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COI2MONS REGISTRATION ACT 1965
Reference Wo. 259/D/2

In the lattexr of The Royal Parade,
Chiselhurst, Bromley,
Greater London.

DECISTON

This dispute relates to the registration at Entry No. 1 in the Land sectlon of

Register Unit No. CL 125 in tne Register of’ Cormon Land, maintained by the Greater

London Ccouncil and is occasioned by Objection MNo. 55 made by the London Borough of
romley and noted in the Register on 16th December 1971.

I held a hearing for the purpose of inquiring into the dispute at Watergate House,
WC 2 on 30th March 1975. The hearing was atiended by iir A L Drage, Secretary of
the Chiselburst Residents Association, the applicant for the registration, and

by Mr J £ RichardS, Solicitoer, on behalf of the Objector.

The land comprised in the Register Unit consists of a long narrow sirip beiwecen the
carriage-vay and the footpath in front of a row of shops and houses. The strip has
a trece growing in ift. The surface is covered with tar macadam, but no: traffic
passes over it, apart from vekicles which are parked on it. It appears from a
nineteentk century photograph that grass vias then growing on it.

Mr Drage contended that the land in question falls within the second 1inds of the
definiticn of "Common Land” in Section 22(1) of the Commons Registration Act 1965
because it is waste land of a manor not subject to rights of common. t appears
that the land lies within the manor of Chiselkurst and Scadbury, dui lr Drage aed no
evidence that it is now in the ownership of the lord of the manox. '

I'r Richards contended that even if the land were waste land of the manor, it woull ha'
excluded from *he definition of "commen land" by forming part of a kighway.

There is in law a presumption that all the land between a carriage-way and ine fences
or buildéings on either side of it is part of the highway. This presumpticn is
rebuttable, but in tais casc there is no rebutiing evidence. -

I am not satisfied on the evidence before me that this land is waste land of tke-
manor. Furthermore, I am satisfied that it is part of the highway.

For these reasons I refuse to confirm the registration.
I am required by regulation 30(1) of the Commons Commissioners Regulations 1971
to explain that a person aggrieved by this decision as being erroneous in

point of law may, within 6 weeks from the date on which notice of the decision is
sent to him, require me to state a case for the decision of the High Court.

Dated this JZOh54 day of April 1975.

WMZ«/,-

Chief Commons Commissioner



