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Dear Member 
 

This edition has a lot of dates of events that members may like to consider supporting.   

 

You will see that the Friends of Panshanger Park are seeking to raise the profile of the park and the fact that it has yet 

to be opened as a ‘country park’.  The walks, and general publicity, are important as it is essential for county 

councillors to understand how well the ‘Friends’ are supported and that residents of the county get what they were 

originally promised: namely, a country park.  

 

Of special concern is the latest consultation on the Local Plan.  Members are asked to raise any objections they may 

have.  Details on some of the issues are exposed inside. 

 

Enjoy the read! 

 

 

 

 
 

۩ The new date for the Annual General Meeting 
 

Please note that the AGM will now be held on Wednesday 22 July and NOT on Wednesday 15 July, as previously 

stated.  It will take place at St Francis Church Hall in Church Road at 8.00pm. 
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۩  Consultations on the Local Plan 
 

The consultation period for the Local Plan terminates on 19 March next.  You are urged to place any objections you 

have with the Borough Council as a matter of urgency.  It is important that local residents make their views known as 

in the absence of differing views it will be assumed that residents are happy with proposals being promoted.  The 

consultation web site address is www.welhat.gov.uk/localplan. 

 

The preparation of the Local Plan seems to have been going on for ages; the end date now seems to have slipped out 

by two years.  It has changed shape and there has been so much toing and froing that it is hardly surprising that people 

who wished to follow what was going on have almost lost the will to live.  Not only is it badly presented in our view 

but it is enormously difficult to sort out what is important from the mountain of detail or to understand the justification 

for some of the current proposals. 

 

The consultation on the Local Plan seems to us an unnecessary complex document and the way the entire process has 

been managed and explained has been less than clear, even to those who sought to follow the process.  In addition, the 

preferred method of submitting the plan - through the Council’s web site - is far from satisfactory.  The Society finds 

the Council’s web site so tedious to use that it has chosen to submit its comments by email.  Paper response forms are 

available from the Council, but the supporting documents are needed; these are not free but can be viewed at libraries. 

 

There is also widespread cynicism surrounding the plan. 

 

Members will recall that the Society challenged the decision taken by the Council to avoid placing any significant new 

development close to the southern villages in the Borough.  The leadership of the Council stated that this would be 

‘perverse’ as there was great opposition to such development.  This followed the claim that there were 4,000 

objections from people living in the area.  When this was examined by the Society, it was discovered that the 

opposition was from roughly one thousand people who had each separately objected to four different sites in the area.  

Soon afterwards the Council Leader said that the Council would have to revisit this decision and that the southern 

villages would have to bear some extra development. 

 

Cutting a long story very short, and after some confusing changes in the plans and decisions taken by the Cabinet, we 

appear to have ended up more or less with the original idea:  the bulk of the development around Hatfield and Welwyn 

Garden City and very little in the southern villages.  Your committee thinks this is unfair and will argue that this is not 

appropriate on grounds of coalescence with Hatfield on the one hand and too far away from the town centre on the 

other.  All that it is doing is ensuring that this coalescence is bound to happen one day. 

 

The Society will be making some comments and members of the committee are working on the issue as this 

publication was being prepared.  A number of things stand out: 

 

The number of houses that apparently the Borough needs is astonishing.  Whereas there was a stated need in the 

original core strategy document of 7,200, this number has increased to 12,500 between 2011 and 2031.  It is difficult, 

if not impossible, to reconcile how this difference arises but many members will recall the campaign run by Grant 

Shapps ‘No way 10K’ when the Borough successfully fought off the imposition of so much additional housing by the 

then East of England quango.  This same Borough is now seeking to build even more.  Again, seeking to understand 

how this comes about leads to changes in central government policy, designed to build more houses. 

 

A number of sites chosen to provide this new housing stand out as being singularly inappropriate.  These are: 

 

• HAT 1: This seems to bring Hatfield right up to the roundabout off the A1M by the Tesco roundabout.  This 

brings about the near coalescence of Hatfield with Welwyn Garden City.  The next strategic assessment would 

simply fill in the last one piece of ground between the two. 

 

• WGC4: This is the Panshanger Aerodrome site.  It has previously been rejected by an inspector in 2004 as 

unsuitable for housing as it was too far away from the town centre to be sustainable.  Nothing has changed so 

far as we can see. 

 

• In addition, it is now clear that the Moors Walk local shopping area is already under severe pressure and we 

do not think it is large enough to support any more additional housing.  As it is, the car park is frequently full. 
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• Almost unbelievably, a site for travellers has been shown within the proposed new housing development.  

Whatever the law might say against discrimination, buyers of property in this area are likely to be 

handicapped in terms of valuations and, by implication, the ability to borrow to fund their house purchases.  

 

• WGC5: This site is to the south east of the town bounded by the A414.  We originally questioned the 

Council’s comments on this site but now feel that it too is too far from both the town centre and local shops to 

be sustainable. 

 

• In addition, similar comments apply to the land in the same area that the East Herts District Council is 

promoting as an area for Welwyn Garden City to expand into.  Expansion in this direction will choke off the 

‘green corridor’ that currently stretches from Hertford, across the Panshanger Park down past the south east of 

the town to the Hatfield estate, incorporating Mill Green golf club, Stanborough Lakes, Ellenbrook country 

park, and so towards St Albans.   

 

The Council is also stating that there would be an increase of about 12,000 jobs in the Borough over the period of the 

plan but has not indicated where this employment would take place.  However, it has said that the same amount of 

employment land would be required.  This does not sound plausible and is likely to be severely tested by any 

inspector.  

 

The Society will be objecting to the manner in which councillors by resolution moved areas as ‘finely balanced’ to 

‘more favourable’, in particular WGC4 (Panshanger), when the process is supposed to be evidence based.  This 

resolution was again taken against officers’ recommendations...which was also the case when councillors took their 

original ‘perverse’ decision.  Effectively, this also ensured that the sites around Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield 

would be those on which the public would be consulted.  Residents have to look in the Appendix to the consultation 

document to find out about all the sites that actually might be better sites on which to build.  The current allocation 

plan does not amount to 12,500 homes; it is about 2,000 short of that target.  

 

If we were to compare those other sites that are available, mostly in the south of the Borough, then, for example, one 

would find that many are closer to railways stations, to shops, etc, than those that are being promoted as the best 

choice.  These other sites are also ones which landowners have indicated would be available to build upon.  These 

sites have been designated as finely balanced or less favourable and so are not counted toward the target.  It should be 

noted that these designations carry no weight or meaning in National Planning Policy terms, but are an invention by 

the Council to again focus development only in specific areas of the Borough. 

 

The danger that the Council is running is that if its plan fails before the inspector, the developers will have a free hand 

to apply for planning permission anywhere in the Borough, and the Council will find this very difficult to resist.  

Developers are at liberty to submit planning applications at any time, as has already happened in Cuffley.  With the 

Cabinet deigning to make WGC4 ‘more favourable’, it will be even harder for them to justify turning down any 

speculative developer application on that site. 

 

Our Garden City was designed to be limited in population and space.  Bolting on the huge extensions proposed in this 

plan would see thousands more homes and many thousands more residents.  This in turn will lead to having to 

commute into the town by car, in all probability.  The impact of this on existing residents should not be 

underestimated.  Traffic, parking, services and amenities may all be stretched beyond capacity.  Is this really how we 

want our Garden City to evolve?  Should seeking an alternative option not be the focus of the debate?  Some leafy 

villages may not want a deluge of new housing, but it’s not in our unique Garden City’s best interest either.  Our town 

has merits and heritage that seem to have been unacknowledged in this process.  It is all a very long way from our 

‘town designed for healthy living’. 

 

۩  More important dates for your diary 
 

On 13 May 2015 the fourth Garden City Lecture is taking place in the Hawthorne Theatre, Campus West at 19.30.  It 

is being given by Nicholas Falk of URBED, winner of last year’s £250,000 Wolfson Economics Prize with their 

submission on how best to deliver a new garden city which is visionary, economically viable and popular. 

 

Please note that a booking fee of £1.50 will be made, which will ensure your numbered seat in the Hawthorne Theatre 

at Campus West.  There will be a retiring collection to offset the costs of staging the lecture. 
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On 31 March 2015 the FoPP are holding the People’s Anniversary Walk.  They will be joined by Kate Ashbrook of 

the Open Spaces Society which celebrates its 150
th
 anniversary in 2015.  Kate is a long time campaigner for access 

rights and also President of The Ramblers.  More details will be posted on the Society’s web site. 

 

۩ Panshanger Park - the saga continues 
 

Members will recall that periodically we have commented on Panshanger Park and on the failure of the owner, 

Lafarge Tarmac, to open it up as a country park in accordance with the requirements of a planning approval granted in 

May 1980.  Essentially, the deal was that in return for members of the public being excluded from the area while 

gravel was being extracted, the community would get a country park once the gravel workings became exhausted.  

This was after an intervention from the then Secretary of State and a subsequent public enquiry. 

 

Under the planning approval, the first phase of the opening of the country park was due to take place in 1989 with the 

final phase being opened in 1995.  Currently, there is still some gravel extraction taking place but so far, roughly only 

one quarter of the entire park has been ‘opened’.  This took place on 31 March last year. 

 

This planning approval required the owner to deliver to Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) a final detailed plan for 

the country park within six months of the approval being granted.  This was then seen as a small detail to be completed 

after the main event.  However, that detailed plan has never been submitted by Lafarge Tarmac and its absence has 

been used to justify years of inaction by almost all parties.  It would seem that HCC has been very slow to press the 

owners for the plan and in the interim, without a final detailed plan, ad hoc changes to the park have seemingly been 

agreed or not between the owner and HCC.  At any rate, there appears to be little that the County Council has been 

willing to do up to now. 

 

In 1987, English Heritage listed the land and gardens in the park as Grade II* - this cites it as being a landscape of 

national significance.  Despite this, very little has been done to safeguard either the buildings in the park with the care 

that any heritage asset demands or to manage the landscape in accordance with the needs of a Grade II* listed park.  

Consequently, the Orangery, which was in fine condition in the 1950s is now in a very sorry state and in danger of 

irreversible ruin and the park itself is being damaged by inappropriate fencing and ill-considered planting.  In short, 

both the owner and the Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust (HMWT), which is currently the manager of the nature 

reserve within the park, are together seen to be damaging not only the heritage value of the area but also the unique 

amenity value it represents.   

 

Most recently, two events have provoked serious disquiet.   

 

1. HMWT has made a submission to HCC, which indicates that it would like to run the entire park.  This 

submission is notable for failing to mention either the Grade II* listing of the park or the Orangery, both of 

which are key features of the park.  This is seen to be continuing to downplay the importance of these features. 

 

2. The same trust has erected a screen alongside a path by the far eastern lake in the park to ‘safeguard’ the 

wildlife that visits the site.  This was undertaken without consultation with any other stakeholders and, 

according to HCC, there is nothing that it can do to have the fence taken down.  The significance of this is that 

other changes that are damaging to the landscape could also be made and county authorities will not be able to 

do anything about these either. 

 

In the meantime, Lafarge has undertaken two ‘consultations’ to see what people want from the park.  The first was a 

‘charrette’ (a fashionable word for a meeting of all stakeholders) to thrash out an agreed solution under an independent 

chairman.  The Society attended in an observer position as it did not, and still does not wish to give any support to any 

alternative plans that might be cited as evidence to support the setting aside of the current planning approval and its 

replacement by something that is less attractive to residents locally and in the wider region.  As the former does not 

seem to have come to any satisfactory conclusion, Lafarge has employed a consultant to interview all the stakeholders 

again. 

 

The Society’s position is clear.  It wishes to see the delivery of the park in accordance with the original planning 

approval and sees no need for either a ‘charrette’ or more consultations when it wants the park delivered and opened in 

2015.  Indeed, the detailed plan is also, in its view, unnecessary as the original planning approval gives adequate 

guidance to get the park opened now. The whole project is some twenty years late already and follows any number of 
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obfuscations and delays and red herrings of one sort or another.  It sees this latest set of consultations as yet more of 

the same. 

 

Members may recall that the Society gave support to the setting up of the Friends of Panshanger Park (FoPP) group to 

focus on the issue of Panshanger Park as it is of appeal to a much larger area than one focused on Welwyn Garden 

City alone.  Since its launch it has grown significantly and it is now pushing hard for the park to be opened.  The 

Society is wholly supportive of its actions to date. 

 

The concern of the FoPP and of most local stakeholders is that the delay being experienced is a prelude to an 

application to alter the planning approval and to curtail the very idea of a country park by restricting full and open 

access to the park.  At the time of writing, a further planning application from the owner had been received, though it 

had yet to be posted on the County Council’s web site.  It is also clear that residents in all areas abutting the park are 

now of a mind that all the dithering must stop and the park opened now. 

  

 
 

There are some more serious issues here.  This so called ‘attraction’ has been sited within a Grade II* listed park.  This 

means that the landscape being protected is one of the very few best landscapes in the UK and is of exceptional, 

national importance.  Any consideration for this appears to have been ignored.  No involvement with any heritage 

body appears to have taken place. 

 

The fact that the project has been partly tax payer funded through Natural England is additionally shocking.  Clearly, 

they have failed to do their homework.  Lafarge Tarmac should have taken proper advice on how the landscape was 

best preserved.  The result does reflect badly on the company. 

 

Residents may recall that this park should have been turned into a ‘country park’ long ago for use by both the general 

public as well as wildlife, under the term of a planning approval granted to the then  owner, now Lafarge Tarmac, in 

1980.  That was the agreement, confirmed by the Secretary of State, designed to compensate the general public who 

would have been largely excluded from the area for the best part of thirty years while gravel was being extracted.  

That was the deal and still is.  It needs to be honoured now. 
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Why not join one of FoPP’s heritage walks?  Enjoy a pleasant stroll through the delightful Humphry Repton landscape 

and learn something of the history of the site.  The walks, led by members of the Friends, will start at 2pm from 

Thieves Lane car park on the outskirts   of   Hertford on Saturday 28 March, Sunday 26 April, Sunday 31 May and 

Sunday 28 June.   If you would like to join one of their walks, please email friendsofpanshangerpark@gmail.com. 

۩  Broadwater Road development 
 

At the time of writing, a planning application had been received from Spen Hill (the development arm of Tesco plc).  

We understand that a detailed planning application covering the northern part of the site where the industrial buildings 

are located, together with an outline planning application for the remainder of the site - the southern part where the 

bulk of the housing is largely intended to be is currently being validated and it will appear on the Council’s web site 

shortly. 

 

After the last exhibition in the Howard Centre, we made representations to Spen Hill on many issues that members had 

raised with us.  These are as follows: 

 

1. The impact of the restaurants on the existing town centre 

2. The fountain, lamp stands and landscaping  

3. The bridge across the railway 

4. The architectural detailing, height and appearance of the apartment blocks 

5. The issues around the private rented sector should the ‘buy to let’ investor seek to buy the properties for 

subsequent rental 

6. The management of the whole area 

 

The response to our letter seeks to allay our concerns but we are unclear as to what has actually altered since the 

exhibition.  We have sought a further meeting with Spen Hill. 

 

۩  Something to look forward to… 
  

‘I love it in Welwyn Garden City.  It's quiet, I can focus on tennis only...it's just a nice place to live’, as reported 

recently in ‘i’ newspaper (probably also to be found in the Independent).  The words of Aljaz Bedene, a Slovenian 

tennis player who has lived in the town for the past seven years and was playing his opening match at the Australian 

Open against Novak Djokovic.  Unfortunately, he lost, but imagine if one day he wins.  That really would put Welwyn 

Garden City on the map; and very clearly we have an ambassador in the making. 
 

۩  Article from Welwyn Garden City NEWS No 3 Friday October 14 1921 
 

‘Garden City Principles 
 

The significance of Welwyn Garden City is not merely that it is the second town of the garden city type to be 

established, but that it is the first that has a direct bearing upon the future growth of London.  Letchworth is the 

original example of a garden city, started to show the world what was meant by a self-contained town designed in 

relation to the countryside.  The achievement of Letchworth has been remarkable, and its influence has been, and 

undoubtedly will remain, great.  It is evidence of the vitality of the garden city idea that the second town, which we 

have at Welwyn, should not be a mere imitation of the first, but should show the idea in a new connection.  All new 

towns, of course, derive something from old towns; even Letchworth, though it contained a fresh conception of town 

life, has been influenced by and gained its support from other towns.  But Welwyn Garden City is well within the 

London sphere of influence, and is being carried out with the definite object of providing an alternative to the suburbs.  

The old method of town expansion was to add suburb to suburb in constant succession.  Along the great North Road 

out of London we have St. John’s Wood, Hampstead, Finchley, New Barnet and Potter’s Bar.  That process continued 

for a generation or so, and becoming more and more solid, would bring London up to Hatfield and beyond.  What a 

prospect for those who love towns and also have delight in the real country!  Yet that will inevitably take place unless 

an alternative is shown to be practicable.  To provide that alternative is the reason for the existence of Welwyn Garden 

City.’ 

 

This article that appeared nearly one hundred years ago is still so apt that the Society’s objection to and comments on 

the proposed Local Plan, which is now out to consultation, will be framed against this extract and Section 52 of the 
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National Policy Planning Framework (NPPF), which is the centrepiece of the current government’s new planning 

laws, which read as follows: 

 

‘The supply of new homes is sometimes best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new 

settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities. 

 

Working with the support of their communities, local planning authorities should consider whether such opportunities 

provide the best way of achieving sustainable development.  In doing so, they should consider whether it is 

appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining any such new development.’ 

 

Did our own Borough Council reflect on this matter before embarking on its chosen route?  We think not.  Should it 

have done so?  We think it should.  Why?  If one of the only two local authorities in the country with a fully-fledged 

garden city within its domain cannot even think of replicating the garden city approach elsewhere, then the future is 

suburbs that simply grow endlessly. 

 

The Borough Council’s proposed Local Plan includes a settlement strategy which states, ‘The primary focus for new 

development being in and around Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield’.   

 

The principle of the garden city has never been to add suburb after suburb as the 1921 article makes clear.  The NPPF 

is also clear; the garden city ethos has merit for town planning in the 21
st
 century. However, the Local Plan being 

promoted in the current consultation fails to consider these important points.  Garden city principles do not include 

building vast extensions on the periphery and infilling vacant space with housing within the interior.  

 

The internationally recognised success of the town and the esteem in which it is held by those who live here does not 

appear to be reflected in the Borough Council’s vision for how the town should evolve over the next fifteen years.  

The NPPF could be used to underpin the unique identity of Welwyn Garden City and failing to do so is an incredible, 

lost opportunity. 

 

۩  Latest news on the proposed Hatfield incinerator 

 
You are probably aware that although the planning application to build an incinerator in Hatfield was turned down by 

Eric Pickles, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government last year, the battle is by no means over.   

Veolia, the company behind the application, decided the decision was unlawful, made a legal challenge and the matter 

has been referred back to the Secretary of State to re-determine his decision.  The date when this new decision will be 

taken is not yet known. 

 

Nevertheless, the campaign group remains optimistic about the final outcome for a number of reasons:  

 

1. Even if the High Court sides with Veolia, the decision will revert back to Eric Pickles and there is little reason 

to think that a different decision will be taken. 

 

2. The Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs has subsequently withdrawn £210M in Waste 

Infrastructure Credits for the proposed New Barnfield incinerator so this is another huge blow to Veolia’s 

plans. 

 

3. Veolia no longer enjoys the County Council’s support for this project.  In fact County has refused to back the 

appeal. 

 

So far, the fight against the incinerator being built at New Barnfield has taken six years.  It is strange that Veolia still 

has not got the message and is attempting to drag the process out; what an incredible waste of time and effort! 

 

۩  Plus ça change… 

  
From a speech by the NALGO Secretary at the Mid-Herts Annual Dinner held the month before and reported in The 

Campus in February 1938: ‘The toast of ‘Our Council’ was proposed by the President, Mr C B Borthwick, Engineer 

and Surveyor to the Welwyn Rural District Council in a witty speech.  ‘Councillors’ he said, ‘are those that 

individually can do nothing and collectively decide that nothing can be done!’  The Campus seems to have been a 

newspaper for and by the Council and this comment is taken from a bound edition held in the library. 
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۩  Guided walks in 2015 organised by the Sherrardspark Wood Wardens 

 
Walks start from the Pentley Park entrance near Templewood School unless otherwise advised.  Dogs need to be on 

leads and please remember to wear suitable footwear.   Donations of £3 per person.  The Wood Wardens’ web site can 

be found at www.sherrardsparkwoodwardens.org.uk. 

  

Sunday 29 March at 14.00 

  

Before Sherrardspark Wood - The Rocks Beneath the Trees 

An introduction to the geology of Sherrardspark Wood  

with Nikki Edwards, Wood Warden 

Saturday 11 April Composing Photos in the Wood – for beginners & improvers 

with Dave Foster, Photographer 

(Limited numbers – please pre-book for start details) 

Saturday 25 April at 09.00 Spring Birds and Birdsong 

with Murray Brown, lifelong Herts Ornithologist & Wood Warden 

Sunday 17 May at 10.00 Discovery Tour of the Wood 

with Gary Dobrin & Peter Cade, Wood Wardens 

Sunday 7 June at 11.00 Foraging in the Wood for Food and Medicine 

with Mary Barton, Medicinal Herbalist & Health Coach 

Saturday 20 June at 14.00 Woodland Insect Life 

with Raymond Uffen FRES County Recorder for Bees, Wasps & Sawflies  (Bring a 

hand lense if possible) 

Sunday 12 July at 14.00 Butterfly Walk 

with Andrew Wood, Herts & Middlesex Butterfly Conservation Group  (Meet at far 

corner of Campus West car park)  

Saturday 8 August at 14.00 Do You Know Your Woodland Trees? 

with Neale Holmes-Smith & Adam Coole, Environmentalist & Wood Warden 

Saturday 22 August Bat Watching at Stanborough Lakes 

with Roger Havard, Herts Bat Group (Limited numbers – please pre-book for start 

details) 

Saturday 19 September Fungal Foray 

With Chris James, Landscape & Ecology Officer, Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 

(Limited numbers – please pre-book by telephoning 01707 324718 and to get starting 

details) 

Sunday 25 October at 14.00 A Short Walk Through the Long History of the Woods 

with Thomas Curtis, Historian & Wood Warden 

Saturday 14 November Fungal Foray 

With Chris James, Landscape & Ecology Officer, Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 

(Limited numbers – please pre-book by telephoning 01707 324718 and to get starting 

details) 

 

۩  The latest position on manorial rights 

 
The Law Commission should carry out a review to assess whether the law relating to manorial rights should be 

changed, says the House of Commons Justice Committee in a report it has recently published. 

 

As residents know, in the past such rights, which were rarely exercised, were not required to be shown on the register 

of title, but they remained overriding - ie, they bind the landowner, who may not have known about them.  Changes 

made through the Land Registration Act 2002 sought to increase the transparency and knowledge of such rights by 

removing their overriding status and requiring registration by October 2013. 

 

Around 90,000 claims have been registered in the year preceding the deadline, which led to many people discovering 

for the first time that their properties were subject to rights owned by a third party. 

 

Committee Chairman Sir Alan Beith MP said: 

 

‘House owners were astonished to find manorial rights registered on their properties, and worried that this would 

affect them when selling the house or getting a mortgage. The lack of understanding of such rights, and the way the 

registration process was carried out and communicated, has led to understandable concerns and anxieties.  We have 
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had numerous representations, both from MPs on their constituents’ behalf, and from individual members of the public 

affected by registrations on their properties, most notably in Anglesey and in Welwyn Garden City.  They all called for 

either the abolition of these rights or a review of the law.’ 

 

The Committee heard evidence about considerable problems with the registration process, and in particular the Land 

Registry’s notifications to owners, the burden of proof of the validity of claims, which falls disproportionately on the 

landowner, and the use of unilateral notices to register manorial rights.  However, there was little evidence of 

problems actually being caused by the exercise of manorial rights in practice in the present day. 

 

The Committee also received evidence opposing abolition, and indicating that some manorial rights may have real 

economic value. 

 

Sir Alan Beith said: 

 

‘It is understandable that many rights holders have responded to new legislation by seeking to protect these rights - 

often they will have been advised that they should do so.  We nevertheless consider that the situation where a claim 

can be made over areas of dense residential properties - where rights are unlikely or impossible to be exercised - is 

anomalous.’ 

 

In the light of evidence received, the Committee considers that there are some obvious improvements that could be 

made to the existing registration process: 

 

• The use of unilateral notices as the primary means by which such rights are registered should be removed, thus 

shifting the burden of proof towards those claiming manorial right; 

 

• Further research should be carried out, and data collected, into the prevalence, exercise, impact and value of 

manorial rights in England and Wales, given the paucity of information which came to light during the 

Committee’s inquiry. 

 

In addition, the Committee recommends that the Law Commission should carry out a review assessing whether the 

law relating to manorial rights should be changed, including the question of whether all or some categories should be 

abolished, and how legislation could appropriately address human rights and compensation issues in such an event. 

 

۩ We apologise for the lack of pictorial input in the newsletter but short of repeating photos that have appeared in 

previous newsletters, we appear, on this occasion, to have a shortfall.  Usually, it is the other way round…a bit like 

London buses.  However, we are always pleased to receive article suggestions accompanied by relevant photos and 

any thoughts or observations on this newsletter and/or the issues within would also be appreciated.  You can get in 

touch with the newsletter coordinator, Sheila O’Reilly, by email on sheila.oreilly@talktalk.net or by telephone on 

01707 324272.  Alternatively, you can go online and approach the Society via the website (given at the top of page 

one) and the relevant person will get back to you. 
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Hornbeam in Sherrardspark Wood 

 

 

 

 


