
The case brought by Dover Harbour Board against Reginald Bell for breaking rule 

45 of the Harbour Boards Bylaws. 

 

On Thursday 7
th
 May Mr Reginald Bell stood trial to answer the charges brought 

by Dover Harbour Board that on three occasions in 2014 he acted against the ports 

bylaw 45 and entered the port without any official business and when asked to leave  

refused to do so. 

The CPS was acting for DHB and Reg was to defend himself. 

 

First witness called by the CPS was the Dover Harbour Master on duty on 5
th
 July 

2014 Mr Nicholas Charles Roberts. 

He was called by police because they were having trouble getting a man to leave the 

port property who had no business to be there. 

When he arrived there were three people with placards and he had with him a 

statement from the Harbour Board stating that he was the official representative of 

DHB and Reg was currently on DHB property and he had reason to believe that 

Reg had no lawful business in the port and as a result was committing an offence by 

remaining there. The Board’s implied permission for him to remain there was 

withdrawn forthwith by the land owner, DHB, and you are requested to leave 

immediately. If he refused to leave the Harbour the police would be asked to remove 

him using reasonable force as necessary. 

He was asked why he believed Reg had no reason to be there. He answered that the 

port is for travel and he was not travelling. Also he hadn’t given permission for Reg 

to be there. 

There were other people at the roundabout by the flower beds. He and his two 

companions ignored my request. The police said they would physically remove Reg. 

He admitted the area is open to the public as it is a car park/reception area and 

people come and go at all times and are not questioned. There is a bus stop and a 

taxi rank and people came in just to catch a bus or taxi. 

He stated Reg was not threatening, aggressive and he was not approaching anyone 

else. 

He agreed it is the right of the British people to protest against anything they find 

abhorrent and he admitted he had only used the statement about withdrawing 

implied access on this one occasion. 

Reg challenged this witness with the fact the area has implied access but Judge 

Baron stated the Harbour Board had the right to withdraw this. 

The Harbour Master said he didn’t know about this bylaw until this occasion and 

he did not read it out to Reg as he didn’t have it with him. He had been requested to 

attend the incident by the police. 

Judge Baron asked him if he had the power to order people out of the port and he 

said yes. 

The judge asked him what he believed that people were there for and he said 

protesting against a legal trade, Live Exports. 

 

Reg crossed examined 

He said to Harbour Master this is a reception area? - Yes 



So it’s a public area? - No 

Am I right in thinking this is a public company? -  I don’t know 

There is a public bus service. – Yes 

Why did you believe I had no right to be there? – Police told me 

Was I aggressive? – No. So I was peaceful? – Yes. Do you think it against the law to 

protest? – No 

Did you question police before reading out statement to me?  - No 

Reg mentioned implied access but Judge immediately said that could be withdrawn. 

You quoted bylaw 45 did you read out? – No. Did you ask me why I was there? – No 

 

Second witness PC Dean 

He was in a marked police vehicle and called to 4 people on forecourt of travel 

centre on 7
th
 July. 

He pointed out there is a sign on the wall at entrance to port where people walk into 

port saying you have to have permission to be in port. 

He understood Reg’s permission had been withdrawn by Harbour Master and so 

advised Reg he must return to his other protesters at roundabout. They all said no 

and Reg gave his name etc. He believed he had no lawful reason to be there under 

bylaw 45. Harbour Master had contacted his control room and asked the police to 

attend. 

He told Reg he was reporting him for breaking bylaw 45 and I asked him to leave. 

He refused so I asked him if there was anything I could say to make him leave and 

he said no. I asked him to return to main group he refused. I put my hand on his 

arm and Mr Bell collapsed to the ground so I picked him up with my colleagues, 

carried him to the police van, put him in it and drove him out of the port. 

Later I provided Mr Bell with a copy of the bylaws because he had asked for them. 

 

4
th
 October 

I was on duty on that day when I was called to the multi storey car park, top floor. 

Mr Bell was there getting out of his car and I asked him why he was there and he 

said to collect signatures on an RSPCA petition against Live Exports. 

Mr Bell said he had written to DHB to ask permission but they hadn’t answered. 

Mr. Bell was wearing a badge stating RSPCA and I asked him to remove it. 

The Judge asked why he had asked him to remove the badge. No reply. 

Harbour Master called, Stevens, and he told him he could not stay. Reg drove out of 

the port. 

Reg questioned him about this and said it was a public car park, he replied no it’s a 

private car park. Reg produced photographs of the ticket machine at the entrance to 

this multi storey car park stating PUBLIC CAR PARK. 

The officer was once again asked is this a private car park he replied NO. 

Reg then asked how he had broke the law when he had drove onto a Public car 

park, obtained a parking ticket, been told he could not stay to get signatures so had 

then driven out. NO ANSWER 

Reg asked him what the yellow line painted across the entrance to the port means as 

everyone has to cross it to get into the port and he said he didn’t know. 



Reg asked him if he recalled an elderly lady who had arrived on the bus for the 

monthly demo but been refused access to the bus because it was inside this entrance 

area when she came to leave, even though she had a ticket for the bus. He said he 

couldn’t remember. 

He said there is a predetermined protest area and Reg was outside of it!!!!! 

He said he knew about bylaw 45 but had never used it but understood Harbour 

Master had. 

Harbour Master hadn’t read out bylaw 45 so why did the officer say he had. 

He referred to the sign on entrance to port but when questioned whether a person in 

a car could read it no comment was the answer. Asked if it was big enough again no 

comment. 

 

3rd Witness Sergeant Jones now Inspector 

On duty on 7
th
 June. There was about 15/25 people outside port on flower beds and 

4 in port with placards. He recognised Reg as someone who had no right to be there. 

Reg handed him a document stating his position. Jones still said he had no right to 

be there, he had heard Harbour Master read prepared statement to Reg about 

implied permission being removed. He witnessed Reg being lifted by 4 policemen 

and being carried to police van. 

He said he was very experienced in protest behaviour. 

Reg questioned him asking him if the area on which Reg was stood was public land 

he said no but Reg pointed out it is a car park where public can stand for 15 

minutes, short stay. This must surely give the impression it is a public area as there 

also is a bus stop and a taxi rank. He said might but it isn’t. 

Was he aware of bylaw 45 on that day? Yes. Did you actually explain this to me. No 

but I know bylaws were broken. 

Reg said the bylaw does not differentiate and the Signage is not lawful in itself. He 

agreed. 

The solicitor asked what was the purpose of the sign and he said to re-enforce the 

ports right. 

Judge asked your interpretation of the dock is what. He said whole area but there is 

a restricted area beyond the green fences. 

He was asked why he didn’t arrest Reg and he said he used the necessity in law and 

decided there really was no need to arrest Reg on this issue!!!! 

 

4
th
 witness Sgt Yarrow 

Said he was on duty on 5
th
 July and noticed ANIMAL RIGHTS demo outside port. 

(Reg took this description of us to task earlier in the trial as this brings the spectre 

of balaclavas and we believe KAALE is an animal welfare campaign group, 

campaigning on one single issue, Live Exports, but they continue to insist on this 

description of people breaking the law. The Judge agreed with Reg).  

He was questioned about signs at port entrance, he said they were A3 size approx 

30ft from protesters. 

He saw Reg by himself on forecourt holding two placards. One saying DHB 

wouldn’t allow RSPCA into port to inspect animals and the other said ‘what have 

they to hide’. 



He said Reg was argumentative and talked over him not listening to what he said. 

He tried to reason with Reg and then called Harbour Master and asked him to 

attend. He said he explained bylaw 45 to Reg. 

Harbour Master arrived and read out the statement we have discussed earlier but 

he said Harbour Master was talked over by Reg. 

He then told Reg he would be summonsed under bylaw 45 and he placed his hand 

on Reg’s arm. Reg immediately collapsed to the floor so we picked him up and put 

him in police van where he was cautioned. 

Reg then showed a video of the 5
th
 July when PC Yarrow was involved. Showed 

quite clearly Reg was not argumentative. He didn’t talk over officer but asked 

questions. He spoke to Harbour Master to ask his name but the Harbour, a man 

called South on that day, did not answer even though Reg asked him several times. 

It showed Sgt Yarrow told Reg he would be charged under BYLAW 47 . It showed 

Reg called 999 and asked for assistance because he was going to be assaulted by the 

Harbour Board police and it showed Reg ask for a copy of the bylaws. 

Reg then questioned Sgt Yarrow getting him to confess that Reg was not aggressive, 

did not talk over Harbour Master because the Harbour Master just stood there not 

speaking and would not give his name. He also questioned him on the fact he’d used 

the wrong bylaw number, 47, when telling Reg to leave and he admitted he 

corrected himself on the number later in the day to Reg but in his statement, which 

he wrote up later in the day he says he gave the correct number, 45, to Reg in the 

port, another lie. 

When asked why he never mentioned that Reg had rung 999 he said he thought it 

irrelevant. 

Reg said ‘what do you think the signs mean’ / answer: - ‘any travellers or workers 

not animal rights’. 

Reg said under oath you said you said bylaw 45 but that was a lie wasn’t it. – Yes. 

In other words you wrote your statement after you had corrected yourself to me 

later so your statement is wrong. – Yes.  

 The Judge then left the court to read a further 11 statements from other police in 

the port all saying just about the same. 

 

Then Reg gave his evidence. 

He started by explaining these protests at Dover are to keep the port, ferries and 

general public aware we are still around and the trade is not banned. 

He then said he wanted to start at the beginning of this case which was actually in 

February of 2014. 

On the 1
st
 Saturday demo in February of that year Reg had gone into the port 

during the demo to buy a coffee with no problem. Later as the demo was finishing 

he decided to go in again for a sandwich as he was hungry and on this occasion was 

stopped outside the café by two DHB police and they refused to let him get one. 

He argued that he’d been in for a coffee already and he had no banners or badges 

and just wanted a sandwich. They still refused him access and ejected him. 

Reg felt outraged so in March, April and May he went in, stood on the forecourt 

with a placard for the full three hours on each occasion and no one took any notice. 



In May the two liason officers of the police even took him to the new location of the 

café so he could buy a sandwich. 

At the end of May he went to a meeting of DHB to see the new plans for the port and 

after the meeting cornered George Jenkins, the Harbour Board Chairman, and 

complained to him about his treatment in February. 

A week later he received a letter from Jenkins secretary telling him he was banned 

from the port. 

That is when the episodes for the case began because Reg wrote back to him asking 

on what grounds and asking for a copy of the bylaw’s and Jenkins refused to answer 

so Reg decided to challenge this ruling. He wrote again on 10th July and eventually 

he received one by email attachment. Good as Reg does not use a PC, he has to rely 

on his secretary. 

Then in August he tried to take his car onto the multi storey car park and was 

stopped at the bottom of the ramp and surrounded by police for the whole three 

hours although this episode had not been mentioned in court. 

Reg went through the RSPCA stand on our cause and the fact they weren’t allowed 

in port and he went through the DDC ruling on the issue in our favour. 

Reg stated that he had business in port in the guise of bringing a public body, i.e. 

DHB, to task on an issue of animal welfare. 

Reg then went into the Human Rights Act 1998 and stated he also wrote to DHB 

asking them if they had taken this into account as DHB is a public body run by a 

trust appointed by the government. He also wrote to the police as a public body to 

find out if they too had referred to the human rights act and again no reply. 

He said he believed he could get his point across better just inside the port because 

the people passing him were the pertinent ones as they were actually using the port. 

He was willing to stand on his own peacefully, not interfering with anyone but 

getting the message out to the public. 

He then showed photos of other people with placards asking for lifts etc in exactly 

the same place as he stood. He said it was a case of discrimination and asked would 

they treat black people or Jews etc in this way. 

He said it was a clear case of the port, a public body, using a sledge hammer to 

crack a nut under Human Rights Laws totally illegal. 

He said DHB had acted completely out of proportion to what he was doing and by 

treating him in this way had rode roughshod over his Human Rights. Common 

sense screams out that this has been unjustified harassment against a peaceful 

protester so breaching his Human Rights. 

 

The Judge was very thoughtful because the Human Rights act had been brought in 

to question. He said he could not give a snap decision and needed time to study all 

aspects of this rather complex case. He would give his judgement on July 9
th
 in the 

afternoon at Folkestone court. 

Reg put up a terrific show and we congratulate him on his tenacity as he had no 

lawyer to represent him. 


