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Witness Statement: Stuart 
Richardson
Filed on behalf of the Claimant
Ashfield District Council
Dated: 03rd August 2026
Witness Statement: 2
Exhibits: 2

IN THE NOTTINGHAM COUNTY COURT     CLAIM NO       N00MF348            

BETWEEN

ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL    Claimant

- And –
[1] MR JOHN PRICE
[2] MR IAN COX
[3] MR ARRAM THOMAS PRICE
[4] MR ACER PRICE
[5] PERSONS UNKOWN RESIDENTIALLY OCCUPYING THE
 SITE AND/OR CARRYING OUT DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY SECTION 
55 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 AT THE SITE
land to the east of Woodend Public House off Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite, 
Nottingham 
NG17 2QJ      

WITNESS STATEMENT OF STUART RICHARDSON

1. I Stuart Richardson, Senior Compliance and Enforcement 

Officer (Consultant), employed by Ashfield District Council 

("the Claimant") based at Urban Road, Kirkby In Ashfield, 

make this statement in addition to my statement of 8th July 

2026 will say as follows:

2. In so far as the content of this statement is within my own personal 

knowledge it is true and in so far as it is not within my personal knowledge 

it is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

3. In relation to service on the 5th defendant, “persons unknown”, I sent a 

request to the councils web content team requesting copies of the full bundle 

of injunction documents to be displayed on the councils planning page as 

soon as possible. The documents have been displayed on the councils 

website as of the morning of 30th July 2026 on the councils planning 
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enforcement register webpage, alongside the “old” injunction documents 

relating to this site.  I attach an image showing the page in question which 

is produced and shown marked as Exhibit SR25.

4. In addition to the above I also sent a request to the councils corporate 

communications team on 29th July 2026 asking that an article be produced 

to appear on the council’s homepage drawing attention to persons unknown 

regarding the above documents and initial hearing. I attach an image 

showing the councils homepage and the article in question which has been 

displayed since 30th July 2026 shown as Exhibit SR26.

5. I believe that the facts stated in this Statement are true. 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.

Signed Stuart Richardson 

Dated   03rd August 2026
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I certify that this is a true copy of the document referred to in my statement of 03rd August 
2026 marked as Exhibit SR25 

Date: 03rd August 2026 

Signed: Stuart Richardson 
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I certify that this is a true copy of the document referred to in my statement of 03rd August 
2026 marked as Exhibit SR26 

Date: 03rd August 2026 

Signed: Stuart Richardson 
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Witness Statement: Stuart 
Richardson
Filed on behalf of the Claimant
Ashfield District Council
Dated: 14th September 2026
Witness Statement: 3
Exhibits: 36

IN THE NOTTINGHAM COUNTY COURT     CLAIM NO       N00MF348            

BETWEEN

ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL    Claimant

- And –
[1] MR JOHN PRICE
[2] MR ADRIAN MICHAEL COX
[3] MR ARRAM THOMAS PRICE
[4] MR ACER PRICE
[5] PERSONS UNKOWN RESIDENTIALLY OCCUPYING THE
 SITE AND/OR CARRYING OUT DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY SECTION 
55 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 AT THE SITE
land to the east of Woodend Public House off Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite, 
Nottingham 
NG17 2QJ      

WITNESS STATEMENT OF STUART RICHARDSON

1. I Stuart Richardson, Senior Compliance and Enforcement 

Officer (Consultant), employed by Sapphire DNP Limited 

working on behalf of Ashfield District Council ("the Claimant") 

based at Urban Road, Kirkby In Ashfield, make this statement 

in addition to my statement of 03rd August 2026 will say as 

follows:

2. In so far as the content of this statement is within my own personal 

knowledge it is true and in so far as it is not within my personal knowledge 

it is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

3. In relation to service on the 5th defendant, “persons unknown”, I sent a 

request to the council’s web content team requesting copies of interim 

injunction granted before DJ Wylie and notice of the hearing on 22nd 

September 2026 to be displayed on the council’s planning page as soon as 
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possible. The documents have been displayed on the council’s website as 

of the morning of 10th September 2026 on the council’s planning 

enforcement register webpage, alongside the “old” injunction documents 

relating to this site and the injunction bundle in relation to the most recent 

hearing on 05th August 2026 before DJ Wylie. I attach an image showing 

the page in question which is produced and shown marked as Exhibit SR27.

4. In addition to the above I also sent a request to the council’s corporate 

communications team on 09th September 2026 asking that an article be 

produced to appear on the council’s homepage drawing attention to persons 

unknown regarding the interim injunction granted and notification of the 

hearing of 22nd September 2026. An image is produced showing the page 

in question marked at Exhibit SR28 showing that the article has been 

displayed from 11th September 2026.

5. Ownership of different parcels of land and selection of named 
defendants 

6. In support of an injunction to seek mandatory relief following the granting of 

an interim injunction for prohibitive relief I would like to further outline the 

position in respect of land ownership across the different parcels of land on 

site and why each named defendants have been selected and I would start 

with the “existing site”.

7. The land registry title produced at Exhibit SR6 identifies Adrian Michael Cox 

of 54 Linden Road, Creswell, Worksop as being the registered owner of the 

land and I now produce a copy of the land registry plan at Exhibit SR29 

which clearly denotes the land within his ownership. In respect of the 

“existing land”, the council is seeking mandatory relief against the named 

defendants, requiring them to “shrink” the existing site back to 3 pitches 

which, would continue to be both unauthorised and illegal until such time it 

was formalised by way of a further planning permission or the use was to 

cease.  As outlined in my statement of 08th July 2026, the council would be 

within its rights to seek mandatory relief against requiring the whole use to 

cease and removal of all development connected with it having regard to 

the planning inspector’s decision and conditions attached to it in “Appeal B”. 
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8.  In respect of the “land to the north”, this is the area of land referred to in my 

statement of 8th July 2026 that has been expanded onto from the “existing 

site” including the depositing of hardcore and stationing of caravans for 

residential use and erection of fencing etc. This land has not been the 

subject of any previous enforcement action or covered by any previous 

planning decision. As outlined in my statement of 8th July 2026 a land 

registry search was undertaken on 23rd April 2026 which identified John 

Tyson Price and Arram Thomas Price as being the registered owners of the 

land as of 12th May 2025. A copy of that land registry title and plan is 

produced and shown marked at Exhibit SR30. In respect of this land the 

council is seeking mandatory relief against John Tyson Price and Arram 

Thomas Price as landowners to cease the unauthorised residential use of 

the land in its totality and removal of all associated caravans and 

development. No planning permission has been granted, and it is the 

council’s informal opinion that an application to “retain” the traveller site as 

it stands today would be unlikely to gain planning permission having regard 

to the material planning considerations at hand and that the planning 

inspector previously only found a 3 pitch site on the “existing site” to be 

acceptable. As previously outlined the development as it stands today is far 

removed from what the inspector found to be acceptable. Further evidence 

in respect of planning harm is provided within the witness statement of 

Daniel Power. 

9. With regard to the “land to the south” this is land immediately to the rear of 

the two bungalows which adjoin the site called ‘Clovelly’ and ‘Springwood’. 

In respect of Clovelly, this is the land referred to in my statement of 08th July 

2026 where the temporary stop notice was served in September 2025. A 

land registry search was carried out on 03rd October 2025 which identified 

a Mr Carr Smith as being the registered landowner which is produced and 

shown marked as Exhibit SR31. The land in question forms part and parcel 

of the continued unauthorised and illegal residential occupation of the land 

as it was previously included within the enforcement notice served in March 

2023. However, the council received an email on 16th February 2026 from 

Mr Smith’s solicitor, a summary of which states that they were confused as 

to why they had received the temporary stop notice in 2025, that Mr Smith 
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does not reside at the property at present due to ill health, and that Mr Smith 

had neither carried out nor instructed any of the works carried out on his 

land which the occupants/owners of the traveller site are refusing to put the 

land back as it was. It is on this basis that the council has elected not to 

pursue Mr Smith as a defendant given that it appears he has neither 

permitted or caused to be carried out any of the breaches of planning control 

of land within his ownership and would have no power to comply with other 

elements of the mandatory order sought if he was included.

10. I have produced further plan which is shown at Exhibit SR32 to demonstrate 

how the different parcels of land are linked with landownership and how they 

are related to the previous planning and enforcement notice appeals and 

temporary stop notice. 

11.This land was covered by the enforcement notice served in 2023 but was 

not included within the red line of the planning application site boundary. 

The council commissioned a drone survey which was carried out on our 

behalf on 08th August 2026, it appears the land in question is currently being 

used to park commercial vehicles and the storage of waste and scrap. I 

attach a copy of a drone survey image taken on our behalf which is produced 

and shown throughout images of the whole site at Exhibit SR33 below. 

12.  In respect of the drone survey carried out on the council’s behalf on 08th 

August 2026, I attach a number of images shown and marked as Exhibit 

SR33. It appears that there are a minimum of 10 plots, including 8 static 

caravans, 20 touring caravans, personal and commercial vehicles, 

hardstanding and other associated development and paraphernalia, none 

of which has the benefit of planning permission. It came to my attention 08th 

September 2026 that a retrospective application had been submitted for a 

14-pitch traveller site but which was currently invalid and I will further 

address these points below. 

13.  With regard to the selection of Acer Price as a named defendant, whilst he 

does not have a legal interest in any of the land as a registered landowner, 

he is a known occupier of the land and therefore has been responsible for 

the carrying out of a portion of the breaches of planning control in respect 
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of his occupation of the land. In addition, whilst carrying out online research 

on 8th July 2026 I noted that Acer Price had placed an advert on a 

community Facebook page seeking for someone to carry out works on his 

plot and identified himself as living on this site and he was then included on 

the proposed order.

14.  Fresh planning application received and information relating to 
occupants of the site and implications on Article 8 HRA issues, PSED 
& Equality Impact Assessment

15.On Tuesday 8th September 2026 I was made aware than an application had 

been submitted under reference V/2026/0572 for a 14 pitch traveller site for 

one family group had been submitted by an agent, Mr Martyn Winfield, on 

behalf of John & Arram Price. I was asked by the councils planning 

administration team to assist in the initial validation given my knowledge of 

the site. I attach a copy of the planning application and associated 

documents submitted which is produced and shown marked as Exhibit 

SR34.

16.  It appeared to me that the documents submitted weren’t accurate, namely 

that the wrong ownership certificate had been submitted as certificate A had 

been completed on the applicant’s behalf but they do not own all of the land, 

that the site location plan did not include the whole of the unauthorised site 

in question and that the plans submitted did not appear to accurately reflect 

what had been carried out on site. I was also informed that the fee had not 

yet been paid and that the planning administration team had written to the 

agent outlining why the application was invalid. A copy of that letter is shown 

with Exhibit SR34. The details required to be submitted are remediable, 

have been bought to the attention of the applicant’s agent and should the 

required details be submitted, the application could be validated. However, 

following discussions between senior officers and given there is an extant 

enforcement notice on part of the land for which planning permission has 

now been applied for, the council in its function as local planning authority 

intends to decline to determine the application having regard to Section 70C 

of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and informed their agent Mr 

Martyn Winfield on 15th September 2026.
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17.  In my statement of 08th July 2026 I outlined that coming to the course of 

action the council had decided on had consumed many hours of officer time 

weighing up the positives and negatives, the needs of the adults and 

children on site and that it would ultimately result in the eviction of some of 

those families on site. I further outlined that no information had ever 

specifically been provided as to the needs of those on site and prior to taking 

further enforcement action the council sought to engage with the 

owners/occupiers on site to assess any welfare requirements, but no details 

had been forthcoming. I would reiterate that the proposed course of action 

the council has decided on has not been taken lightly, and due regard has 

been given to the public sector equality duty, human rights act and equality 

act within my statement of 8th July 2026. I must again reiterate that the best 

interests of the children on the site are a primary consideration and are 

being taken into consideration in the outcome that has been decided on. As 

previously outlined in my statement of 08th July 2026 the numbers of 

children on site have never been fully aware to the knowledge of the council 

for us to consider. Having regard to the drone survey undertaken on 8th 

August 2026 it appears that there are at present a minimum of 10 plots on 

site. The details submitted with the invalid planning application for 14 plots 

indicate there are 34 children under the age of 18 either currently residing 

or intending to reside following determination of the planning application. 

The reason given for many of those wanting to reside on site is for a settled 

environment for their children and family. However, it is my view that a 

wholly unauthorised gypsy and traveller site, a partly illegal gypsy and 

traveller site, would not be a settled or sustainable environment, and the on-

site environment would not be an optimal space in which to raise those 

children. It is indicated that some of the children attend Brierley Park Primary 

School and some are home tutored, but it is not clear in the specifics of 

which children do and do not. It is noted that it would obviously cause a level 

of distress and upset in potentially requiring some number of children to 

move from what they know as their home and schools if they were evicted 

from this site. 

18.However that being said, the council is now in receipt of information that it 

did not have before in terms of those occupying the site, children on site etc 
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and as promised I will now reassess those needs against the proposed 

action the council is pursuing against the best interests of all involved. The 

council including senior officers, have considered the new information 

submitted with care. 

19.  Included within Exhibit SR34 is a document which lists those who are 

occupying the site, their ages, associated medical conditions etc. I have 

produced a further document produced as Exhibit SR35 which assesses the 

relevant human rights implications and an equality impact assessment is 

produced and shown marked as Exhibit SR36. 

20.  In summary of the above documents, the proposed action that the council 

is seeking to take, will interfere with the article 8 rights of those residing on 

the site who have protected characteristics as an ethnic minority, and will 

result in the eviction of a number of families including a number of children 

This decision is not taken lightly and it is considered that this course of action 

is proportionate and justified given that;

• The council is not proposing to be as robust as it could be. It could 

be proposing to require all occupants to vacate the existing site but 

having considered all the available information to date would not be 

considered justified or proportionate hence the actions of the council 

are to be as reasonable as it can be whilst balancing the needs of 

those on site against the planning harm caused by the unauthorised 

development and maintaining integrity and public confidence in the 

planning system within the district. 

• That the development as it stands today across all parcels of land on 

the site is unauthorised and harmful in planning terms, and in respect 

of the “existing site” is both unauthorised and illegal. The breaches 

of planning control have continued to expand exponentially over time 

and I would have no confidence that if it were not for the actions of 

an interim injunction that has now been granted that it would continue 

to do so.

• The inspector’s decision found that a 3 pitch site on the existing land 

was acceptable, however as it stands today is at least a 10 pitch site 
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in addition to site spreading onto further land that they own. 

Furthermore, the policy context has shifted from when the inspector 

came to the decision that they did. As outlined in my statement of 8th 

July 2026 the council no longer has an unmet need which it did at the 

time of the appeal and whilst it does not know where the occupants 

that would be evicted from this site would go and the upset and 

disruption it would cause them and their children has identified the 

other sites within our district, and within neighbouring districts.

• Ultimately the length of the compliance period for eviction is in the 

hands of the court. A more generous period could be granted, which 

would mitigate the extent of the inconvenience, stress and disruption.

• In the event of eviction I would like to reiterate and emphasise that 

the council would not simply wash its hands of those evicted from the 

site, some of those who will likely have children. Should the court 

grant mandatory relief, homelessness is not an inevitable 

consequence and those with children would  be considered a priority 

given the councils housing team has a statutory duty in this regard in 

terms of their housing options and homelessness. 

21.  In conclusion, notwithstanding the planning application submitted and 

additional information supplied the council considers that it would be 

proportionate and justified to require the named defendants to shrink the 

existing site to 3 pitches given the ongoing unauthorised and illegal 

occupation of the land and also require the named defendants to cease the 

unauthorised use and removal of all associated development from the “land 

to the north” until such time that any planning application or associated 

appeals etc have been dealt with.

22. I believe that the facts stated in this Statement are true. 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.

Signed: Stuart Richardson 

Dated: 15th September 2026
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These are the notes referred to on the following official copy

The electronic official copy of the title plan follows this message.

Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.  We will not issue a paper official copy.

This official copy was delivered electronically and when printed will not be to scale.  You can obtain a paper

official copy by ordering one from HM Land Registry.

This official copy is issued on 26 November 2025 shows the state of this title plan on 26 November 2025 at

11:19:00. It is admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original (s.67 Land Registration Act 2002).

This title plan shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions

in scale. Measurements scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the

ground.

This title is dealt with by the HM Land Registry, Nottingham Office .
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This official copy is incomplete without the preceding notes page.
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These are the notes referred to on the following official copy

The electronic official copy of the title plan follows this message.

Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.  We will not issue a paper official copy.

This official copy was delivered electronically and when printed will not be to scale.  You can obtain a paper
official copy by ordering one from HM Land Registry.

This official copy is issued on 23 April 2026 shows the state of this title plan on 23 April 2026 at 16:34:58. It is
admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original (s.67 Land Registration Act 2002).  This title plan
shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions in scale.
Measurements scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the ground.
This title is dealt with by the HM Land Registry, Nottingham Office .

© Crown copyright. Produced by HM Land Registry. Reproduction in whole or in part is prohibited without the
prior written permission of Ordnance Survey. Licence Number AC0000851063.
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This official copy is incomplete without the preceding notes page.
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The electronic official copy of the register follows this message.

Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.  We will not issue a
paper official copy.
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Title number NT358075 Edition date 12.05.2025

– This official copy shows the entries on the register of title on
23 APR 2026 at 16:34:57.

– This date must be quoted as the "search from date" in any
official search application based on this copy.

– The date at the beginning of an entry is the date on which
the entry was made in the register.

– Issued on 23 Apr 2026.
– Under s.67 of the Land Registration Act 2002, this copy is

admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original.
– This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Nottingham

Office.

A: Property Register
This register describes the land and estate comprised in the title.
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE : ASHFIELD

1 (11.03.1986) The Freehold land shown edged with red on the plan of the
above Title filed at the Registry and being land on the East side of
Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite.

2 The mines and minerals together with ancillary powers of working are
excepted.

B: Proprietorship Register
This register specifies the class of title and identifies the owner. It contains
any entries that affect the right of disposal.

Title absolute
1 (12.05.2025) PROPRIETOR: JOHN TYSON PRICE of 22a Back Lane, Huthwaite,

Sutton-In-Ashfield NG17 2LL and ARRAM THOMAS PRICE of 3 Caravan Park,
Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite, Sutton-In-Ashfield NG17 2QJ and of
arramprice@icloud.com.

2 (12.05.2025) The price stated to have been paid on 8 May 2025 was
£10,000.

3 (12.05.2025) RESTRICTION: No disposition by a sole proprietor of the
registered estate (except a trust corporation) under which capital
money arises is to be registered unless authorised by an order of the
court.

C: Charges Register
This register contains any charges and other matters that affect the land.
1 The land is subject to the following rights reserved by a Conveyance of

the land in this title and other land dated 7 August 1962 made between
(1) Thomas Edward Turner (Vendor) and (2) Charles Edward Burton
(Purchaser):-
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C: Charges Register continued
"EXCEPT AND RESERVING unto the Vendor and his successors in title and
his and their tenants servants visitors and others (in common with the
Purchaser and his successors in title and all other persons authorised
by him or them) a right of way at all times and for all purposes and
with or without animals carts carriages motor and other vehicles over
and along the close of land hereby conveyed as a means of access to and
egress from the adjoining land of the Vendor being Fields Numbers 5636
and 7451 on the said Ordnance Survey Map the Vendors and his successors
in title contributing from time to time a proportionate part of the
cost of keeping the said right of way in good repair and condition."

NOTE: The adjoining land of the Vendors adjoins the north eastern
boundary of the land in this title.

End of register

Title number NT358075
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The electronic official copy of the register follows this message.

Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.  We will not issue a
paper official copy.
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Title number NT585208 Edition date 17.11.2023

– This official copy shows the entries on the register of title on
03 OCT 2025 at 08:34:07.

– This date must be quoted as the "search from date" in any
official search application based on this copy.

– The date at the beginning of an entry is the date on which
the entry was made in the register.

– Issued on 03 Oct 2025.
– Under s.67 of the Land Registration Act 2002, this copy is

admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original.
– This title is dealt with by HM Land Registry, Nottingham

Office.

A: Property Register
This register describes the land and estate comprised in the title.
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE : ASHFIELD

1 (17.11.2023) The Freehold land shown edged with red on the plan of the
above title filed at the Registry and being Clovelly, Chesterfield
Road, Huthwaite, Sutton-In-Ashfield (NG17 2QJ).

2 (17.11.2023) By a Conveyance dated 16 November 1908 made between (1)
Godfrey Bostock and others (the Vendors) and (2) David Whittingham (the
Purchaser) the land in this title and other land was conveyed subject
as follows:

"Save nevertheless and except out of the Conveyance hereby made the
existing rights of the Lord of the Manor of Mansfield of and in the
coal ironstone and other minerals lying and being within and under the
hereditaments"

B: Proprietorship Register
This register specifies the class of title and identifies the owner. It contains
any entries that affect the right of disposal.

Title absolute
1 (17.11.2023) PROPRIETOR: CARR SMITH of Clovelly, Chesterfield Road,

Huthwaite, Sutton-In-Ashfield NG17 2QJ.

2 (17.11.2023) The value stated as at 17 November 2023 was £311,000.

End of register
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These are the notes referred to on the following official copy

The electronic official copy of the title plan follows this message.

Please note that this is the only official copy we will issue.  We will not issue a paper official copy.

This official copy was delivered electronically and when printed will not be to scale.  You can obtain a paper

official copy by ordering one from HM Land Registry.

This official copy is issued on 03 October 2025 shows the state of this title plan on 03 October 2025 at

08:34:07. It is admissible in evidence to the same extent as the original (s.67 Land Registration Act 2002).

This title plan shows the general position, not the exact line, of the boundaries. It may be subject to distortions

in scale. Measurements scaled from this plan may not match measurements between the same points on the

ground.

This title is dealt with by the HM Land Registry, Nottingham Office .
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This official copy is incomplete without the preceding notes page.
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Validation Sheet 
 
Land Adjacent Woodend Inn Chesterfield Road 
Huthwaite  
 
UPRN10070859614 
 
Ward:  Huthwaite and Brierley 
 
Is The Application Valid? NO 
 
If No Why? 
Reasons: 
1. Please confirm that the Site Location Plan encompasses the whole of 
the site, as our historic images appear to include more land than is 
suggested on the enclosed Site Location Plan. 
2. Ownership certificate A has been signed however we believe this 
should be Ownership certificate B. Please confirm and if required sign 
the attached Ownership certificate and serve notice to all owners of 
the land. 
3. The Site Layout Plan requires critical dimensions for the whole of 
the site as well as for each pitch area adding in metric. Please ensure 
the whole of the application site is included. 
4. Elevations of the static and tourer caravans are required with all 
measurements in metric, to scale 1:100 including measurements to the 
eaves and ridge of the roof.  
5. Floorplans are required for each of the static and tourer caravans, 
annotated with floor space use and measurements in metric to scale 
1:100 
6. A planning fee of £7908.00 is required. 
£7908.00 (12 x £659.00) 
15 statics less 3 already have permission for. 
 
If Yes what is the start date for the application:  
 
 
Ref No V/2026/0572  

 
Allocated to Officer  

 
Date received 04/09/2026 

 
Location Land Adjacent 
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Woodend Inn 
Chesterfield Road 
Huthwaite 
Nottinghamshire 
NG17 2QS 
 

Application Type FUL 
 

Fee Paid  
 

Fee Required £7908.00 (12 x £659.00) 
15 statics less 3 already have permission for. 

Amount Outstanding  
 

Payment Tracker/General Ledger Check 
Checked? 

YES/NO 

Date and Time Payment Tracker/General Ledger 
Check Checked? 

INSERT DATE AND TIME 
 

Receipt No  
 

Date of Receipt  
 

Constraints NATS 
Radon 
 

Constraints Notes Mineral workings 
 

Environmental Health Buffer  
 

Planning History of Site PEQ/2021/0212 
V/2022/0391 
 

PS Code 5 
 

Ownership Certficate  
 

New Dwellings  
 

Application Description Application To Extend the Existing Travellers 
Site From 3 Pitches to 14 Pitches including 15 
Static Caravans, 14 Day Rooms, 15 Touring 
Pitches and Associated Parking 
 

  
CHECK PSCODE IS IT A MAJOR? 

A major planning application is: 

 The creation of 10 or more residential units. 
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 Residential development of on a site of 0.5 hectares or more (where the 

number of residential units is not yet known i.e. for outline applications) 

 Non-Residential development or change of use on a site of at least 1 

hectare 

 Creation or change of use of 1000 square metres or more of gross floor 

space (not including housing) 

 CONSULTATION 

Press Notice Required: Yes OR No Reason for Advert 

 
Site Notice Required: Yes OR No   Reason for Advert:  
 
Resident Required: Yes OR No (Please indicate on an uploaded site plan, add 
to Iplan via GIS button  or specify here) 

PLEASE TICK THE REQUIRED CONSULTEES √  (copy the red tick next to any 
required Consultees) 

Required CONSULTEE 

√  ACK Letter - Acknowledgement Letter 
 Active Travel England 
 A.D.C Drainage 
 A.D.C Environmental Health 
 A.D.C Housing Strategy 
 A.D.C Planning Policy & Projects 
 A.D.C Regeneration 
 ADC - Arboricultual Officer 
 ADC - Landscaping 
 ADC - Private Sector Enforcement 
 ADC - Urban Design Officer 
 Annesley & Felley PC 
 Clerk to Selston Parish Council 
 Coal Authority 
 Environment Agency 
 HS2 Ltd 
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 Health & Safety Executive 
 Health Authority - CCG 
 Historic England 
 Local Lead Flood Team 
 MAJOR PROJECT GROUP 
 Natural England 
 Network Rail 
 Nottinghamshire Constabulary (Crime Prevention) 
 Nottinghamshire County Council (Archaeology) 
 Nottinghamshire County Councill  (Ecologist) 
 Nottinghamshire County Council (Planning Policy) 
 Nottinghamshire County Council (Rights Of Way) 
 Nottinghamshire County Council - Education 
 Nottinghamshire County Council - Highways 
 Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 
 Severn Trent Water Limited 
 Skegby Stanton Hill And Teversal N Forum 
 Teversal Community Association 
Other Consultations 
Required Please 
Specify 

 
 

 ADC Ecology 
 ADC EH Contamination  
  

Notts CC Petroleum Enforcement Authority 
(PEA)  

 Notts CC Children and Families 
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I have given full consideration to the provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 and 
the potential impact of the proposed injunction on the occupants of the site.

In particular, I have had regard to Article 8 of the European Convention on Human 
Rights, which protects the right to respect for private and family life and home, and 
Article 1 of the First Protocol relating to the peaceful enjoyment of possessions. I 
have also considered Article 14, noting that persons of Gypsy and Traveller origin 
may have a protected ethnic status and that their cultural and familial lifestyle 
requires careful consideration.

I recognise that the site is occupied as a residential base and may therefore 
constitute a ‘home’ for the purposes of Article 8. I also recognise that there are 
children residing on the site, and that the welfare of children is an important 
consideration.

The occupants/owners have allowed the permission granted on appeal by the 
planning inspector to fall away and be incapable of ever being lawfully implemented. 
They have then further expanded the site both in its intensity on the “existing site” 
and grown onto the “land to the north” in the full knowledge there was no planning 
permission for it. 

The authority does not have an unmet need in respect of gypsy and traveller 
provision and has met its duty in this respect. This has been taken into account in 
assessing the potential impact of the proposed injunction.

However, I consider that the interference with the occupants’ rights is justified, lawful 
and proportionate. The site lies within open countryside and it is not considered that 
the benefits outweigh the harm in the planning balance.

I have considered whether there are any less intrusive measures that would address 
the identified harm but conclude that there are none that would be effective in this 
case. The occupants have had the opportunity to engage with the planning process, 
and the breaches remains unresolved.

Whilst I recognise the personal circumstances of the occupants, including the 
presence of children these matters do not outweigh the significant planning harm 
identified and the strong public interest in upholding public confidence in the planning 
system in carrying out effective enforcement duties where it is considered expedient 
and in the public interest to do so. As previously outlined, all available conventional 
enforcement action has failed. 

On balance, I am satisfied that the proposed injunction with both the prohibitive and 
mandatory relief sought represents a proportionate means of achieving a legitimate 
aim, namely the protection of the environment and the maintenance of an effective 
planning system. The interference with the occupants’ human rights is therefore 
justified, and it is appropriate to proceed.
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Full Equality Impact Assessment (EIA)
Impact assessment should be considered in the full range of functions, activities and 
decisions that the organisation is responsible for. Their purpose is to analyse policies and 
practices to ensure that they do not discriminate or disadvantage people. They must be 
relevant and proportionate to the level of changes and impact and where potential for 
disadvantage is identified they should demonstrate plans to eliminate.

Complete a full equality impact assessment where there is a potential risk of disadvantage 
to groups/individuals representative of the protected characteristics.

1. Which Function/policy are you assessing?

The EIA relates to an application for an injunction in relation to unauthorised development on land 
adjacent to the Woodend Inn, Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite, Sutton in Ashfield, Nottinghamshire.

2. Who is responsible for this Function/policy? (Manager and Section)

Christine Sarris, Assistant Director, Planning and Regulatory Services & Mick Morley, 
Development Team Manager.

3. What changes are you proposing to this service?

No changes are proposed to the service. The injunction being sought relates to the unauthorised 
and partially illegal use of land. That following permission being granted on appeal by a planning 
inspector and an enforcement notice being upheld, that the permission granted on appeal can 
never be lawfully implemented but that there is an extant enforcement notice which has not been 
complied with. 

Furthermore, the use of site has expanded and intensified over time both on the existing site and 
onto land to the north for which none has the benefit of planning permission.

None compliance with the conditions placed upon the appeal decision by the inspector requires 
the use to cease and the whole site to be cleared and returned to its former condition. However 
the site has continued to expand. 

The injunction sought 

It is assumed that the applicant meets the definition in the Government’s Planning policy for traveller 
sites, August 2015 which sets out that for the purposes of this planning policy gypsies and 
travellers” means “Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such 
persons who on grounds only of their own or their family’s or dependants’ educational or health 
needs or old age have ceased to travel temporarily, but excluding members of an organised group 
of travelling showpeople or circus people travelling together as such.” The overarching aim is to 
ensure fair and equal treatment for travellers, in a way that facilitates the traditional and nomadic 
way of life of travellers while respecting the interests of the settled community.
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Travellers are from a nationally recognised ethnicity and have their own distinct identity and culture. 
The courts have determined that Romany Gypsies and Irish Travellers are racial (ethnic) groups, 
entitled to the full protection of the anti-discrimination which is set out under the Equality Act 2010. 
There is a requirement to treat Travellers needs with respect and dignity, balancing this with the 
statutory requirements and national and local planning policy on travellers. 

An interim injunction has been granted which will freeze the status quo to prevent further breaches 
of planning control occurring. However mandatory relief is also being sought which will require the 
shrinking of the existing site to 3 pitches which the planning inspector found to be acceptable as a 
matter of principle, and the cessation of the unauthorised use of the land to the north and removal 
of all associated development until such time that the planning merits have been decided and the 
protected characteristics of those residing on site are protected thorough the planning application 
and appeal process. 

4. What potential impact will these changes have on each equality strand?

Equality Strand Potential impact on this group and actions taken to mitigate impact and advance 
equality, diversity and inclusion

Age There has been information regarding the children on the site. From the 
information that has been provided with V/2026/0572 it is understood that there 
are 34 children under the age of 18 residing on the site. 

Given the injunction will require a number of occupants and their children to 
leave the site it will have an effect. However the council is under enforcing in 
requiring the shrinking of the site back to 3 pitches, and in the view of the council 
34 children residing across 14 pitches as proposed is sub optimal for their care 
and that the ongoing unauthorised occupation is not a sustainable environment 
in which to raise those children. 

It is not however known in terms of the plots on site how this relates to the 
information provided as officers are unable to enter the site due to safety 
concerns and until now no information about those residing on the site and their 
needs has been provided. 

Disability A person has a disability if she/he has a physical or mental impairment which 
has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on that person's ability to carry 
out normal day-to-day activities. While recent information submitted in support 
of the planning application identifies that family members have health issues it 
is not clear whether this amount to a disability and no additional information has 
been provided as to why they need to remain specifically on this land. In 
addition, the ongoing unauthorised and partly illegal occupation of the land 
would be a not be an optimal environment for a person or child with a disability 
to reside as a matter of longer term sustainability for their care and any 
adaptions they might need, but those needs are unknown.

Gender There is no evidence to indicate that the injunction will have a positive or 
negative impact on this protected characteristic.

Race It is not considered that there will be adverse impacts on any group with 
protected characteristics under the Equality Act 2010 based on their race. The 
ongoing use of land is wholly unauthorised, but also partly illegal given the 
extant enforcement notice. The council as the Local Planning Authority, has 
responsibility has responsibility for taking whatever enforcement action may be 
necessary, in the public interest, in its administrative area. In respect of race 
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their rights as an ethnic minority were protected having regard to the planning 
application process and subsequent appeal process, and it is they who have 
allowed the permission granted on appeal to fall away. 

Religion or 
Belief

There is no evidence to indicate that the injunction will have a positive or 
negative impact on this protected characteristic.

Sexual 
Orientation

There is no evidence to indicate that the injunction will have a positive or 
negative impact on this protected characteristic.

Socio 
Economic 
(Deprivation)

There is no evidence to indicate that the injunction will have a positive or 
negative impact on this protected characteristic.

What evidence or data do you have that supports your assessment? For example 
usage, customer feedback, consultation, comparative information etc.

Information is incomplete due to the threats that were made to Council officers visiting the 
site, the lack of response to the notices and the limited information forthcoming from the 
party in question. It is only since the submission of V/2026/0572 have any details 
surrounding those on the site and any needs they have come to light as outlined above 
which has been considered. 

Action plan

5. If you have found a negative impact, what are the concerns?
If an injunction including mandatory relief is granted, this will result in the eviction of a 
number of families on site, who may have nowhere to go. However it is considered in te 
planning balance to be the most reasonable option. 

6. What action do you plan to take to mitigate this impact? This could involve 
consultation with those affected.
An application for planning permission has been received under V/2026/0572 for a 14 pitch 
traveller site, this will consider planning merits of the scheme and thus protects the rights 
of those on site following the previous application. 

7. What is the target date for these actions?
Application invalid at present

8. Who is responsible
The Council to determine the planning application through the Planning Committee or 
under delegated powers once validated.

9. Explain how you have included these actions to mitigate within your service 
plan
Not applicable

Date: 14th September 2026 Signed  Christine Sarris
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Witness Statement: Daniel Power
Filed on behalf of the Claimant
Ashfield District Council
Dated: 15th September 2026
Witness Statement: 1
Exhibits: 0

IN THE NOTTINGHAM COUNTY COURT     CLAIM NO       N00MF348            

BETWEEN

ASHFIELD DISTRICT COUNCIL    Claimant

- And –
[1] MR JOHN PRICE
[2] MR ADRIAN MICHAEL COX
[3] MR ARRAM THOMAS PRICE
[4] MR ACER PRICE
[5] PERSONS UNKOWN RESIDENTIALLY OCCUPYING THE
 SITE AND/OR CARRYING OUT DEVELOPMENT AS DEFINED BY SECTION 
55 OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 AT THE SITE
land to the east of Woodend Public House off Chesterfield Road, Huthwaite, 
Nottingham 
NG17 2QJ      

WITNESS STATEMENT OF DANIEL POWER

1. I Daniel Power, Major Projects Officer, employed on behalf of Ashfield 

District Council ("the Claimant") on a consultant basis, make this statement. 

In so far as the content of this statement is within my own personal 

knowledge it is true and in so far as it is not within my personal knowledge 

it is true to the best of my knowledge, information and belief.

2. Site and relevant planning policy 

3. The site is identified as countryside under Policy EV2 of the Ashfield Local 

Plan Review (ALPR) (2002) and Policy EV2 of the Emerging Local Plan 

EPL. Policy EV2 of the ALPR and EV2 of the EPL states that only 

appropriate development will be granted permission in the countryside. 

Development must be located and designed so as not to adversely affect 

the character and openness of the countryside. It goes on to set out the 

forms of development which are considered appropriate.
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4. The development is situated within a field which is surrounded by open fields 

in the countryside apart from a bungalow to the south-east and a public 

house to the north-west. The application clearly does not meet the 

exceptions criteria identified in policies EV2 of the ALPR and EPL and the 

proposed development would have a detrimental impact on the openness 

and character of the countryside and vicinity which is very open and 

agricultural in character. 

5. Policy HG9 of the ALPR states that outside the green belt, proposals for 

gypsy caravan sites and sites for travelling show people will be permitted 

subject to a set of requirements being met: (a) states that the need for a site 

should be established. (b) requires the site to be reasonably accessible to 

community services and facilities. (c) requires the site to be located to 

minimise the potential for noise and other disturbance that may result from 

the use of the site for business activities. (d) also states that sites will be 

permitted where the site does not adversely affect the visual amenities of 

the area; and (e) requires adequate landscaping measures to be included. 

Minimum landscaping has been proposed.

6. A Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment (GTAA) was 

undertaken by the local authority in October 2015. The assessment did not 

identify any additional plot requirements for the period 2014 to 2029. The 

Greater Nottingham and Ashfield District Council Gypsy and Traveller 

Accommodation Assessment (March 2021), the council has met the needs 

of the Gypsy and Traveller community in providing at least 4 new pitches 

within the time period to 2038 which the March 2021 GTAA identified. 

7. The development introduces caravan pitches with associated parking and 

utility buildings for residential use on an open field designated as 

countryside in for which insufficient justification or need has been 

demonstrated. It constitutes a new Gypsy and Traveller site in the open 

countryside away from existing settlements and outside any area allocated 

for development in the development plan and emerging Local Plan. This 

results in a harmful impact on the openness and character of the area, be 
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detrimental to the character of the countryside. The development would 

therefore be contrary to Policy EV2 of the Ashfield Local Plan Review 

(ALPR) (2002) and Policy EV2 of the Emerging Local Plan EPL, policy HG9 

of the ALPR and Planning policy for traveller sites (2015).

8. With regards to the Emerging Local Plan, the council consulted on the Main 

Modifications to the Local Plan as agreed with the independent Planning 

Inspectors. The consultation run from 17 June 2026 until 5.00pm 30 July 

2026. The council is now awaiting the inspectors final report, with adoption 

of the Local Plan expected by the end of the year. 

9. Planning Appeal – Impact on the character of the area 

10.On the 20 April 2023 Mr Cox lodged an appeal (appeal B) in respect of the 

refusal of planning application V/2022/0391 and lodged an appeal (appeal 

A) in respect of the Enforcement Notice. The two appeals were conjoined 

and heard by way of a hearing held on the 25 October 2023.

11.The Inspector allowed Appeal B and granted planning permission subject to 

conditions but dismissed Appeal A and upheld the Enforcement Notice but 

stated that pursuant to Appeal B this decision is subject to the provisions of 

Section 180 of the 1990 Act. The planning permission therefore overrides 

the enforcement notice in respect of those aspects granted planning 

permission. 

12.Within the inspectors decision they commented within para 30 that: ‘Thus 

overall on these criteria I find that the effects on the visual amenities of the 

area can be overcome with the approval of adequate landscaping 

measures..’ The appeal was subject to serval conditions including the 

following: 

‘7) The use hereby permitted shall cease and all caravans, structures, 

equipment and materials brought onto the land for the purposes of such 

use shall be removed within 28 days of the failure to meet any one of the 

requirements set out in (i) to (iv) below: 
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(i) Within three months of the date of this decision a scheme (‘the site 

development scheme’) 

- to achieve compliance with the application plans (Site Location Plan @ 

1: 1250; Site Layout Plan; Block Plan – Existing; Block Plan – Proposed; 

Floor plans and elevations of utility building; Plans of electricity box; 

Photograph of typical static caravan; and Photographs of chicken shed) 

- showing details of the internal layout of the site including the extent of 

the three residential pitches, the location of the caravans, vehicle parking 

and turning, and provision for refuse storage; 

- showing hard and soft landscaping including the provision of boundary 

treatments; 

- showing the provision of surfacing in a hard-bound material of all access, 

parking and turning areas within at least eight metres of the highway 

boundary; and 

- providing for the demolition and removal of buildings and structures not 

authorised by this permission 

shall have been submitted for the written approval of the local planning 

authority and the site development scheme shall include a timetable for 

its implementation;

(ii) within 11 months of the date of this decision if the local planning 

authority refuse to approve the scheme or have failed to give a decision 

within the prescribed period, an appeal shall have been made to, and 

accepted as validly made by, the Secretary of State; 

(iii) if an appeal is made in pursuance of paragraph (ii) above, that appeal 

shall have been finally determined and the site development scheme shall 

have been approved by the Secretary of State; 

(iv) the approved site development scheme shall have been carried out 

and completed in accordance with the approved timetable. 

Following the implementation of the site development scheme required by 

this condition, there shall be no change to any of the approved details. 

The parking and turning areas identified shall be retained for those 
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purposes. The area to be surfaced in a hard-bound material shall be 

maintained as such thereafter. The loss of any planting comprised in the 

landscaping including boundary treatments approved under the scheme 

within five years of such approval shall be replanted within the first planting 

season following the loss with plants of the same species as those lost. 

In the event of a legal challenge to this decision, or to a decision made 

pursuant to the procedure set out in this condition, the operation of the 

time limits specified in this condition shall be suspended until that legal 

challenge has been finally determined.’

13.An application to discharge the above condition has not been submitted. 

The condition requires the details to be submitted within 28 days of the 

decision date of the appeal (13 November 2022). In addition, the appeal 

related to a development for three caravan pitches each containing no more 

than one residential mobile home/static caravan and no more than two 

touring caravans, this was controlled by planning condition. However, this 

isn’t how the site has been developed, across the wider area it appears that 

there are a minimum of 10 plots, including 8 static caravans, 20 touring 

caravans, personal and commercial vehicles, hardstanding and other 

associated development and paraphernalia.

14.As outlined above, the inspector found the appeal acceptable partly subject 

to the recommended condition. However, the development has expanded 

significantly beyond what was allowed at appeal, without discharging a 

fundamental condition relating to impact of the development to visual 

amenities of the area. Given the extent of development on and beyond the 

appeal site and furthermore without adequate landscaping measures 

required by the above planning condition the development of the site has a 

harmful impact on the openness and character of the area and is detrimental 

to the visual qualities highlighted by the Inspector to be important enough to 

impose the condition and require the impact of the development of 3 pitches 

to be reduced and limited. The extent of the development totally undermines 

this approach taken by the Inspector in granting planning permission.
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15.Planning Appeal – Impact on Heritage assets 

16.To the west of the site is The Woodend pub, a public house has existed at 

the site since around 1900, originally associated with the adjoining railway 

and the subject of various extensions and alterations. The pantile roof 

appears to be the only remaining original feature. The public house lies 

opposite a dwellinghouse and adjoins the former railway line. Until the 

development of the site it was adjoined by the former agricultural field to the 

east. The pub is allocated as Local Listed and therefore is considered as a 

non-designated heritage asset. 

17.The latest NPPF (2026) states that HE7: Decisions on non-designated 

heritage assets:  

1. Development proposals which would have a positive effect on a non-

designated heritage asset should be supported. 

2. Where a development proposal would harm the significance of a 

non-designated heritage asset, this should be weighed against the 

benefits of the proposal and a balanced judgement made, having 

regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the non-

designated heritage asset.

18.Within the appeal decision the Inspector commented that: ‘The development 

of the appeal site has not reduced the building’s prominence in the street 

scene and the lack of any development at the appeal site to the roadside 

results in the open gap between the public house and the dwellinghouses 

further south having been meaningfully maintained.’ 

19.The site as developed introduces development in the gap as highlighting by 

the Inspector above. Given the close proximity of the development to the 

asset and public views along Chesterfield Road of the development within 

the setting, it is my view that there is harm to its setting.  
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20.Land north of the site and expansion of the site

21.To the north of the site is an area of land which was heavily planted with 

trees and shrubs and stretched from the highway adjacent to The Woodend 

Public House for 200 metres in an easterly direction. 

22.The land follows the boundary to Silverhill Trail, which is also classified as 

a local nature reserve (Local Plan Policy EV6 Whiteborough Railway and 

Skegby Junction Meadow) . A drone survey was carried out in September 

2025 with an additional survey carried out in August this year. These show 

that the land has been cleared of vegetation, and it appears that inert 

waste/rubble has been deposited on the land to form a hard surfaced area 

which has raised the level of the land. Also, that fencing and caravans have 

been moved onto the site, which appear to be creating additional pitches. 

The amount of engineering operation/change of use of land that has taken 

places requires planning permission for which none has been sought or 

granted. 

23.The development of the site has resulted in the total loss of several mature 

trees and the creation of hard standing within the root areas of the remaining 

trees. In additional, the removal of trees and protected habit within an area 

classified as a local nature reserve has the potential to impact on protected 

species. However, without surveys prior to removal it is difficult to assess 

what species or habitat would have been on the site. However, the total loss 

has a significant harmful impact to the landscape character of the area and 

results in the loss of an identified local nature reserve. 

24.The Silverhill Trail, is a popular public right of way well used by walkers and 

cyclists and the development of the area has a significant impact on the 

users of the trail including the visual quality of the area.  

25.Planning balance

26. I have identified that the site as development would result in harm to the 

character of the area, to a local nature reserve and the setting of the non-
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designated heritage asset. There is no longer an unmet need for gypsies 

and travellers pitches within Ashfield because of recent planning decisions 

for new pitches elsewhere in the district, and given the harm that has been 

caused by the development of this site, it is my view that the provision of 

additional pitches does not outweigh the identified harm.  

27. I believe that the facts stated in this Statement are true. 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.

Signed: Daniel Power 

Dated: 15th September 2026
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