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Note on the position of RVR in respect of OBJ/1014  

 

This note sets out RVR’s position on the points raised by Mr and Mrs Eastwood (OBJ/1014) in their 

letter of objection to the proposed TWAO dated 30 May 2018 (the “objection letter”). A copy of that 

letter is attached at Appendix 1 and a copy of RVR’s response is at Appendix 2.  

1.  Loss of access to a significant part of our business 

 

1.1. Mr and Mrs Eastwood explain that their family sold land to RVR for a future reinstatement 

of the railway. That transfer took place in 1992. The transfer preserved rights in respect of 

one of three former farm accommodation crossings of the original railway. In 2002, as part 

of a land swap, rights across the railway were granted at a second location, again 

responding to the location of one of the former railway farm accommodation crossings. In 

respect of the third (the most westerly) no rights were preserved out of the 1992 transfer 

or granted subsequently by RVR.  It is therefore incorrect that Mr and Mrs Eastwood will 

lose an existing agricultural level crossing over the rail line running through Quarry Farm as 

a result of the Order scheme. 

 

1.2. It is also worth noting that is currently entirely lawful for RVR to run trains on the line 

through Quarry Farm, as this track was reinstated under planning permission and is entirely 

privately owned with no public crossings.   

   

1.3. As explained in their objection letter, Mr and Mrs Eastwood started a camping business at 

Quarry Farm in approximately 2011 (that is, almost 20 years after selling its land to the 

railway). Since then, and expressly in the absence of train operations, RVR has permitted 

the Eastwoods to allow their guests to cross the railway at the location of the third original 

railway crossing over which no legal rights were preserved or granted1. The use of the 

crossing is therefore permissive and not as of right (a licence was offered by RVR to the 

Eastwoods, but not completed).  

 

1.4. The former crossing is located approximately 325m or so from the nearest of the two 

preserved accommodation crossings and it is worth noting that Mr and Mrs Eastwood 

constructed a track from their campsite along the line of the railway to that crossing in 

anticipation of its use by their guests.  

 

1.5. For purposes of reference, the crossing referred to is located, albeit not marked specifically 

(for obvious reasons), on Sheet 8 of the Order plans (RVR/23). It crosses the land shaded 

green between those points where a drain is indicated: 

 

 
1 Even if rights had been preserved, they would have been for agricultural purposes – there being no tourist 
business contemplated at that time. 



2 
 

 

 

 

1.6. OBJ/1014 states that the loss of the westerly crossing will have an impact on their business 

of a loss of up to 60% of camping revenue, though how this figure is arrived at has not been 

explained or substantiated since 2018. As noted in the objection letter, OBJ/1014 has the 

benefit of two of the three rights of access over the original railway and has constructed a 

track specifically for the use of their campers.  It is understood that OBJ/1014 contends that 

the loss of business referred to, and consequent loss of revenue, is due to the reluctance of 

their campers to walk the extra few minutes to the nearest crossing provided over the 

railway2.  RVR does not consider that the short additional distance would give rise to  “a 

very significant” effect on OBJ/1014’s camping business but, in any event, the Eastwoods 

have only enjoyed temporary permissive use of the westerly crossing to date because 

regular railway operations have not commenced. 

 

1.7. Finally, on this point of objection, Mr and Mrs Eastwood were not entitled to a landowners’ 

notice – as no compulsory powers have been sought in respect of their interests – and they 

are not statutory objectors for the purposes of the application.  

 

2. Illegal appropriation of our farmland 

 

2.1. Quite separately OBJ/1014 asserts that the land shown (shaded green on Sheet 8 of the 

Order plans (RVR/23)) as being in the ownership of RVR is not accurate and that the 1992 

transfer was limited to 4m either side of the trackbed of the railway. 

 

2.2. This assertion is also incorrect. RVR acquired the freehold title to ESX186187 and 

ESX187801.  The land transferred to RVR on 9 April 1992 was, in places, wider than 4m 

either side of the trackbed.  (Office Copies for these titles are included at Appendix 3.) 

 
2 As can be seen from Sheet 8 of the Order plans, the distance from the notional location of the westerly 
crossing and the nearest ALC is approximately 325m, meaning that the additional walking distance would be 
325m along the track provided by Mr and Mrs Eastwood for that purpose. RVR does not consider that this will 
cause “a very significant” effect on OBJ/1014’s camping business. 
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2.3. Consequently, there is no issue of illegal appropriation nor did RVR register an interest in 

more land than was actually transferred to it in 1992. Although it is suggested in the 

objection letter that Mr and Mrs Eastwood instructed solicitors in respect of this matter (in 

2018) this does not appear to have been pursued, as it could have been. 

 

3. Blocking of a legal right of way 

 

3.1. The objection letter refers to an apparent private right of passage over land belonging to 

Udiam Farm.  RVR does not have an interest in Udiam Farm, nor is it seeking to acquire an 

interest in, or rights over, Udiam Farm under the Order. Consequently, this matter is not 

relevant to the proposed Order nor to the inquiry. 

 

4. Exclusion of the right of way from the TWAO and previous planning approval 

 

4.1. Mr and Mrs Eastwood’s complain is that the (alleged) right of way referred to in the third 

limb of their objection is not shown on sheet 7 of the Order plans. However, as noted 

above, this matter relates to property not in the ownership of RVR and is outwith the Order 

limits3.  Consequently, this matter is not relevant to the proposed Order nor to the Inquiry. 

 

5. Conclusion 

 

5.1. On receiving OBJ/1014, RVR wrote to the Eastwoods on 11 August 2018 inviting them to 

explain the legal grounds of their assertions and providing an assurance that it was not their 

intention to obstruct the Eastwoods’ legal rights. That invitation has not been taken up. 

 

Winckworth Sherwood LLP 

July 2021 

  

 
3 In any event, the Order plans would not show private rights of way. 
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