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IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE   Claim No:      

KING'S BENCH DIVISION      

 

 

IN THE MATTER OF SECTION 187B OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 

1990 

 

AND IN THE MATTER OF LAND REAR OF MEADOW VIEW FARM, LODGE LANE, 

MINTING, LN9 5NR, ALSO KNOW AS LONGLANDS FARM. 

 

BETWEEN 

 

EAST LINDSEY DISTRICT COUNCIL 

Claimant 

And 

 

(1) MR WILLIAM EDWARD TIDD 

(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN BRINGING CARAVANS TO LIVE IN OR 

UNDERTAKING DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY SECTION 55 OF THE 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 TO THE LAND AT THE 

REAR OF MEADOWN VIEW, FARM, LODGE LANE, MINTING  

Defendants 

 
 

FIRST WITNESS STATEMENT OF DEAN EDWARD FLOWER 
 
 
I, DEAN EDWARD FLOWER, Retained Planning Enforcement Officer employed by 

the Claimant, East Lindsey District Council, The Hub, Mareham Road, Horncastle, 

Lincolnshire, LN9 6PH, will say as follows: 

 



1.  I am a Planning Enforcement Officer retained by the Claimant East Lindsey 

District Council (“the Council”) and I work on their behalf in the Planning 

Enforcement Team at the Council Offices in Marehan Road, Horncastle. I 

am duly authorised to make this statement in support of the application for 

an injunction pursuant to s.187B of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 (“the Act”). I intend to draw all relevant matters to the attention of 

the Court. 

  

2.  The delegated decision to seek said injunction has been made by Jo Parker, 

Planning Enforcement Manager at the Council. 

 

The Site 

 

3.  The Land to the rear of Meadow View Farm, Lodge Lane, Minting is located 

central to the Council’s administrative area approximately 5 miles Northeast 

of Horncastle. The land is located to the South of Lodge Lane and North of 

Pinfold Lane. The area of land subject to this application is shown outlined 

in red on the attached plan produced as Exhibit DEF1 (“the Site”). The 

Site is divided into two separate parcels of land as shown on land registry 

title deeds and plans LT282582 produced as Exhibit DEF2 (“the Northern 

Site”) and LT277406 produced as Exhibit DEF3 (“the Southern Site”). A 

site plan of the Northern Site is produced as Exhibit DEF4, and a site plan 

of the Southern Site is produced as Exhibit DEF5. 

 

4.  The Site located within the rural village of Minting is in an isolated location 

surrounded by a large network of agricultural fields. There are three 

unconnected dwellings nearby, Cherry Tree Cottage lies 75-80 metres (m) 

North of the Site, Cherry Tree Farm 120-130m Northwest of the Site, and 

Meadow View Farm is approximately 200m Northeast of the Site. The Site 

was historically used for the grazing of cattle and is surrounded by mature 

trees and hedges.  

 
5.  Access to the Site was provided by an existing field gate to the Northwest 

of the Site from Lodge Lane which has now been developed to create an 

expanded entrance with brick-built walls and 2m high gates. Lodge Lane is 



a narrow national speed limit road (60MPH), and the Site is located on an 

on an “S” bend approximately 1 mile South of the A158, placing the Site 

entrance on a blind bend. However, traffic conditions are light with a 

mixture of domestic and agricultural vehicles. Images of the original and 

current field entrance are produced as Exhibit DEF6.  

 
6.  The Site now houses a 30m x 15m agricultural building which was granted 

permission under reference S/122/01818/18 for “Erection of an agricultural 

building to be used for calf rearing and hardstanding areas”. Also on Site is 

a large mobile park home that the owner has sited for the unauthorised 

residential occupation. 

7.  The lawful use of the Site is that of agriculture, the current use of the Site 

is considered to be a mixed use of agriculture and the unauthorised use for 

the keeping of dogs and the siting of a mobile park home for permanent 

residential occupation. The mobile park home is occupied by the owner Mr 

Tidd his partner and their 4 children. The children are aged approximately 

between 1 and 13 years.  

 
8.  Mr Tidd has explained that he is dyslexic and unable to read and write. Mr 

Tidd is assisted with matters of reading and writing by his partner. 

 
9.  The 4 children that live with Mr Tidd and his partner are between the ages 

of approximately 1 to 13 years of age. They are settled in the area and 

attend school locally. At this time there is no anticipated concerns relating 

to disruption to this however, this is dependant upon the approval or 

refusal of the retrospective application however, it isn’t intended that this 

injunction application will affect the outcome. 

 
10.  The agricultural building is currently split into two halves where by one half 

is used for the keeping and rearing of calves and the second half is used for 

the unauthorised keeping of dogs (30 in number). 

 
Ownership 

 
11.  The land registry title deeds Exhibited as DEF2 and DEF3 show that the 

freehold owner of the Site is Mr William Edward Tidd. 



 

Planning and Enforcement 

 

12.  Planning 

S/122/00634/16 Planning Permission - Erection of 
a stable block consisting of 6 no. 
stables and the erection of a 
single garage/store. 
Construction of a menage, a 
concrete base to provide a muck 
heap, a hardstanding area, and 
the siting of a touring caravan.  
 

Approved 

S/122/01818/18 Planning Permission - Erection of 
an agricultural building to be 
used for calf rearing and 
hardstanding areas. 
 

Approved 

S/122/02268/18 Determination of whether prior 
approval is required for the 
siting, design, and external 
appearance of the barn to be 
erected. 
 

Prior Approval Not 
Required 

S/122/00587/22 Erection of a dwelling with a 
detached garage.  
 

Pre-Application Advice – 
Not supported 

S/122/00950/22 Planning Permission - Siting of a 
caravan for residential use in 
connection with agriculture 
(works completed). 
 

Awaiting Determination 

S/122/01312/23 Planning Permission - Erection of 
an agricultural building to use 
for the housing of animals and 
construction of a site access 
road. 

Awaiting Determination 

 

13.  The relevant planning applications and subsequent permission are as 

follows: 

 

S/122/01818/18 Full application for the erection of an agricultural 

building to be used for calf rearing. This planning permission has 

been implemented and is currently in use. 

 



S/122/02268/18 Prior notification application for the erection of a 

hay and feed barn, this has been implemented but not currently built 

out. 

 

S/122/00950/22 Retrospective application for the retention of the 

mobile park home for residential occupation for a temporary period 

of 3 years. This is to allow the owner of the Site to reside on the Site 

for a period of 3 years to enable them to evidence that there is a 

viable and sustainable agricultural business in line with East Lindsey 

District Council’s Local Plan (“local plan”). Awaiting Determination 

 

14.  Enforcement 

EC/122/00444/21 Erection of outbuilding used for 
commercial purposes not per 
planning permission 
S/122/01818/18 
 

Case Closed, No Breach 

EC/122/00001/22 1. Installation and residential 
use of a large static home 
without planning permission.  
2. Breach of planning condition 
5 on planning permission 
reference S/122/01818/18 
concerning the installation of 
external lighting without 
permission.  
3. Installation of a hard 
standing area for the 
installation of a septic tank and 
residential accommodation 
without planning permission.  
4. Siting of a static caravan 
5. Dog Breeding 
 

Currently under 
investigation 

EC/122/00216/22 Change of use of an 
agricultural building for a dog 
breeding business without 
planning permission.  
 

Case Closed, being dealt 
with under the above 
reference number 

 

15.  The current and most relevant planning enforcement history for this 

 application is as follows: 

 



16.  EC/122/00001/22 On the 19th of April 2022 I was allocated an enforcement 

investigation which related to the siting of a mobile park home on the Site 

of agricultural land for the purpose of residential occupation. The purpose 

of the investigation was to establish whether a breach of planning control 

had taken place. 

 
17.  The investigation has confirmed that a breach of planning control has taken 

place. The confirmed breach is the change of use of the land from 

agriculture to the siting of a mobile park home (static caravan) for 

residential occupation and the creation of hardstanding on which the mobile 

park home is sited including the area around the caravan which has created 

curtilage for the mobile park home. 

 
18.  As part of the investigation, I have carried out a search of the Council’s 

internal systems to establish if there was any relevant planning history on 

the Site. I found a submission for pre-application advice on the 24th of 

March 2022 for the erection of a detached house which at the time advice 

had not been provided, due to this I called the planning agent Richard 

Jones to gather further information and to establish details of the owner. 

 
19.  I carried out a site inspection on the 20th of April 2022 but there was 

nobody on site and I was unable to discuss the matter in person. I obtained 

images of the Site which are Exhibited as DEF7. The images will show the 

expanded access to the Site including brick walls, gates, fencing and mobile 

park home as well as the agricultural building, which except for the 

agricultural building are all unauthorised. 

 
20.  On the 25th of April 2022 I received a call from mobile telephone number 

07512 143 817 from a male who identified himself as William Tidd, the 

owner of the Site at Minting. The purpose of the call was due to him having 

received the advice back from East Lindsey District Council’s Planning Team 

with regards to the submitted pre-application advice, the advice received 

was that an application of this type would not be supported in this location 

as it did not meet the criteria outlined in the East Lindsey Local Plan 

adopted in 2018. During the conversation I explained the reasons for the 

advice and why in my opinion the advice was not supportive of this type of 



development. Mr Tidd didn’t understand why he wouldn’t be able to build a 

house at the location when he was intending to work within farming and 

asked if I could contact his agent to explain. During the conversation Mr 

Tidd stated that if he was unable to get permission he would sell the land to 

Gypsies, these comments were documented in my initial notes on 25th April 

2022 on the planning enforcement case produced as Exhibit DEF8. 

 
21.  Following further discussions with both Mr Tidd and his agent it was agreed 

that an application for a temporary 3-year permission be submitted to 

enable Mr Tidd to evidence that there was a viable agricultural business 

which would then enable him to submit a further application for a 

permanent agricultural worker’s dwelling if he was able to demonstrate that 

the business had made a profit.  

 
22.  A retrospective application was submitted on 17th of May 2022 for the 

“siting of a caravan for residential use in connection with agriculture” and is 

awaiting determination. 

 
23.  On the 18th May 2022 I revisited the Site in company with Councillor (Cllr) 

William Gray to introduce Cllr Gray to Mr Tidd and to discuss the matters of 

the unauthorised development. While on Site discussing matters of 

planning with Mr Tidd and Cllr Gray, Mr Tidd again stated that should the 

application not be approved then he would just sell up to Gypsies and that 

this would show the nearby residents. 

 

24.  As the planning application is still awaiting determination, I have not had 

regular site visits or conversations with Mr Tidd however most recently due 

to external advice being provided from an agricultural consultant which was 

un-supportive of the application, I have been in contact with Mr Tidd more 

regularly to allow him to air his frustration following receipt of the external 

advice. During these conversation Mr Tidd has voiced his annoyance with 

the external advice and explained that the advice isn’t accurate and 

supplied evidence in support of this. However, due to his frustration, during 

a  conversation with Mr Tidd on 29th June 2023, when I was called via 

mobile phone number 07734 817 859, Mr Tidd again reiterated that if the 



application were to be refused, he would sell the Site to Gypsies, he even 

went into detail of how many plots he would split the land in to and the 

money he would charge for this. Mr Tidd stated that he would split the land 

into 30 plots which would be sold at £20,000 a plot and he would then be 

able to walk away from the land having been reimbursed for the money 

that he has already invested. 

 
25.  I know this mobile phone number to be used by Mr Tidd as he has sent me 

various text message and videos which have at times included images of 

himself. I recognised the voice on the phone as Mr Tidd’s as he always 

begins the conversation with “it’s only William” he has a distinctive accent 

and stammer when he talks. I have spoken to Mr Tidd on many occasions 

since the start of the planning enforcement investigation and I am able to 

recognise the number and Mr Tidd’s voice. 

 
26.  Following a recent site visit from Planning Officer Graeme Hyde on 18th July 

2023 in relation to a recent application submitted for further buildings he 

met with Mr Tidd and had a general discussion about the Site and the 

progression of the retrospective planning application for the siting of the 

caravan for residential occupation. Graeme Hyde explained to me that while 

speaking with Mr Tidd he was advised that if planning permission was not 

granted, he would make one phone call and fill the Site with Gypsies. Mr 

Tidd was said to have sworn on his son’s life who was stood next to him at 

the time. A witness statement in relation to this conversation has been 

produced by Graeme Hyde which I produce as Exhibit DEF9. 

 

27.  On the 11th September 2023 while working from home I had logged on to 

check emails when I came across an email from a local resident dated 9th 

September 2023 at 13:51 hrs. the content of the email highlighted a 

conversation between the resident and Mr Tidd, during the conversation Mr 

Tidd reiterated the threats previously made to council officers and informed 

the resident that he would put 30 traveller plots on the field if he didn’t get 

his own way. I produce a copy of this email as Exhibit DEF10. 

 



28.  Later the same day I received a call from Mr Tidd on the same mobile 

phone number, Mr Tidd again introduced himself stating “its only me 

William” the call was received at 09:58 hrs. The conversation was general 

in tone discussing the applications but turned to the conversation between 

Mr Tidd and the local resident. Mr Tidd confirmed that content of the 

conversation and explained that he had informed the resident that he would 

sell 30 gypsy plots. He also stated that he had said to the resident “what 

would you prefer, 6 of us or 300. I took this to mean that there would be 

300 gypsies on the land if Mr Tidd sold the land off as plots. 

 
29.  Later that week while on Site visits within the district of East Lindsey I 

received a further call from Mr Tidd at 10:06 hrs, the call lasted for 13 

minutes and during the conversation the tone was very different, and Mr 

Tidd was very clearly in a poor place mentally due to the frustrations with 

the applications and the constant opposition from the locals. Mr Tidd was 

raising his voice and shouting during which he again reiterated the threats 

to sell the land to gypsies. My concern at this time was more about threats 

to harm himself and I focused on trying to calm the situation and to get Mr 

Tidd to go home and share the burden with his wife / partner. The call 

ended abruptly. 

 
30.  Mr Tidd called back almost immediately and appeared much calmer, this 

called referred to Mr Tidd’s earlier life and the struggles that he had 

experienced due to being a traveller but still contained a further threat to 

sell the land. I didn’t make anything of this and tried to offer help due to 

his current state of mind. Mr Tidd did also state during this conversation 

that if he didn’t hear anything with regards to his application for the 

additional barn by the weekend, he would begin building it anyway. I 

advised against this, but the call was then ended again. 

 
31.  On Monday 18th September 2023 at 08:22 hrs I received a video recording 

via WhatsApp. The recording showed a tractor towing a trailer entering the 

Lodge Lane Site in Minting carrying a 360° tracked excavator. The narrative 

that supported the video was Mr Tidd stating “there you go Dean, I am a 

man of my word, and I don’t lie, I told you by the weekend that if they 



didn’t give me no news work was gonna start, and work has started. 

Putting fences up today and digging holes to put the barn up. I’ve tried 

everything I can do; I have been advised by my solicitor to get in touch 

with the council cuz they are just fobbing me off”. The rest of the narrative 

was difficult to understand due to wind in the microphone. A copy of this 

video can be presented as evidence if required. 

 
32.  Despite advice not to do any further works this shows that Mr Tidd will 

continue to ignore the planning system if he does not get the results he 

requires and within his timelines. 

 
33.  A further call has been received from Mr Tidd on Wednesday 8th November 

2023 at 10:11 hrs, Mr Tidd called myself to establish what is happening 

with the submitted application and he also questioned what my informal 

opinion is, I explained that his application for the barns is likely to be 

approved but it was my opinion that the application for the siting of a 

caravan for residential use was likely to be refused at committee. I 

explained further that I believe that there is a likely permission, but this 

would need to be via an appeal, but this would require a good planning 

agent to assist with any appeal. 

 
34.  Mr Tidd thanked me for my opinion and went on to explain that he has had 

an offer for the land and that he was meeting with the prospective buyer at 

5pm on the same day. I asked if the buyer was a gypsy / traveller to which 

he responded, “not one”, we then joked briefly, and I said please don’t do 

this to me to Mr Tidd said that he really didn’t want to, but he is so fed up 

with how long it has taken he didn’t feel he had any choice. I continued and 

explained the appeal process, but he was of the opinion that there were no 

guarantees, and they would probably refuse his application in 3 years even 

if he was to win at appeal. 

Mr Tidd explained that the buyer is intending to set up 15 plots on the Site 

and that he had really wanted 30, the buyer has offered more money per 

plot but for a reduced amount. I asked how long the transaction is likely to 

take to which Mr Tidd explained that he has got to find somewhere else to 



live and to sell his animals so in his opinion they would need to allow him 

7-8 weeks to vacate the Site. 

 
35.  Due to the number of times that Mr Tidd has now repeated this threat (the 

use of the land being sold to Gypsies) and with a decision on the application 

now being imminent I believe that Mr Tidd will carry out the threats made if 

the application is not supported by the Council. It is my opinion that Mr 

Tidd does not wish to sell the land to Gypsy travellers and does wish to 

continue working in agriculture, I do believe that if the outcome is not in 

favour of support, then Mr Tidd will carry out his threat. 

 
36.  Mr Tidd has explained that he is a member of the Gypsy traveller 

community and has also confirmed that he is aware of the difficulties that 

exist when Councils try to remove Gypsies from land. He has also explained 

that he was aware of an enforcement case at a site in Norfolk (Holly Oaks, 

London Road, Sutton near Wymondham). He has stated that members of 

his family have resided on this site and is also aware that the families had 

been given 1 year to move off the site which is confirmed by a news article 

in the Eastern Daily Press produced as Exhibit DEF11. 

 

37.  It is for the above reasons that the Council apply to seek to restrain any 

further breaches of planning control which is likely to be the sub-division of 

an agricultural plot of land for the creation of an unauthorised Gypsy 

traveller site. The creation of an unauthorised Gypsy traveller site is likely 

to involve the importation of large quantities of aggregate to create 

hardstanding for the siting of caravans. The erection of sheds and fencing 

on each of the suggested plots to be created. This does not include the 

number of individuals that are likely to descend on this peaceful and quite 

rural part of East Lindsey that would not be suitable in Planning Policy 

terms for such a use. The Site is in a rural part of East Lindsey surrounded 

by agricultural fields in a small village with no amenities, there are no 

shops, libraries, schools, bus routes etc. In the 2011 census the population 

was 286, an unauthorised Gypsy / Traveller site could have the potential to 

attract at least a quarter of the entire village population with no facilities to 

cope with such a number of addition people. 



 
38.  An unauthorised Gypsy / Traveller site in this location, housing a large 

number of plastic caravans would be considered alien features. The access 

to the field would be unsuitable should the number of pedestrians and 

vehicles increase to anything over that of a single residential dwelling 

house or agricultural business. The lanes around the land are narrow and 

winding which would cause a danger to anyone using the highway. 

(Please refer to the planning policy assessment further down in this 

statement.) 

 
39.  In accordance with the Public Sector Equality Duty under s149 of the 

Equality Act 2010 I have had due regard to the need to (a) eliminate 

discrimination, harassment, victimisation; (b) advance equality of 

opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic 

(such as members of the Gypsy and Traveller community) and persons who 

do not share it (such as the neighbouring settled community); and (c) 

foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it. In this regard, and in 

coming to my decision to seek injunctive relief, I acknowledge that it may 

well have a negative impact on protected persons (the Gypsies and 

Travellers likely to occupy the Land) but I do not consider that the benefit 

of allowing them to use the Land as a Gypsy traveller site in the absence of 

a planning permission will make the use acceptable to neighbouring 

residents or outweigh the harm that would be caused by preventing them 

from doing so. 

 
Planning Policy Assessment 

 
40.  I have requested a policy assessment from Planning Policy and Research 

Service Manager Simon Milson who has provided the following statement: 

 

41.  Policy SP12 of the East Lindsey District Council Local Plan 2018 relates to 

the provision of Gypsy, Traveller, and Travelling Show people 

accommodation. It is broadly supportive under specific circumstances (not 

dissimilar to housing) including a locational aspect in that the sites should 

be adjacent to or in reasonable proximity to a town or large village. The 



Local Plan also allocates 3 sites to address the need identified in our 2016 

Gypsy Traveller and Show people Needs Accommodation Assessment 

(GTNA). 

 

42.  The Site in question does not form part of one of these allocations and 

would therefore fail to be considered under the above-mentioned policy and 

the general thrust of the Local Plan (for example considerations such as 

appropriateness of the location, flood risk, impact on the character of the 

area, highway safety considerations etc).  

 

43.  The 2016 GTNA identifies a need across the district, 3 sites are allocated in 

the Local Plan to address this. None of the 3 allocations in the Local Plan 

have been developed / completed for use yet.  

 

44.  However, we have recently had the GTNA updated, and it paints a different 

picture now. It advises that there is no identified need for permanent 

pitches and that the majority of our Gypsy, Traveller and Show people 

population is made up of a few already settled families, a number of over-

wintering Show people sites, and a transient summer population that visit 

the coast for their holidays. As such it recommends that in order to address 

this the Council could enter into an agreement with a couple of local 

landowners on the coast to use land as temporary summer sites to 

accommodate those visiting.  

 

45.  The 2016 GTNA is the one that underpins the current policy position. The 

2022 GTNA has been produced and will underpin the reviewed Local Plan 

that we are working on and that is likely to be ready sometime next year. 

 
46.  Given the above information provided by Simon Milson it is clearly that a 

Gypsy traveller site in this location would not be acceptable as it is not in 

the proximity of a Town or large village. Furthermore, it does not comply 

with the East Lindsey District Council Local Plan SP12 whereby it is not one 

of the 3 identified sites under the 2016 GTNA. 

 
Injunction application without notice. 



 

47.  It is the opinion of the council that a without notice application is necessary 

in this case to prevent the owner expediting the sale of the land and 

creating an unauthorised gypsy / traveller site. Mr Tidd has shown that if he 

wanted to create a site that he has the resources to do so quickly as this 

was the case with the siting of the residential caravan, erection of the barn 

and the fact that he was able call in the assistance of a 360° Excavator 

when he was carrying out further works on the land under the threat to 

erect another barn without planning permission. 

 

48. I appreciate that there is a duty of candour which I must discharge given 

the claim is brought without notice. To that end, I have reflected upon what 

points could properly be made against the Council. The 1st defendant may 

say that the threats were simply "hot air" and he has no real intention to 

follow through. He may also say that it is disproportionate and heavy-

handed of the Council to seek an injunction. For the reasons I have already 

given, I do not think that this is accurate or fair.  

 

49.  I am told that the practice direction requires that 21 days must elapse 

between the defendants being personally served with the proceedings and 

the first hearing ("the notice"). I am firmly of the view that should the 

notice be given, it would defeat the purpose of the injunction as it could 

encourage the defendants to (i) expedite the unlawful activity prior to the 

first hearing and/or (ii) make themselves scarce to avoid service. There is a 

sense of urgency to ensure that the restraint is in place soon to afford 

protection to the Land. 

 

Persons Unknown. 

 

50.  I am told that there is a 6-fold leal test which was articulated in Boyd & 

Anor v Ineos Upstream Ltd & Ors [2019] EWCA Civ 515 when the Court 

comes to decide when the injunction ought to apply against un-named 

defendants. I shall now address each of these 6 points, in turn:  



a) There is sufficient and imminent risk of a tortious act being committed 

such as to justify the application of this ‘quia timet’ relief. I remain 

satisfied that there is a significant risk of further breaches of planning 

control given the threats which have been made and appear credible. 

 

b) It is impossible to identify the perpetrator of the apprehended 

breaches of planning control unless they were restrained. In particular, 

the Council has no way of knowing the names of those people who 

might be tempted to occupy the Land in the future and nor is there 

any way for the Council to elicit this information. It is a "known 

unknown". 

 

c) The likelihood of giving notice of the injunction and the method of 

doing can be set out on the face of the order. This has been done in 

the draft order which I have seen. 

 

d) The terms of the injunction are not so wide as to prohibit lawful 

conduct and refer directly to the apprehended breaches of planning 

control. I am satisfied that the injunction is tailored to the 

apprehended breaches and merely restrains unlawful conduct. 

 

e) The terms of the order are sufficiently clear to allow persons who could 

be affected by the injunction to know what they cannot do. 

 

f) There are clear temporal and geographical limits to the injunction as 

the restraint is limited to a single site and its terms will be fixed for a 

determinate (and relatively modest) period of time.  

 

Injunction if granted. 

 

51.  The granting of an injunction would not involve any detrimental impacts to 

human rights as the First Defendant will be able to continue to live on the 

Site in the caravan until such a time that a decision is made on the current 

application. Thereafter the Council would give appropriate compliance 



periods in any planning enforcement notices such that Mr Tidd could cease 

the unlawful use of the land. The application is to restrict any further 

unauthorised development or change of use of the land as threatened by 

the First Defendant and nothing more. 

 

52.  I believe that without injunctive relief there will be further such breaches of 

planning control should a refusal decision be given for the current 

retrospective planning permission. 

 

53.  I have reached the conclusion that seeking injunctive relief to effectively 

prevent the uncontrolled use of the Land in breach of planning control is 

necessary, expedient, and proportionate in the public interest. The Council 

therefore applies for an injunction to restrain breaches of planning control 

unless the prior written approval of the Council is obtained. 

 

 

STATEMENT OF TRUTH 

 

I understand that proceedings for contempt of court may be brought against 

anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false statement in a document 

verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its truth. 

 

I believe that the contents of this witness statement are true. 

 

Signed:  

 

Date: 9th November 2023 
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From: Ed Morton <ekmltd@btconnect 
Sent: 09 September 2023 13:51 
To: Flower, Dean <Dean.Flower@e-lindsey.gov.uk> 
Cc: Hyde, Graeme <graeme.hyde@e-lindsey.gov.uk> 
Subject: tidd Minting urgent! 
Importance: High 
 

 

 
I have after informing Mr Tidd his calves were out as any neighbour would do been in 
conversation with Mr Tidd (not prompted by myself) as to why I complain about his activity. 
He talks but doesn't listen and after a very calm not confrontational conversation to try and 
explain both sides he informs me that he will put 30 traveller plots on the field if he doesn't 
get his way and he has informed both of you this is the case - he also now informs me he 
was in Newark site which worries me even more as I have had theft by those travellers and 
there reputation precedes them (ask the police)! 
Question is - he says you can't stop him doing that - is that true ? He also says as he has all 
along that if a legal document is drawn up, he will sign to say that it will never be a gypsy 
site. 
I quote him with the Gypsy phrase as he likes to think every comment is racist when in fact, 
he is the only one using that word in meetings etc and I have seen no evidence of people 
harassing him or his family and I seem to be getting the brunt although it being un-true . 
Apparently, this is not a threat although it clearly is as he detailed how they would invade 
our property and make our lives a misery to the extent of driving us out and he would "buy 
a new motor home and drive off with a tidy profit"  
SO is this true that he has told you both this and is it possible to ACTUALLY stop him as this 
is now causing myself worry and anxiety that I just don't get. PLEASE give myself and my 
neighbours a frank answer to this as we deserve to know - my whole life's work depends on 
this so please don't make light of this. 
My employees, customers (of which ELDC are 1), and the farmer that rents my land will all 
be adversely affected. 
 My mobile number is below and I would very much appreciate a call to talk about this 
development. 
 
Regards Ed Morton  
EKM Limited 
Cherry tree Farm 
Lodge Lane 
Minting 
Horncastle  
Lincolnshire 
LN9 5NR 
01507 578066 / 07767 463481 
Registered in England and Wales 4738949 

 
Caution: This message originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe it is 
suspicious please forward to Suspicious.Emails@pspsl.co.uk and delete the email.  



IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE 

KING’S BENCH DIVISION 

BIRMINGHAM DISTRICT REGISTRY 

 

BETWEEN: 

 

EAST LINDSEY DISTRICT COUNCIL  

Claimant 

-and- 

(1) MR WILLIAM EDWARD TIDD 
(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN BRINGING CARAVANS TO LIVE IN OR 

UNDERTAKING DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY SECTION 55 OF THE 
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 TO THE LAND AT THE 

REAR OF MEADOWN VIEW, FARM, LODGE LANE, MINTING  
 

Defendants 

 

 

DEF11 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Travellers given year to leave village site 
after appeal defeat 

 
 

Andrew Biddle, Mr Tidd, Fred Smith from the Romany rights association and 
Simon Jay (Image: George Thompson) 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
WYMONDHAM 

 
By David HannantDHannant87 
Specialist reporter: health and education 
 

A community of travellers who settled in a south Norfolk village have been 
given a year to find new homes after an appeal was thrown out. 

Holly Oaks is a traveller settlement on land of London Road in Suton, near 
Wymondham, and is home to families living across eight pitches. 



In March 2020, South Norfolk Council took enforcement action against the 
camp, which was set up without the benefit of planning permission, but 11 
people based there all submitted appeals to the Planning Inspectorate against 
this. 

/George Thompson) 

But after inspector Simon Hand ruled in the council's favour, the families have 
been left with a year to find alternative arrangements. 

In his report, Mr Hand wrote: "I am obliged to consider the best interests of 
the children, which is a primary consideration, and have had that uppermost 
in my mind, along with the human rights of the appellants, their right to a 
home and to retain their cultural lifestyle. 

"However, the site is prominent and incongruous and causes significant harm 
to the landscape. 

"It harms the setting of the nearby non-designated heritage assets and is 
disproportionate in size and would dominate the nearby settled community. 

"These factors are sufficiently serious and of sufficient weight that they are 
not outweighed by the factors in favour of granting planning permission." 



) 

The inspector instead ruled that the site must be vacated, with the families 
living there given 12 months to do so. 

It comes as a blow to the families that have settled there, who had pleaded to 
be given a stay of execution. 

Speaking previously, Simon Jay, one of those living on the site said: "What 
more do we have to do? If we are moved off here, we will have to travel 
around Norfolk again - we do not want to do that. 

"We are trying to stop people being stressed with us." 

Mr Hand noted that the existing traveller pitch in the town, on Chepore Lane, 
had not been a consideration in making his decision. 

He added: "I recognise the situation the appellants are in. I consider this to be 
the wrong site in the wrong location." 

 


