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o Reference Nos: 225/D/3

R T R A - 225/v/h
ST S - . 225/0/5

: 225/0/6

“In the Matter of Wood Lane, Furlong Drove,
.Orton Dam Drove, Romer Drove, Barkers Drove,
Littlemans Way and River Wash, all in Stoke
Ferry, South Norfolk District, Norfolk.

DECISION

Two of these four disputes (D/3 and D/4) relate to the registration at Zntry No.l
in the Land Section of Register Unit Neo.CL.331smaintained by the Neorfolk County

Council, and are occasicned by Objectior No.Z23iB made by ¥Mrs Emily Louise Brown

and noted in the Register on 2 February 1971 and %y Objection Ho. 301 B and made by
Mr Randle Robson and Mrs Frances Emily Robson and notz@ in the Register on 4 3ent-
ember 1972, and the other two of these four distutes (D/5 and D/6) relate to Zntry
Ho.l in the Ownership Section of the said Desister Unit and are cccasioned by
Chjection No.323 B also made by Mrs Srown and noied in the Regizter on 22 Mareh 1971
and Cbjection No.2%2 B also made by Mr and Mrs Robssrn and noted in th Jegister on
4 Sentember 1972.

I neld a hearing for the rurrose of inguiring into thase disputes at Horvrich an
15 July 1975, At the Hear:ng Mr and Mro Rwbscn were rerresented by Mr. ¥, I,
armitaze, seoliecitor, of 'alicn, Jéffreoy % armitace, 3olicitcrs of Downham Maritet,
and Mrs 3rown uas rnﬂrrsentei by ¥Mr R, Britten, soliciior, of Tcunder Sraun
Gethin, Selicitors of Xinz's Lynn.,

rove fh) lomer J“ﬁve,

: e
dehrax::ately brlﬂ "ulq

de, =C ongs
the Ziver lhissey flows along one of the longer ‘ °1d° The unds of
Chjceticn YMo3.334 B and 333 ect} that the land edmed red on the nlan
attached was not common land at the daote of reziziration ard that Mr Sanders wus
not the owner of it such land ("the Red Land") comprizes the wes:i hal® of th
Diszuted Fiece excert a small piece at the west ernd, The zrourisz 2f Ohieciion oz,
291 B and 392 B are (ir effect) that the land edsed pink on the glan atiached was
not common land at the date of registration and thai Mr landers wis not the omer oF
i%; such 1and ("the Pink Land") comprises the remainder of ths Dizyuted Flzace.

v

Hro tobzon in the course of her evidence produced the documenis or comy documents
of the title of Mr T and Mrs Z.A.Miller %o a bungalou, Turnagoen, soush of the Zivar
ard to the FPink Land, and an agreement dated 10 DecL"b 1262 by which Mr and Mrs
¥iller sold Turnager and the Pink Land to her and her husban?, She s3aid that from
1962 noteody had used the Pink Land without their permission.

"S

Mr Zritton in the course of his evidence said that nis Firm acted for lMrc Jrown, and



209

he produced the documents or copy documents of title to the bungalow Yatermead south c
the River and to the Eed Land.

Before the hearing, Mr Sanders sent a letter dated 26 June 1975 to the Clerk of the
Commons Commissioners, in which he said:- ™I should however like to explain my
position. As.Lord of the Manor of Kavenham Stolie Wereham and Wetton I was approached
at the time of the Commons Registration by the Parish Council of Stoke Ferry who were
anxious that where possible T should register land as common or mancrial waste, in
order te maintain its open character. I accordingly did this, basing myself on thé
enclosure maps and the tithe maps. This is my interest in the matter. It follows
that I am not attempting to register as Common or Manorial Waste any land which the
Local Cecuncil are claiming as village green or the Ministry of Transport as road verze:
My concern is simply to maintoin land as common in the interests of the loczl inhabits
where it is evident that it has been open land".

T have to consider whether the Disputed Tiece was on 25 November 1968 (the date of
registration) within the definition of common land in section 22 of the 1965 Act:

"land subject to rights of common ...; waste land of a manor ...". The documents of
titls ¢o hack to a mortzage dated 14 Octobar 1392; before a deed cf partition dated
12 December 1025, the Red Land and the Pink Land were in the same owmerchip; there is
nething in the documents to sugrpest that these lands ever were within the definition;
# tuc3e e srenared th Eih ere suhject to rights of comm

¥
e s at the hearing no inclosure
cduced. From the documenis, the evilencz of
n, I conclude that the Disvuted Fiece was nov
refare have heen incdtuded in the regisiraticn.
ade under the Stoke otherwise Stoke Ferry,
e

ucer o me; even if ihs
"

or Wors mansrial wastes

, ont oaccordingly af the Award remained nart
3 from the documents oroduced® and from what I
it =zd zomehow before 2200 ceased o he sueh,

=2 no eviidence., ITf it had been 39?3f3*91“

have teen ccnsidsrine an’ which exwressly
and had never been made, the registration of the

romainder weuld nave hecone der scction 7 of the Zc¢t. T should I ihink, nc
cortroar: nontenticong having o e tc me =t the hearing, by my decicion sroduce the

ctwitheshandin from what T saw of the Unit Land vhen I made ny

zome doud scme of the remainder havint been nrenerly
anct I thinlt vwromerly sive any other decision mérely on the nresent

2rag
—hvia a3 8

e modificaticns +that there:

tion to give effect
and the Tink Land



I am required by regulation 30(1) of the Commons Commissioners Regulations 1971 =

to explain that a person agzsrieved by this decision as being errcnecus 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. LR

Dateci this q‘/t day of d‘kw 1975 -

o e i

Commons Commissioner.
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