






































































Sent: 10 June 2005 21:49 
To: cllr.ballantyne@scambs.gov.uk 
Cc: Deborah Roberts; mikemason 
Subject: Response to your letter re Pine View deadline - 11th June 
 
Dear Councillor Ballantyne 
 
My apologies for sending this in so late, but it will technically be within the deadline. Further, my 
apologies for length and repetition, I have been busy appealing the enforcement notice as well as 
other things, and haven't given this enough time to tidy it up.  So here it is. 
 
First I would comment that while welcoming an attempt to consult with people as to our opinions 
regarding removal of the travellers from Pine View I am a little suprised at the way this has come 
to us, and I have reservations as to why it has been sent. 
 
This is because the Inspector reported at length after the 8 day public enquiry on this site, and 
made his decision about the needs of the travellers and the needs of the resdients.  The very first 
thing I would ask you to do is to read his report, not just the summary but the whole report. 
I would also ask that you make sure you read the submission from the Residents' Association, as 
well perhaps as my own, tho mine is harder to read and concerns more difficult issues at times. 
 
I also would like to point out that despite many attempts to work with the Residents' Association 
over the last year, they have consistently kept me out and not involved me either in helping to put 
their evidence together or in policy making or in information gathering, and this for no good 
reason, but the impact of this is that while they get to go to meetings such as the one you had 
with the CRE and the Ormiston Trust and the travelelrs and the Vicar, I do not, yet I am - 
unfortunately - an integral part of this problem and need to have the same information and 
contact with travellers as everyone else.  There are at least two other important families on the 
Fen who are in a similar position to me. 
 
I am concerned that this exercise is more of a public relations job, tho I trust that it is not.  As I 
say, the Inspector and John Prescott made it clear that these particular travellers do not have a 
specific need to be on Smithy Fen, near Cambridge, or indeed in Cambridgeshire.  They are 
highly mobile, and their total breaking of the law in the manner both of their arrival here and 
behaviour while initially on the site, as well as being the probable destroyers of my 300 fruit trees, 
does not endear me or anyone with an ounce of fairness in their bones towards them nor does it 
incline us in any way at all to give them leeway.  They have had two years of illegal leeway. 
 
Add to this that this is the second biggest site in England; that the residents of Smithey Fen and 
Cottenham in 1987 signed two petitions asking to keep the site to 12 pitches - about right for the 
resident population of this Fen - but year after year the Council let things become worse and 
worse for us residents, sometimes on appeal but often not, and often through dismal failure to 
enforce planning law - the same planning law this council now wishes to enforce agianst me, by 
the way. 
 
Cottenham does not need to carry the burden of these travelelrs any longer and those of us living 
on the Fen - I have recenlty been camping in my cottage that I left at one point becuase I felt too 
vulnerable - get daily and weekly intimidation and harassment.  This is not an exaggeration. 
 
So our need is for this site to be reduced to its original legal size, a size that is now in dispute 
becasue subdivision of plots that was not foreseen apparently by the council have allowed 
several more pitches (over 10 I believe) to come into being on the authorised land to the eastern 
end of the site.  That is another battle to be sorted, but at least, at the very least, we need no 
more than the original authorised area, which until recently was occupied by 38 pitches. 
 



There is a fundamental need that is not being achieved by tinkering and it is this;  we need that 
the travelling community be fairly treated and fairly settled.  That is not, I hope, in dispute.  I know 
from a very reliable source indeed that the levels of alcoholism and domestic abuse are high 
among the travellers on Smithy Fen, and none of us wants that to continue, certainly I do not.  But 
from saying ' these people have miserable lives ' to saying ' these people must be allowed to 
break planning law, take over someone else's land and defend themselves with violence, be party 
to the massive littering of the fen droves, to violent attacks on a resident taking people out for 
rides as is her business, to damage to residents property on a regular basis, to keeping 
vulnerable and elderly residents under strain from deliberately creating noise and mayhem on the 
road outside, and so on and so on, there have been blockings in, I met couple who live at 
Smithey Fen farm and their children do not want to come to visit them now out of fear, even if that 
fear is not always matched by circumstance, nonethless it is well-founded. 
 
So we need them out NOW.  Now, now now.  Not next week, or next month, or next year.  Two 
years of this is far too much, and people are suffering huge strain living with this issue, yet tend to 
cover it up because it is a little like the little boy who 'only does it to annoy because he knows it 
teases'.  If you let the travellers know they are getting to you, they will intensify the pressure.  On 
the whole. I can give you a whole personal account of how I have been subjected to what I would 
maintain is prosecutable under the Criminal Damage and PUblic Order ACt, on my own land.  
This year, in the pursuit of delivering legal notices to travellers of  a hearing for a possession 
order. 
 
But we need them out firmly and not with violence, unless they absolutely insist in creating it.  I 
hate violence, I believe in non-violent action, I believe that you can more or less remove non-
violent people without mayhem, but if anyone on either side is intent on provoking violenc it may 
be difficult to avoid.  I don't believe the bailiffs I have met would want to creat violence, and 
mostly I have seen the travellers do their utmost to provoke you into violence, becasue they can 
then look innocently at you and say, SEE, I'm not violent, You are.  I lost my temper once with a 
traveler who was actually denying me right of entry to my land, unfortunatley.  I won't do it again.  
He knew exactly what he was doing. 
 
They are not all in his mould, thank heavens.  But for people like him you need firm but 
thoroughly non-aggressive action, it is, I would suggest the only way. 
 
We need a solution that will leave both sides feeling good, even if it comes with a lot of protest 
and disgruntlement on the way.  We need a solution that respects the law, and redresses 
unfairness.  I cannot redress the many years of abuse and vagabondism that some travellers and 
gypsies will have suffered, it's not in my power.  I do not have to suffer their being on my land 
because someone else feels sorry for them.  To let them get away with that is to invite abuse. 
 
Giving the travellres things doesnt' work, unless you want to give it to them.  If it is a personal act 
of generosity, that is fine, but not giving someone else's time, freedom, land, peace and quiet etc. 
without their consent or willingness. 
 
I believe you should take these people within a week or two, to get yourselves together, and put 
them over the border of Cambridgeshire and tell them not to come back, except to work the land 
should they want to accept it as agricultural land.  Failing that I believe you should simply put 
them out of S. Cambs. because this district has too many travellers already. 
 
I don't believe that they all come from the UK.  At least one family has come recently from S. 
Ireland, and I believe that many more have done the same.  The Uk should not be putting up 
Eire's escapees.  And S. Cambs in particular should not be leaving them in Smithey Fen. 
 
We have the money set aside for an eviction, and I believe we should use it. Firmly, nicely but 
very very definitely. 
 



They need somewhere to go, but wonder if they don't already have a very good idea of where to 
go.  Apparently S. Cambs is known in Rathkeal as a soft Council.  They came here of their own 
volition and broke all our laws and have been belligerent and have lied consistently.  I like 
trvellers, believe it or not.  What I hate is having to have these arguments about them.  I know 
how they tick, I would not mind their way of life without the violenc and alcoholism of course.  
They have charm and a sense of humour.  But go their must, becasue Smithey Fen and 
Cottenham must not have them any longer. Full stop. 
 
What I believe could facilitate this process would be some kind of meeting ground between 
travellers and residents.  I dont' mean the Parish Council, because they don't live on the Fen or 
near it.  I mean all the people who have been hurt over the years on and near the fen; and the 
travellers who have their own stories of hurt to tell.  In a neutral place, with no agenda, no desire 
to achieve anything other than to hear each others' stories. 
 
 
************** 
 
About my land, and the enforcement and so on: 
 
As for my piece of land, first I began to take practical action geared towards court action before 
this enforcemnt notice came my way; second, it blames me, which I will never ever accept and is 
blatantly aimed at me; third, I went to court because having appealed it, I knew it was no longer 
effective, and thought that since the Council had imposed this without consulting with me, whcih it 
should have done, and I had appealed it, the travellers would need to know that there was some 
higher authority working on getting them out, so I went for the possession order.  I have asked the 
council to withdraw this order, which came out of the blue and for no justifiable reason; they have 
not acceded.  I have asked for a meeting with Mr. Taylor since the middle of January,both by 
letter and via a councillor, and got nowhere.  I have asked that the Council use trespass 
legislation if it wishes to help this situation, and while Mr. Taylor has acknowledged that they 
could he has then insulted me by saying that I would only want them to do it again and agian.  I 
would be overjoyed if they would do it just once. 
 
While the appeal continues on my Enforcement Notice, the notice is in abeyance.  I have 
postponed action that would involve the Court bailiffs for various reasons:   
a) a total failure of the council to talk to me about this and discuss what is happening on the site 
and what could be happening; we are after all both dealing with illegal occupants of land 
b) the upcoming uncertainty over whether or not the council will evict from PIne View next week 
or thereafter, shoudl eviction be needed.  While you do not act as soon as your enforcemnt notice 
comes into force (tomorrow) I don't think you can ask me to do the same, do you? 
c) were I to evict while surrounded still by many unauthorised sites and people on them who can 
form gangs in no time flat and enjoy doing it, it would be a phenomenal waste of effort, for the 
long thin strip that is mine is far too easy to invade, even if I were to put up large fences and 
notices.  They are nothing to determined travellers, nothing at all.  It would be a sheer waste of 
money and I know whereof I speak.  I do. 
 
Finally I will not at this point rehearse the reasons why I feel that this Enforcement Notice is an 
insult to me.  Most of Cambridgeshire does understand that, believe me.  And people who have 
had long term experience of travellers on the fen know exactly what I mean.  Over the years this 
Council has been party to the expansion of both legal and illegal sites on the Fen, and it has been 
with the density of trvellers and the placing of legal plots on my boundary that my orchard 
became untenable.  This is not my fault, and no-one in their right mind would say it was, becasue 
anyone who knows about travellers knows how difficult it is - once the site reaches a certain size - 
to stop them from expanding into neighbouring land whether it belongs to them or not. 
 
There are good sites, very good sites.  They belong to different kinds of 
travellers. 



************************************************************************** 
 
More on needs 
Now I will come to another need of the residents:  smallholdings like mine need to be away from 
travellers.  We don't have the same resources that farmers have to physically defend our land; 
you can't move trees for a year and bring them back; you can't be there the whole time to protect 
the land. We need planning protection.  At present it won't happen, as the law stands. But the law 
was not made for this situation. 
 
On to what no doubt Mr. Macintosh may regard as something more constructive: travellers need 
intelligent help, not soft landings help.  The Ormiston Trust sounds as if it is doing good work.  But 
you need tough love, not gooey love.  Find these people - the willing ones that is - sources of help 
for living their lives despite the conditions they are in.  That will be more important than schools in 
a way, because many of them take their children out of schools very young.  Still, any education 
that can be achieved will be helpful, but they are always going on about their children and their 
eduction and then they move on and take them out of school, and no it isn't always because they 
are being evicted. 
 
I believe we need a contract of behaviour for the travellers who stay on the fen and the residents.  
I would like to draft - with others - a residents' contract, what our expectations are or would be, 
and some questions too for the travellers 
 
I believe that we shall need a police station on the fen, personally. If we are ever to get good law 
and order.  I was willing to lend the end piece of my land for that purpose, and still would be. 
 
I apologise for the length of this but it is done in a hurry and with very little time for editing 
 
Thank you for your attention 
 
 
Joanna Gordon Clark 
Ivy Cottage, Smtihey Fen, Cottenham Cambs. CB4 8PT 
 





















13th June 2005 
 
Dear Mr Ballantyne 
 
Re:  Pine View Travellers Site, Smithy Fen, Cottenham 
 
Further to your letter dated 26 May in connection with the above seeking our views 
on what action the Council should consider taking and in particular consideration of 
needs of the travellers and also needs of the settled community. 
 
We are aware that authorised traveller sites have been existence on the fen for many 
years, however we are primarily concerned about the un-authorised developments 
that have taken place since February 2003 and which are a fundamental breach of 
planning legislation and are in fact illegal developments.  
 
We believe that there are a number of factors concerning the needs of travellers and 
the settled community that must be taken into consideration:  
 
Impact on the settled community 
 

 The increased number of travellers, since the first influx in February 2003, 
has resulted in some of the worst anti-social behaviour that we as residents of 
Smithy Fen, who have lived here for over 10 years, have ever seen.  This anti 
social behaviour has impacted on us as a family. 
  
 We are concerned about the impact of the additional volume of traffic on the 

fen, which is primarily served by a single-track road.  Entrance to the fen is 
via a small bridge and the significant increase in volume of traffic is causing 
problems.  We have experienced many near mishaps on this bridge as 
vehicles driven by travellers are often at great speed with scant regard given 
to safety.   

 
 A direct result of increased travellers on the fen has resulted in a higher 

incidence of speeding vehicles often driven by individuals who appear to be 
significantly below the legal age limit 

 
 A further detrimental impact to life on the fen has been the significant 

increase in the amount of litter and fly tipping that is spoiling the environment.   
 

 The travellers are still running businesses from these plots with large 
European container lorries delivering a supply of sofas and other furniture.   

 
 The size of the site has a direct impact on local services such as schools, 

doctors and dentists unable to cope with the increased unplanned demand for 
services.   

 
 The site looks unsightly and is sprawling across the open countryside.  At 

night the site looks more like Blackpool with bright street lighting, which is not 
at all in keeping with the fen environment.   

 
Whilst we appreciate that in recent months the behaviour by some of the 
travellers appears to have become more controlled and we have not experienced 
such severe anti-social behaviour, this really does depend on which individuals 
are on the site at any given time.  As a family we have come to easily recognise 
when the “trouble makers” are back on site and primarily it is for this reason that 



we are against any further development.  No authority is able to police this 
situation, the elder travellers themselves are unable to control the younger 
travellers, and we have little satisfaction from the Police who consistently fail to 
respond or take appropriate action against individuals.   
 
The increased numbers of travellers only causes more problems, we would prefer 
that the site remain with the authorised plots as at December 2002 with no 
increases in numbers.    
 
Traveller needs: 
 
 We feel that there is a shortage of approved traveller sites across the district 

and indeed across the whole of the UK.  All Local Authorities, not just SCDC, 
need to identify suitable land for development of approved traveller sites and 
it is this increasing failure to identify land for either private ownership or to 
operate Council maintained sites that has led to the aggravated situation as at 
Smithy Fen and other unauthorised sites across the UK.  

 
 Travellers obviously need access to services such as health provision and 

education for their children and we would not wish to see any traveller 
deprived of these important facilities, however these services are available in 
every County and this is not reason enough alone to justify the expansion of 
numbers at Smithy Fen.  

 
 Travellers themselves do not welcome living on large sites and we are 

surprised that given many recent reports that such a large site as could 
potentially be developed on the fen would be considered. 

 
 The Council should explore opening closed traveller sites in the region or 

develop new sites in liaison with neighbouring local authorities that are failing 
in their duty to provide sufficient traveller sites.    

 
We are not aware of any particular need for the travellers currently on the un-
authorised plots to remain at this site.  We agree with the findings of the ODPM 
report that there is no evidence to say that these particular travellers have to stay at 
Smithy Fen, their business, hawking furniture, can be carried out anywhere in the 
country.  Whilst some of the travellers claim to have family on the fen this is not 
reason enough to justify them remaining.  If for example a resident in the settled 
community wanted to apply to develop a property for their immediate family on their 
land they would have to apply under current planning legislation and abide by any 
decisions made by the local authority. Why should this be any different for a member 
of the travelling community?  It would appear that there is direct discrimination 
against people in the settled community who abide by planning legislation and those 
in the traveller community who do not and who by their very actions undertaking 
unauthorised development cause significant financial costs to the local council tax 
payer and local authority.  We are well aware that there is a severe shortage of 
affordable housing for people and many individuals are unable to own a home of their 
own but they don’t go around developing sites with impunity.    
 
We support action to be taken to remove the illegal developments at Smithy Fen and 
if this results in eviction of the unauthorised travellers then we are in agreement to 
this course of action.  We are disappointed with the Council’s proposal to take 
injunctive action as this will only delay the process and in the meantime the travellers 
will remain on site and increase in numbers.  We would respectively ask that the 
officers of the Council are more diligent in ensuring that where possible enforcement 



notices are served at the earliest opportunity, stop notices are served on all 
unauthorised developments, further licenses are not issued to plots on the site unless 
they are for authorised sites, the council monitors the site on a regular scheduled 
basis for fly tipping and unauthorised trading in particular carrying out the business of 
selling furniture and using plots to store furniture on ceases. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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