azelslade

8 to 18
0 to 8

H ednesford

Gailey
H orsebrook
B elvide R esr

H ednesford

E dingale

C annock W ood

Gentleshaw

R iver Mease

Littlew orth

3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

S tretton

N etherseal
Lullington
Fradley S outh

4 to 7

Farew ell

E lmhurst

H illiard' s C ross
C hilcote

W imblebury
C horley

H aunton
E lford

C hase Terrace

Lichfield Trent V alley

C annock
B urntw ood

C A N N OC K
C alf H eath

Showm en Sites

Lichfield C ity
LIC H FIE LD

B ridgtow n

Four A shes
N orton Norton
C anes E ast

W edge' s Mills

B rew ood

Harlaston

S treethay

Four C rosses
K iddemore Green

Clifton C ampville

H eath H ayes

Hatherton

Thorpe C onstantine

A ppleby P arva

P ipehill
H ademore

W hittington

H ammerw ich

2 to 4

S tandeford

C hasew
C hasetow
ater n

Cheslyn H ay

R iver Tame
C oven
S hareshill

W all

Landyw ood
Landyw ood

Featherstone
H ilton P ark

Little W yrley

S huttington
R iver A nker

C hesterfield

Unauthoris ed Encam pm ents
B R OW N H ILLS

Codsall W ood

Hopw as
S henstone

C layhanger

Codsall

2 to 6

W eeford

TAMW
TAMWORTH
ORTH
Tamw orth

S hire Oak

B ilbrook

1 carav an/no inf ormation

E ssington

A lvecote
A mington

TA MW OR TH

S henstone

W alsall W ood

P elsall

W arton

S tonnall

Orton-on-the-H ill

Glascote
P olesw orth

Lane Green
H ints

B loxw ich N orth

B ilbrook

K ettlebrook

Little Hay

Unauthoris ed D evelopm ents

B loxwich
B LOX W ICH

A shmore P ark

P olesw orth

B onehill

B ushbury

Oaken

N ew ton R egis

W igginton

B arracks

A ustrey

R iver P enk

C odsall

S eckington

Great W yrley

0 to 2

S helfield
Fazeley

Oxley

Tw o Gates
W ilnecote

W ergs

W ilnecote
B irchmoor

6 to 10

R ushall

W atford Gap
B lake S treet

A LD R IDGE

D ordon

C anw ell H all

Tettenhall

P erton

2 to 5
1 c aravan/no inf ormation

D rayton B assett

W E D N E S FIE LD

D osthill
Little ABston
utlers Lane
Four Oaks

W OLV E R H A MP TON

H ardw ick
Roughley

W olverhampton
W alsall

Old P erton

Grendon
Grendon C ommon
Mere Green

NORTH
NORTH W
WARW
ARWICKSHIRE
ICKSHIRE

W A LS A LL
S treetly

W ILLE N H A LL

W ood E nd

P iccadilly

Middleton

B addesley E nsor

Four Oaks

D A R LA S TON

B lakenhall
Trescott

B axterley
B ILS TON
K ingsbury

S utton C oldfield

Low er P enn

B entley
H urley

B escot S tadium

W E D N E S B U RY
Great B arr
Tame B ridge P arkw ay

S U TTON COLDFIE LD
Marston
Grove E nd
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

—

Estimated
pitches/households
—

—

—

1
1

2
3/4

3

—

—
—

—
—

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
9
5
0

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
1
2
NA
NA
0
0

2021–2026
2
NA
0
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NORTH WARWICKSHIRE BOROUGH COUNCIL
Heath Hayes
Elford

Chase Terrace

Swepstone

Harlaston

Streethay

Ibstock

Appleby Magna
Lichfield Trent Valley
Burntwood
Lichfield City
LICHFIELD
NortonNorton
CanesEast

Snarestone

No Man's Heath

Thorpe Constantine

Newton Burgoland

Appleby Parva

Pipehill
Hademore

Whittington

Hammerwich
Chasewater
Chasetown

Cheslyn Hay

Odstone
River Tame

Seckington

Newton Regis
Norton-Juxta-Twycross

Wigginton

Barracks

Wall

Nailstone
Shackerstone

Austrey
Barton in the Beans

Landywood

LICHFIELD
LICHFIELD

Little Wyrley
Chesterfield

Congerstone
Bilstone
Twycross

Hopwas
Alvecote

Shenstone

Clayhanger

Weeford

Osbaston

Carlton

Tamworth
Amington

Shire Oak
Pelsall

Barlestone

Shuttington
River Anker

BROWNHILLS

TAMWORTH

Shenstone

Walsall Wood

TAMWORTH
TAMWORTH

Stonnall

Warton

Orton-on-the-Hill

River Sence
Market Bosworth

Glascote
Polesworth

Hints

Bloxwich North

Kettlebrook

Little Hay

Polesworth

Bonehill
Wellsborough

Bloxwich
BLOXWICH

Shelfield

Cadeby
Fazeley
Two Gates
Wilnecote

Wilnecote

Sheepy Parva
Sheepy Magna

Birchmoor
Rushall

Watford Gap
Blake Street

ALDRIDGE

Dordon

Ashby Canal

Sibson

Canwell Hall

Sutton Cheney
Drayton Bassett

Social Rented Sites

Shenton

Dosthill

Private Authorised Sites

Little Aston
Butlers Lane
Four Oaks

Upton

Grendon

Ratcliffe Culey

Grendon Common

Hardwick

Mere Green

Roughley

Stapleton
Walsall

18 to 21

7 to 24

WALSALL

Streetly

Piccadilly

Middleton

ATHERSTONE

Wood End

Baddesley Ensor

Four Oaks

8 to 18
0 to 8

DARLASTON

Atherstone

Stoke Golding
Witherley
Baxterley

3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

Bescot Stadium

Great Barr

Fenny Drayton
Mancetter
Coventry Canal

Kingsbury

Sutton Coldfield

Bentley
Hurley

Caldecote

SUTTON COLDFIELD
Marston
Wishaw
Wylde Green
Wylde Green

Kingstanding

Showmen Sites

NORTH
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE
WARWICKSHIRE

Over Green

Higham on the Hill

Ridge Lane

Grove End

Tame Bridge Parkway

Birchley Heath

Oldbury
HINCKLEY
Hartshill

Hamstead

Walmley

Weddington

Lea Marston

Short Heath
Chester Road

2 to 4

Hinckley

Nether Whitacre

Church End

Whitacre Heath
Erdington
Erdington

0 to 2

Burbage

Curdworth

Hamstead

Galley Common

Perry Barr

Nuneaton

Hoggrill's End

Minworth

Tyburn

Ansley
NUNEATON

River Tame

WEST BROMWICH

Over Whitacre
Water Orton

Unauthorised Encampments
Handsworth

2 to 6

Attleborough

Gravelly Hill

Church End

Witton

Shustoke

Water Orton

Castle Bromwich

Aston

The Hawthorns

Stockingford

Old Arley

Gravelly Hill

Perry Barr

Sandwell & Dudley

Dadlington

4 to 7

Devitts Green

Cole End

Bermuda

New Arley

Aston

Smethwick Galton Bridge

Burton Hastings

Arbury Park

Astley

OLDBURY

1 caravan/no information

Griff

Smethwick Rolfe Street

Langley Green
SMETHWICK

Bramcote

Duddeston

NUNEATON
NUNEATON &
& BEDWORTH
BEDWORTH

River Cole

Birmingham Snow Hill

Unauthorised Developments

Adderley Park

6 to 10

Fillongley
Maxstoke
Lea Hall

Green End

Tile Cross
BIRMINGHAM

Coventry Canal
Exhall

Marston
Green
Marston
Green

Yardley

Bulkington

Goodyers End

Corley Ash
River Blythe

2 to 5
1 caravan/no information

Chapel Green

Small Heath

Hawkesbury

Corley
National Exhibition Centre

Keresley

Harborne

Neal's Green

Corley Moor
Acock's Green
Tyseley

Barnacle
Shilton

Birmingham International Airport

Edgbaston
University

RUGBY
RUGBY

Withybrook

Birmingham International
Acocks Green

Sheldon
Hawkes End

Moseley

Spring Road

Selly Oak

Longford

Ansty

Elmdon
Olton

Selly Oak

Olton

Springfield

Weoley Castle

Foleshill

Meriden

Bickenhill

Hall Green
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Grand Union Canal
Millison's Wood
King's Heath

Bournville

Wolvey

Bedworth

Bordesley

Five Ways
Chad Valley

Reddicap Heath

Copston Magna

BEDWORTH

Stechford

Birmingham Moor Street
Birmingham New Street

Ridgacre

Wolvey Heath

Coleshill
Jewellery Quarter

Hall Green

Pickford Green

Hampton-in-Arden
Hampton in Arden

Bournville
Elmdon Heath

Stretton under Fosse
Allesley

Four Oaks

Walsgrave on Sowe

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

1

Estimated
pitches/households
17

—

—

1
1

7
4

0

—

—
—

—
1342

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
12
5
0

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
5
5
NA
NA
0
0

2021–2026
5
NA
0

42

This is based on information provided by Warwickshire County Council Gypsy Services
who reported 38 housed families between the authorities of Rugby, Nuneaton & Bedworth
and North Warwickshire. As this was not specific to one authority, this is divided equally
between all three.
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NUNEATON & BEDWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL
Coventry Canal

Bentley
Hurley

Caldecote

Higham on the Hill

Ridge Lane
Birchley Heath

Oldbury
HINCKLEY
Hartshill
Weddington

Nether Whitacre

Hinckley

NORTH
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE
WARWICKSHIRE

Church End
Burbage
Galley Common
Nuneaton
Ansley
NUNEAT ON

Over Whitacre

Stockingford

Old Arley

Social Rented Sites

Private Authoris ed Sites

Attleborough

Church End
Shustoke

18 to 21

NUNEATON
NUNEATON &
& BEDWORTH
BEDWORTH

Devitts
7 to
24 Green

8 to 18
0 to 8

4 to 7
3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

Bermuda

New Arley

Burton Hastings
Astley

Arbury Park
Griff
Bramcote

Wolvey Heath

Copston Magna

Showm en Sites
BEDWORT H

2 to 4
0Maxstoke
to 2

Fillongley

Wolvey

Green End

Bedworth

Unauthoris ed Encam pm ents
River Blythe

Bulkington

Goodyers End

Corley Ash

Coventry Canal

2 to 6

RUGBY
RUGBY

Exhall

1 caravan/no information Chapel Green
Hawkesbury
Corley

Unauthoris ed Developm ents

Keresley

Neal's Green

Corley Moor

Barnacle
Shilton

6 to 10

Withybrook

2 to 5
1 caravan/no information
Hawkes End

Ansty

Longford

Foleshill

Meriden
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Millison's Wood
Pickford Green

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

1

Estimated
pitches/households
2143

—

—

744
1

15
1

12

—

1
—

2
1345

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
20
5
1

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
7
8
NA
NA
0
1

2021–2026
7
NA
0

43

This is the number of pitches currently provided; it should be noted that just 20 are currently
occupied/available.
44
Includes 3 sites in Bulkington which straddle the boundary between Nuneaton & Bedworth
and Rugby. The sites are counted in both areas; pitches refer to each local authority and have
not been double counted.
45
This is based on information provided by Warwickshire County Council Gypsy Services
who reported 38 housed families between the authorities of Rugby, Nuneaton & Bedworth
and North Warwickshire. As this was not specific to one authority, this is divided equally
between all three.
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RUGBY BOROUGH COUNCIL
Hinckley

Nether W hitacre

Church E nd

P eatling Magna

B roughton A stley
P rimethorpe

A ston Flamville

W hitacre Heath

B urbage

Curdworth

W illoughby Waterleys

Galley Common
Nuneaton

Hoggrill's E nd

Minworth

S harnford

A nsley
NUNE A TON

River Tame

Over Whitacre

S tockingford

Old A rley

Water Orton

Frolesworth

A ttleborough

Dunton B assett
A shby Magna

Church E nd

Leire

S hustoke

W ater Orton

Devitts Green
Cole E nd

B ermuda

New A rley

P eatling P arva

B urton Hastings
A stley

A rbury P ark
Griff

B ramcote

Wolvey Heath

Claybrooke Magna

A shby P arva

Copston Magna

Coleshill
River Cole

W
ARW ICKSHIRE
NORTH
NORTH WARWICKSHIRE
WARWICKSHIRE
Maxstoke

Lea Hall

Fillongley

Ullesthorpe

Wolvey

BEDWORTH
NUNEATON
NUNEATON &
& BEDW
ORTH

Green E nd

B edworth

Tile Cross

Goodyers E nd

Corley A sh
River B lythe

B itteswell

B ulkington

K imcote

Coventry Canal

E xhall

Marston
Marston
Green
Green

Gilmorton

Claybrooke P arva
W ibtoft

B E DW ORTH

Chapel Green
W illey

Hawkesbury

Corley

Magna P ark

National E xhibition Centre

K eresley

Corley Moor

Neal's Green
B arnacle
S hilton

B irmingham International A irport

LUTTE RW ORTH
Misterton

W ithybrook

Walcote
B irmingham International
S heldon
Longford

A nsty

River S wift

Hawkes E nd

Monks K irby

E lmdon

Cotesbach

Foleshill

Meriden

B ickenhill

P ailton

Social Rented Sites

Millison's W ood

Private Authoris ed Sites

P ickford Green

Hampton-in-A rden
Hampton in A rden

S tretton under Fosse
A llesley

Four Oaks

E lmdon Heath

18 to 21

Churchover

Walsgrave on S owe

7 to 24

S hawell

E astern Green

S winford

E asenhall

S olihull

8 to 18
0 to 8

4 to 7

E astcote

S OLIHULL

COV E NTRY
Harborough Magna
B rinklow

B erkswell

3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

B arston
Copt Heath
W idney Manor
S helly Green
K nowle

Cosford
Newton

RUGBY
RUGBY

Coventry
Tile Hill

B alsall Common

Canley
E arlsdon

B erkswell

Catthorpe

River A von

S tanford on A von

Newbold on A von

B inley

Tile Hill
RiverBSinley
oweW oods

B retford

Lilbourne
Church Lawford

W estwood Heath
S tivichall

Clay Coton
Clifton upon Dunsmore

B randon

W illenhall

B entley Heath

Oxford Canal

Long Lawford
Rugby

Showm en Sites

Wolston

Fen E nd

B urton Green

Dorridge

RUGB Y
B aginton

Dorridge

2 to 4

Ryton-on-Dunsmore
Coventry A irport
Meer E nd

0 to 2

B ilton

Crick Covert

Lawford Heath
Hillmorton
Chadwick E nd

P ackwood

Cawston

S toneleigh
B addesley Clinton

Hockley Heath

B ubbenhall
S tretton-on-Dunsmore
Honiley

Lapworth

Lapworth

Crick

K E NILW ORTH

Unauthoris ed Encam pm ents

Nuthurst

National A gricultural Centre
Dunchurch

K ingswood
W roxall

2 to 6

S tareton

K ilsby

Thurlaston
B ourton on Dunsmore

B eausale
P rincethorpe

1 caravan/no information

Frankton

A show

B arby

Draycote Water
Draycote

Five W ays
W appenbury

Rowington Green
Turners Green
Rowington

B lackdown

Unauthoris ed Developm ents

W eston under W etherley
Cubbington

Marton

Leek W ootton
Hill Wootton

E athorpe
B irdingbury

Lowsonford

6 to 10

Hunningham
Hill

Hatton

2 to 5
1 caravan/no information

River Leam
K ites Hardwick
W oolscott

S hrewley
Haseley
Old Milverton

Hatton

W illoughby

Leamington Hastings

Holywell

Henley-in-A rden
P reston B agot
Henley-in-A rden

B raunston
Grandborough

Hatton (W arwickshire)

P inley Green

W A RWICK

W elton
B roadwell

ROY A L LE A MINGTON S P A
Offchurch
W arwick P arkwayW arwick
B udbrooke
P reston Green
S tratford-upon-A von Canal
Claverdon
Claverdon

S awbridge

Leamington S pa

Long Itchington

Radford S emele

Heathcote
Hampton on the
Hill

Nethercote

Grand UnionCanal
River Itchen

W ootton Wawen

B ascote
Norton Lindsey

Wootton W awen
Langley

W hitnash
Longbridge

B ascote Heath

W olverton
E dstone

Flecknoe

S tockton

Lower S huckburgh
Ufton

DA V E NTRY
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

—

Estimated
pitches/households
—

—

—

1046
3

66
18

16

—

—
—

—
1347

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
48
5
0

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
14
17
NA
NA
0
0

2021–2026
15
NA
0

46

Includes 3 sites in Bulkington which straddle the boundary between Nuneaton & Bedworth
and Rugby. The sites are counted in both areas; pitches refer to each local authority and have
not been double counted.
47
This is based on information provided by Warwickshire County Council Gypsy Services
who reported 38 housed families between the authorities of Rugby, Nuneaton & Bedworth
and North Warwickshire. As this was not specific to one authority, this is divided equally
between all three.
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SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE COUNCIL

Co tes

STONE

Hil ders tone

Do v eri dge

Ga rs ha ll Green
Bram s hal l

F iel d

UTTOXETER

M il lm ee c e

Wetwood

Uttox eter

Col dm eec e
Blou nt' s Gree n

Fai roak
Ya rnfie ld

Sl ind on

Su dbury

M i lwi
Coton
ch

Crox ton

Chi pnal l

Sugna ll

Gratwi c h

As ton-By -Ston e
Burs ton

Sturbridge

M arc hi ngton

Frads wel l

Ri v er Trent

Norto n Bri dge
Pers hal l

Outl ands
Offl ey roc k

Norton Bri dge

M oreton

Sandon
Ki ngs tone

Bi s hop' s Offl ey

Dray c ott

Grind ley

Offl ey m ars h

Sh rops hire Uni on Canal
Soudl ey

M arc h ington Woodl ands

Riv er Cheb
Sow s ey

Yarl et

Ec c le s hal l

Gay ton

The Bly the

Dray c o tt i n the Cl ay

Whi tgreav e

Adbas ton
M ars ton

Hanbury

Sal t
Stowe-by -Chartley

Woo tton
Wes ton

Great Bri dgeford

Droi nto n

Knig hton
Hi gh Offl ey

Han bury Woode nd
El len hall
Lea Heath
Hopton

Shebdon

Hix on

Woods ea v es

Newton
L awnhead

Seigh ford

Ne wborough

In ges tre

Ans l ow Gate
Abbo ts Brom l ey

Ranton

Bli thfi eld Res r

Wes to n J o nes

ST AFFORD

Co ton Cl anford
Dox ey
Norb ury

Tix a ll
Long Com pton

Adm as ton

Great Hay wood

Hoar Cros s

Stafford
Derri ngton

Pu les ton
Sutto n
Whitec ros s

Weepi ng Cro s s

Li ttle Hay wood

Fo rton

Ri v er Bli the
M il ford

Gno s all

Ed gm ond M ars h
AqCoton
uala te M ere

Haughton

Col wic h

Wi l dwood
Wal ton-on-the-Hil l

Col to n

Bis hton
Cop penhal l

Gnos al l Hea th

Bli thbury

Hadl ey End

Sum m erh il l
Aqual ate Park

Bro c ton

Edgm on d

Ham s tal l Ri dware

M orrey

All i m ore Gre en

Wood hous es

Ru gele y Trent Vall ey
Long ford

NEWPORT
Ac ton Trus s el l

Yo x all
Hil l Ri dware

Bradle y
Outwoods

M oreton

Churc h As to n

Etc hi nghi ll

Bednal l

Duns ton
Churc h Eaton

Chetwy nd As ton

RUGELEY

Sl itting M il l

Pi pe Ridware
Rug eley To wn

M ore ton Park

M a v es y n Ri dware

Lev eda le
Hi gh Onn

Bre reton

Org reav e

Arm i tage

Woo dc ote

M i tton

Great Chatwell

Ril ey hi ll

M ars ton

Uppe r Longdo n
Longdon

Penk ridge

Whis ton

Bri neton

Al rewas

LICHFIELD
LICHFIELD

Penk ri dge
Wolg ars ton

Heath Hil l
Li ly h urs t

Ki ng' s Brom l ey

Hands a c re

Ors l ow

Li ll es ha ll

CANNOCK
CANNOCK CHASE
CHASE

Fra dley

L ongdon Green

Hu nti ngton

Wes ton Heath
Lapl ey
Whe aton As ton

Sheri ffhal es

Ha z el s lad e

Fradle y So uth
He dnes ford He dnes ford

Bl y m h il l

SOUTH
SOUTH STAFFORDSHIRE
STAFFORDSHIRE

Ca nnoc k Wood

Ge ntl es haw

Li ttleworth

El m h urs t

Farewel l

Hil li ard's Cros s

Stretton

Burl ington

Crac k ley b ank

Wim bl ebury

Iv ets ey Bank

Chorl ey
Gai ley
Hors ebro ok

Wes ton-under-Li z ard

Heath Ha y es

Hatherton

Chas e Te rrac e

Streethay

Belv ide Res r
Bi s hop' s Wood

Li c hfiel d Tre nt Val ley

Can noc k
F our Cros s es

Ki ddem ore Gree n

L ic hfi eld Ci ty
LICHFIELD
Norto Norton
n Ca nes
Eas t

Wedg e's M il ls

Brewood

Bos c obel Hous e

Burntwo od

CANNOCK
Brid gtown

Cal f Heath
Four As h es

Pi pehi l l
Hadem ore
Wh itti ngton

Ham m erwic h

Shi fnal
Standeford

Shi fnal

Chas
Chaewater
s eto wn

Ch es ly n Ha y

Tong

Great Wy rle y
Cov en

Chi l li ngton Hall

Wal l

Land y wood

Shares hi ll
Shac k erl ey

Ri v er Pen k

Ba rrac k s

Lan dy wood
L ittl e Wy rl ey

F eath ers tone
Hil ton Pa rk

Ches terfi eld

Cos ford
Cos ford Ai rfi eld Al brighton

BROWNHILLS

Cods all Wood

Kem berton

Albrig hton

Sh ens tone

Cl ay han ger

Cods al l
Bi lbrook

Shire Oak
Wal s al l Wood

Pe ls a ll

Gri ndl e
Ry ton

Weeford

Shens tone

Stonnal l

Es s in gton
Cods al l

Lan e Green
Hi nts

Bl ox wi c h North

Bi lbrook

Boni ngal e

Littl e Hay

Oak e n

Bus h bury
Blox wic h
BLOXWICH

As hm ore Park
Bec k b ury

Shel fi eld

Ox l ey
Werg s
Pa ts hu ll Ha ll

Rus hall

No rton

Watfo rd Gap
Bla k e Street

ALDRIDGE

Canwell Hall

Tetten hall

Bu rnh il l Green

WEDNESFIELD
Perton
Stoc k ton

Badger

Li ttl e Butlers
As ton Lane
Four Oak s
WOLVERHAM PT ON
Wol v erham pto n

Patti ngh am

Ac k l eton

Hardwi c k
Wal s al l

Ol d Pe rton

Stree tl y
Fou r Oak s

Social Rented Sites

Private Authorised Sites

DARLASTON

Blak e nhal l

Tres c ott

M ere Green

Roug hley

WALSALL

WILLENHALL
Ches terton

BILSTON
Sutton Col dfiel d

Lower Penn

Ri v er Worfe

All s c ot

18 to 21

7 to 24

Bes c ot Stad ium

Shi pl ey
Worfi eld
Hil ton

WEDNESBURY
Se is do n

Upper As to n

Swan c ote

Cos el ey

Try s ul l
The Bratc h

Tam e Bri dge Park way

8 to 18
0 to 8

COSELEY

SEDGLEY

SUTTON COLDF IELD

Gre at Barr

Upper Lud s ton e

Wy k en

Gos pel En d Vi l lag e

Rough ton

3 to 4
2 to 3
0 to 2

Wom bourne

Ti pton

Ham s tea d

TIPTON

He athton
Him l ey

WEST BROM WICH

Short Heath
Ches ter Roa d

Swi ndon
DUDLEY

San dwel l & Dudl ey

Bobbi ngton

Water Orto n

Wi tton

Hands worth

As to n

The Hawthorns

Showmen Sites

The Vil la ge

M i nworth

Ty burn

Grav el ly Hi ll
Grav el ly Hi l l

Perry Barr
Eard ington
Quatford

Wis h aw

Ov er Green

Wal m ley

Erding ton
Erdin gton

Perry Barr

Du dley Port

Hal fpe nny Gree n

Wy l de Gre en
Wy l de Green

Ki ngs tandi ng

Ha m s tead

Cl av erley

Grov e End

4 to 7

Wate r Orton
Cas tle Brom wic h

As ton

Sm ethwic k Ga lton Bri dge

OL DBURY

Six As h es

Sm ethwi c k Rolfe Street
Quatt

La ngle y Green
SM ET HWICK

Ki ngs wi nford
Staffords hi re and Worc es te rs hi re Ca nal
Tuc k h il l

2 to 4

M erry Hil l

Chel m ars h Res r
Lawns Wood

BRIERLEY HIL L

Words ley

J ewel le ry Quarter

Rowle y Regis
Pres twood

Quarry Ban k

0 to 2

Ri v er Col e
Adderley ParkStec hford
L ea Hall

Birm ingh am M oor Street
Bi rm i ngham New Street

Ham pton
Ol d Hi ll
Cra dley
BLACKHEATH
Hea th

Am ble c ote

Duddes ton

Bi rm i ngham Snow Hi ll

Rowl ey Regi s

Env i ll e
Sutto n

Ti le Cros s
BIRM INGHAM

Bordes l ey

Fi v e Way s
Ch ad Vall ey

M a rs
M ars
ton ton
Gre en
Gre en

Yardl ey

Sto urton

Bi
green
Alrds
v ele
y

Sm al l He ath

Woodhi ll

Lyee
Ly

Bi ll i ngs l ey

Ri dgac re

Nati onal Ex hi biti on Centre

Unauthorised Encampments

Stourbridg e To wn
Kinv e r

Ha rbo rne

Ac oc k ' s Gre en
Ty s eley

Edg
Univ
baseton
rs i ty
Ac oc k s Green

Stourbri dge J unc ti on
ST OURBRIDGE

Rom s le y

Hig hley

M os e ley

2 to 6

Pedm ore

Whi ttin gton

Bl ak Ki
esngs
ha llford

Il ley

Weol ey Cas tle

Uppe r Arley

Hagl ey

Cook l ey
Wol v erley

Olton

Hal l Green

El m don Heath

Frank ley
Yardle y Wood
Rom s ley
Ki ng' s Norton
Kings No rton

Unauthorised Developments

Clen t
Chu rc hi l l

Fairfiel d

Sol ihu ll
Sh irley

Northfiel d

Northfi el d

T ri m p ley Res r
Bl ak edo wn

Ri v er Stour

Hol y Cro s s
Broo m e

Trim pl ey
Buttonoa k

Walton Pool

Shi rl ey

6 to 10

SOLIHULL

Long bri dge

Blak edown

Franc h e

Copt Hea th

Longb ri dge

L ow Habberley

Bl ak ebrook

Bel l End

Rubery

Bel bro ughton

KIDDERM INSTER

Catc hem s End
Kidd erm i ns te r

Dra y ton

Wribb enhal l

Holl y woo d

2 to 5
1 caravan/no information
Ho pwood

Harv ing ton

Shel ly Green
Knowle
M onk s path

Di c k e ns Heath
Wy th all
WyTid
thal
bury
l
Green

Dorri dge
Sal ter Street
Weath eroa k Hi l l

Bo urn heath
Barnt Gre en

Do rridg e

Earls wood (Wes t M i dl ands )
Ea rl s wood

Chaddes l ey Corbett
Dodford

Be ntl ey Heath

Ches wi c k Gree n

Fa irfi el d

M us tow Green Bl untin gton

Ri bbes ford

Wi dney M anor

Wi dney

M aj or's Green
Wh itloc k 's End
Whitl oc k ' s En d

Li c k ey
Cofton Hac k ett

Sto ne

BEWDLEY

Po und Bank
Cal low Hi ll

Bic k enhi ll
Grand Uni on Canal

Hal l Gre en

Bournv i ll e

Reddi c ap Heath

Wes t Hagl ey
Hagl ey

Spri ngfie ld

Ki ng' s He ath

Bo urn v il le

El m do n
Olton

Sel l y Oa k

1 caravan/no information

Cauns a ll
Shatte rford

Sp ri ng Road

Sell y Oak

Wood gate

Ri v er Sev ern

Shel don

HALESOWEN

Barnt Green
Terry 's Green

Cats hil l

The Lak es (Warwi c k s hi re )

Alv ec hurc h

Shen s to ne

Pa c k wood

Bl i s s Gate

Hoc k l ey Heath
Li c k ey End
Bl ac k we ll

Wi lde n

Po rtway

Alv ec hurc h

Burc ot

STOURPORT -ON-SEVERN

Ro wney Green

Ro c k
Rus hoc k
Arel ey Kings
Ha rtleb ury

Nu thurs t
Wood End
Wo od End

BROM SGROVE

Lapworth

Hartl ebury

As
ple y He ath
Tanworth-in-Arden
Tu tna ll

Snea d Com m on
M eni thwood

As tle y Cros s

Titton
Cla rel and

Fi ns ta ll
El m ley Lov ett

As ton Fi eld s
Brom s grov e

Hol t End

Danz ey

Beol ey
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
residential pitches
Socially rented transit
pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

—

Estimated
pitches/households
—

—

—

12
2

83
10

1

—

1
—

5
248

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
32
5
13

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
15
17
NA
NA
1
2

2021–2026
15
NA
2

48

This is an estimate based on the number of interviews achieved in the area. This is likely to
be a significant underestimate.
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TAMWORTH BOROUGH COUNCIL
Wigginton

Barracks

LICHFIELD
LICHFIELD

Shuttington
River Anker

Hopwas
Alvecote
Tamworth
TAMW
TAMWORTH
ORTH
Social Rented Sites

Private Authoris ed Sites

18 to 21

7 to 24

8 to 18
0 to 8

4 to 7

Glascote

3 to 4
2 to 3
Hints
0 to 2

Showm en Sites

Amington

TAMWORTH

RUGBY
RUGBY

Kettlebrook
Bonehill

2 to 4
0 to 2

Unauthoris ed Encam pm ents
2 to 6

Fazeley
Two Gates
Wilnecote

1 caravan/no inf ormation

Wilnecote
Birchmoor

Unauthoris ed Developm ents
6 to 10

Canwell Hall

2 to 5
1 caravan/no inf ormation

Drayton Bassett
NORTH
NORTH W
WARW
ARWICKSHIRE
ICKSHIRE

Dosthill
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SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROVISION AND PITCH REQUIREMENTS
Accommodation

Number of sites

Socially rented
Transit pitches
Private sites
Unauthorised
developments
No. of encampments
in 2006
Showpeople sites
Housing

—
—
—
—

Estimated
pitches/households
—
—
—
—

4

—

—
—

—
—

Accommodation
Residential pitches
Transit pitches
Travelling
Showpeople plots

2007–2012
6
5
0

Estimated requirements
2012–2016 2016–2021
1
1
NA
NA
0
0

2021–2026
1
NA
0
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