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COHMONS REGIATRATION ACT 1965 Reference No

225/D/16 and 17

In the Matter of Sheeps VWash,
Ringland, Broadland D

DECISION

These disputes relate to the registrations at BEntry Hos 1 and 2 in the
Ownership Section of Register Unit o CL. 232 in the Register of Common Land
maintained by the Norfolk County Council and are occasioned by the said two
conflicting registrations.

I held a hearing for the purpoze cf inquiring into the 2ispute at Norwich on
13 January 1977. The hearing was attended by iir G ¥ Dalton of :fessrs iill % Ferks

agents for llessrs Day % Yewdall on behalf of 3ir 7 R Prince-Cmith who by Entry i
claired ownership of the land in zuestion aond Ur Sparis appeared on behalf of
the Ringland Farishk Council wid by “niry o 1 clajmed ownerczhip of the land

in question,

o 2

¥r Dalton »roducsd a conveyance da made vbetween J V Berney
2d U R Frince-Zmith whereby the lav conveyed to Zir W £ Princs-Umith.
Spariz ¢lsinmed a vwosmseszsory Hibl darigh Jouncil and it iz
2t tie outzset nveyance r jSe o
i ¢z he had t i

erecf.,

~ection

zituzte s~oad

znid converance and 1o

scmnrized ln fhe llorton
rstate. as ne Eho river Zor uwatering stocii,
net only tiat orf the locn stocl: veinz driven along the
road to lorwich nmariiet.
r 23 2 ed the minuie sooks of the Tarich Jouncil znd
referred me tc the following minutes:
2. avril 1227. aAgainst the bLackorsund that fle river adjeininzg the Innd was in
need oI clzaring it was sicted that the comrzons had been used “rom time immemorizl
iree of cocut by the narishioners, Advice was zmought from the 3oard of Agriculiure
and Tisnkeries.
7 July 1927, The 2oard of Agriculture and sheries advised that the matter ve
referred to the Diztrict Council but the Parisz Council widch 4id not wish to
part with control of the land decided not to take this course without ihe authority
of a Farish jleeting.
I have not been able to find in the ilinutes any record as to what, if any, actien
was taiien, The evidence is not in any way conclusive, it is no more than an
indicaticn that the Parish Council considered that it was liable as the riparian -
owner and there 1s no suggestion that the Morton Estate was liable.
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26 August 1943,  Objection was taken to a bridge being built on the land and as

a result of this objection made to the builder H Pontin Ltd and the Morton Estate
the land was cleared of building material and the bridge was built 100 yards away.
Mr Petre the agent for the estate asked for a map 'Showing the Parish Properties
rights of way etc'.

Mr Sparks produced this map but it referred to commons and rights of way and did not
refer to Parish properties. The map is no evidence as to the ownership of the
COmmons.

12 April 1962. A notice was affixed to a tree on the land stating fishing private and
during tree planting a wire fence was erected on the land. These matters were

brought to the attenticn of Mr Zerney the owner of the iMorton Estate. The matters
complained of were rectified on the instruction of iir Berney.

1 December 1964. The Clerk reported that the treeon the land was not to be taken
down with the EZstate trees.
(liotwithstanding this the tree was taken dowm)

2% April 1955. <Cooper the agent of the Horton Estate was asked to remcve the tree

wrongly felled and to replant an oak in its nlace.

'

Mr Sparks said in evidence that Mr Coorer had zgreed to this regquest o that n
action had Seen taken. He furtker said that rzorishioners had nabii isned
bo object to oin ovid

from the land but that the Parish Council did 2o
they 4id not interfere with the narishioners. =
had the Morton Zstote fisghing rights but as

land by virtue of an autherity given by the .
confirmed *tie evidence of r Znaris buil said
but also shot on the land. ile nimself nad shot and fiztea an tre land and he
f the land was owned by the liorton Estate objeciion : : ofe)

a iater .

zhcoting

e

e 1
on the land. In cross examination he zaid that Zhere wacs g notice
near the land and only Ringlaond rarichionere -vere allowed o 3noot, '

The conclusion nave reached cn this evidence 1z ¢
nor tie iiorton Estate ever had clear in their minds
of commen over the land and ownershiz of the : X
arcse the Parish Council consdered it was the and acted &c i +as the cwner.
The Merton Istate when complaints were made 20 noever took iz noint that the
Parish Council only had rights of cemmon and a rizht of way and it did Ly iiz ccnduct
when complaints were made to it accept that tle Fari sl

2

ish Council was ihe owner of the
lends. I shall accordingly confirm the Zniry at 1 and refuze to coniirm the
Intry at ilo 2.

5 k=

he distinction tstueen rightc
Igwever ¢ uenp"or oy auestion

hat neither the Farizn vounzil
#

Jr Dalton was at the hearing 2t a dlSaﬂVnﬂuuhe in that he n2d n3 nrevicus knowiedge
of the case nut forward by the Parish “ounecil n2nd no ingtructicns which enabled

him to meet that case, and I therefore indicated that if he apsiiled to nave the case
adjourned in order to enable nim to Lead further material evidence witznin tlhe
week period which must elapse before I give a direction I would withdraw this decizcion’
and grant nim an adjournment.
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I am required by regulation 30(1) of the Commons Commissioners Regulations 1971
to explain that a person aggrieved by this decision as being erronecus 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.

o : :
Dated this Q2%  day of afsl _ 1977

Commons Commissioner



