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A request was made for a review of the decision to include land in the List of Assets of 

Community value on 30th April 2014 under section 92 of the Localism Act 2011 for the 

determination of whether the listed land should continue to be included in the Council’s 

list of Assets of Community Value. 

 

The Land in question is the land situated at and known as  

 

 

The Council hereby gives Notice in accordance with section 92 of the Localism Act 

2011 that following a review the land in question will continue to be included in the list of 

Assets of Community Value. 

 

 

 

Applicant for the Review  Banner Homes Group PLC 

Nominating Group Verulam Residents’ Association   

Bedmond Lane Field, St Albans [near to Bedmond Lane, Mayne Avenue, the 
A4147, Parkland Drive] 
 
Land Registry Nos.  HD19595, HD311300, HD352290 

 

Other owners  
Aspley Homes Limited, Batchworth Properties Ltd 
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Our reason(s) for the decision: 

1. Review Decision 
 

1.1. On 26 September 2014 I conducted an oral review hearing into the listing of land 
known as Bedmond Lane Field, St Albans (near to Bedmond Lane, Mayne 
Avenue, the A4147, Parkland Drive) as an Asset of Community Value.  The land 
was listed by St Albans City and District Council under a notice dated 10 March 
2014.  By a letter dated 30 April 2014, Pitmans Solicitors, acting for the owner of 
the land, Banner Homes Group PLC [BHG], requested a review of the Council’s 
decision pursuant to Schedule 2, paragraph 1 (1) of the Assets of Community 
Value (England) Regulations 2012.  They requested an oral hearing. 

 

2. The Evidence 
 

2.1. At the hearing I received oral and written representations from Mr Douglas 
Edwards QC on behalf of BHG, Debbi White, Property and Asset Manager, St 
Albans City and District Council and Martin Frearson on behalf of the Verulam 
Residents’ Association (who nominated the land for listing).   

 

2.2. I also heard oral evidence from Mr Paul McCann, Strategic Land Director, Cala 
Group Limited (which acquired the Banner Homes Group in April 2014).   He 
produced a statutory declaration dated 3 September 2014 and also photographs 
of the land taken on 24 September 2014.  I also received a copy of a petition 
signed by a number of local residents calling upon the Council to maintain the 
land on the list of Assets of Community Value and a written submission setting 
out the Verulam Residents Association case.  I also had before me an Agenda 
for the hearing comprising 481 pages which contained extracts from the 
Localism Act 2011 and Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012; 
details of the nomination for listing by the Residents Association; a statement 
from Debbi White; the Council’s decision to list; BHG’s request for a review and 
their evidence in support including case law and extracts from textbooks on 
statutory interpretation and evidence from Verulam Residents Association.   

 

2.3. I also had before me a planning refusal notice from the Council’s Head of 
Planning dated 13 August 2014 relating to a planning application (reference 
5/14/1394) by BHG for a change of use of land from agricultural to the keeping 
of horses on land between Mayne Avenue and Bedmond Lane, St Albans. 

 

2.4. I was accompanied at the hearing by Councillor Julian Daly, Council Leader and 
Portfolio Holder for Planning and Conservation.  I am delegated by the Council 
in consultation with Councillor Daly to consider and determine requests for 
reviews of Council decisions to list land as an Asset of Community Value. 
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2.5. Notes of the hearing are attached as Appendix 1 to my decision.  The notes 
summarise the submissions and evidence given at the hearing.  The hearing 
was heard in public.  A number of local residents attended the hearing. 

 

2.6. Bedmond Lane Field has been entered into the List of Assets of Community 
Value maintained by the Council.  The reasons given for the decision are: 

 
“The land is open with no apparent barriers to public access.  It is open space 
with a public footpath running through it.  It appears to fulfil a community benefit 
and there is no reason to assume this will not continue”.  The land was entered 
onto the list on 10 March 2014. The decision and a location plan are contained at 
pages 170-172 of the Agenda for the Hearing. 

 

2.7. Section 88 (1) of the Localism Act 2011 provides that a building on other land in 
a Local Authority’s area meets the criteria for listing if in the opinion of the 
Authority: 

 
(a) an actual current use of the building or other land that is not ancillary use 
furthers the social wellbeing or social interests of the local community, and  

(b) it is realistic to think that there can continue to be non-ancillary use of the 
building or other land which will further (whether or not in the same way) the 
local wellbeing or social interests of the local community. 

2.8. Section 88 (2) goes on to provide that building or other land in a Local 
Authority’s area that is not land of community value as a result of subsection (1) 
is land of community value if in the opinion of the local authority: 
(a)there was a time in the recent past when an actual use of the building or other 
land that was not an ancillary use furthered the social wellbeing or interests of 
the local community, and  

(b)it is realistic to think that there is a time in the next five years when there 
could be non-ancillary use of the building or other land that would further 
(whether or not in the same way as before) the social wellbeing or social 
interests of the local community. 

3. The Council’s original decision maker’s evidence 
 

3.1. Debbi White, the Council’s Property and Asset Manager, who made the decision 
to list the land stated that she had inspected the site which could be accessed 
from the adjoining highways.  She said that there were no signs, notices or 
physical barriers and there were clear desire lines cutting across the land in 
addition to the public footpaths.  Ms White described the land as uncultivated 
and not regularly managed.  There appeared to be evidence of public use. The 
site inspection report by Lyn Henny from the Council’s Property Services section 
dated 28 January 2014 states that it was wet during the inspection and there 
were no people evident but there were muddy footprints suggesting it was used 
for walking.  No signage was noted other than public footpath signage.  Debbi 
White noted that the land is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and that from the 
planning history for the site it seemed reasonable to suppose that the land will 
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not change use in the near future.  Ms White had no reason to believe that the 
landowner had any intention of preventing the public using this land and there 
was evidence from a 1997 enforcement appeal that the Residents’ Association 
had planted trees with the consent of the then owners.  Ms White considered 
that the land has been important to the community for at least the last 21 years.  
She considered it was reasonable to assume that there is a realistic chance that 
the use will continue.  Ms White confirmed that at the time of the site visit the 
land was not fenced and that she had made her decision without the benefit of 
representations from the landowner. 

 
3.2. Ms White was questioned by BHG.  The questions and her answers are 

recorded in the Hearing notes. 
 

4. The Owner, Banner Homes Group PLC’s, evidence 
 

4.1. Mr Douglas Edwards QC referred to the Skeleton Argument for Banner Homes 
Group PLC (see pages 188 to 195 of the Agenda for the Hearing).  BHG 
accepted that the land was open and undeveloped and that there had been 
some level of public access and recreational use.  He said there were lawful 
footpaths and accepted that there were worn paths.  Apart from the public 
footpaths the land has now been fenced to prevent any further public access.  
There was no suggestion that Banner Homes were not entitled to erect fences.  
The fences had been damaged and action was being taken to repair the fences.  
Mr Edwards said that the land was private.  Members of the public had no right 
to enter the land and any use of the land beyond the public footpaths was a 
trespass. 

 

4.2. The proper interpretation of section 88 (1) of the Localism Act 2011 was that if a 
benefit is granted it is to be presumed that Parliament intended the benefit to 
operate only when it arose out of a lawful use.  Mr Edwards referred to Halsbury 
Laws of England Volume 96, paragraph 1152.  “If a statutory benefit is given 
only if a specified condition is satisfied, it is presumed that the legislation 
intended the benefit to operate only where the required act is performed in a 
lawful manner”. 

 

4.3. Mr Edwards also referred to paragraphs 43 – 57 of the Judgment of Lord Mance 
in the case of Welwyn Hatfield BC v Communities and Local Government 
Secretary (2011) 2 AC 304.  Mr Edwards stated that the principle of statutory 
interpretation applies whether the unlawfulness is criminal or civil – see 
paragraph 53 of the Lord Mance’s Judgment.  There had to be clear language 
before it could be presumed that Parliament had intended to confer rights on the 
basis of unlawfulness.  Also, to do so will amount to an interference under Article 
1 of the First Protocol of the European Convention of Human Rights.  Mr 
Edwards referred to published guidance as to the application of section 88.  
Examples quoted at paragraph 17 of his Skeleton Argument were of uses of 
facilities by invitees. 

 

4.4. To qualify under section 88 a use must be a lawful one.  Mr Edwards maintained 
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that there can be no dispute that the use of the land was unlawful and as such it 
cannot be a qualifying use. 

 

4.5. The second ground of his argument was that for the land to be listed then under 
section 88 (1) (b) it had to be realistic for the use to continue.  BHG had fenced 
the land and erected notices to prevent a claim based on access and to preclude 
trespassory use.  He called Mr McCann to give evidence as to the erection of 
the fences and of recent damage caused to those fences [photographs were 
submitted in support – see Appendix 2]. 

 

4.6. Mr McCann gave evidence that in a telephone call on 1 September 2014.  Paula 
Wilde, a Planning Enforcement Officer from St Albans District Council, informed 
him that the fencing was within permitted development tolerances.  Julian 
Thornton, Rights of Way Officer at Hertfordshire County Council, had confirmed 
to Mr McCann that the fencing created no impediment to Statutory Rights of 
Way. 

 

4.7. Mr Edwards contended that it was not realistic to think that the use can continue 
because of the active steps by the landowner to introduce a substantial fence 
and the owner’s intentions to repair the fence and maintain it in future.  In 
addition BHG viewed the land to have development potential.  They would be 
making submissions to the Council when the Strategic Local Plan was published 
on 10 October and at the Detailed Local Plan stage.  The owner sought to 
protect its land, from trespass and against any liabilities which might arise for 
injuries under the Occupiers Liability Legislation, by erecting the fence. 

 

4.8. There was little basis on which it can be concluded that the ongoing recreational 
use of the land could realistically be thought to be capable or likely to continue.  
It was not possible, rational or reasonable for the test in section 88 (1) (b) to be 
found in favour of the application. 

 

4.9. Questions put to BHG. The questions and their answers are recorded in the 
notes. 

 

5. The Nominating Group, Verulam Residents’ Association’s, evidence  
 

5.1. Representations were then made by Mr Martin Frearson on behalf of Verulam 
Residents’ Association [VRA].  He read a submission which is attached at 
Appendix 3 to this decision and referred to various minutes of meetings of the 
Residents’ Association from 1988 to 2001, personal testimonies as to use from 
local residents, a letter from the Planning and Policy Officer of the Hertfordshire 
and Middlesex Wildlife Trust dated 17 June 2014 and to various correspondence 
including that with the current and former owners of the land. 

 

5.2. Mr Frearson introduced the Association.  They believed that Bedmond Lane 
Field is suitable to be listed as an Asset of Community Value due to its social 
and recreational character and the use of the site since the late 1960s.  He also 
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referred to the work undertaken by the Association to keep the footpaths open, 
work of planting and maintaining hedges and action to prevent traveller 
incursions.  Mr Frearson stated that BHG was aware of this activity and that the 
Association were never asked to stop accessing the site.  Mr Frearson stated 
that the Association had no knowledge of the recent damage caused to the 
fencing and the notices.  Mr Frearson stated that until recently no notices have 
been displayed on the site by the previous owners, Olds, or by BHG.  He said 
that Mr McCann on behalf of BHG had offered the VRA a more formal 
involvement in the management of part of the field in 1999.  However, the 
Management Committee had declined the invitation because it was subject to a 
condition that the Association would not oppose a future housing development 
on part of the site.  Mr Frearson stated that the field had functioned as an 
uncultivated informal public open space and a haven for wildlife forming a barrier 
between the Verulam housing estate and the arable fields beyond.   

 

5.3. Mr Frearson contended that the site furthered the social wellbeing or social 
interests of the local community and he referred to the use made of the field as 
set out in the letters on pages 467 to 479 of the Agenda.  The Association 
disputed the interpretation of the legislation put forward on behalf of BHG.  Mr 
Frearson contended that there was no justification to read into section 88 of the 
Localism Act a limitation that use which amounts to a trespass cannot also add 
to the social wellbeing of the community.  The Act is concerned with use rather 
than private rights over the land.  In any event Mr Frearson contended that there 
were many uses made of the land which do not amount to a trespass.  The 
cases sited by BHG referred to criminal trespass and did not apply here.  Even if 
the reviewer was to interpret the Act as suggested by BHG there were many 
uses which were not trespassory, such as the use of the public rights of way, or 
of the desire lines, which are likely to have become public rights of way and 
which justify the qualification of the land as a community asset. 

 

5.4. Mr Frearson also contended that the absence of the words “as of right” in the 
Localism Act supported an argument that permissive use is included.  
Mr Frearson contended that the desire lines are clearly shown in the 
photographs attached to the Council officer’s report and their use by local 
residents does not amount to a trespass.  He further contended that the land 
was not only a community asset by virtue of being walked on. The land had 
importance as a visual amenity.  The reference in the legislation to “actual 
current use” is fit to encompass the fact that the land is open and cultivated as a 
haven for wildlife.  The visual amenity of the land contributes to the social 
wellbeing of the community.  Mr Frearson noted that the site had recently been 
fenced and that BHG had argued that there was no realistic prospect that the 
use of the site will commence again in the next five years.  However, Mr 
Frearson stated that the question whether it is realistic to think that the land 
could be of community value in the next five years must be asked on the 
assumption that it has come up for sale.  He said that having regard to the green 
belt status of the site, and that it was not proposed to be released for 
development in the Draft Strategic Local Plan until at least 2021 and probably 
not before 2031, it is realistic to think that the land could in the next five years be 
used to further the social wellbeing of the local community.  Mr Frearson drew 
attention to the interpretation placed on the Act in the recent First Tier Tribunal 
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decision of Patel v London Borough of Hackney contained at pages 300-304 of 
the Agenda. (Tribunal Reference CR/2013/0005). Mr Frearson said that the 
question must be asked on the assumption that the land was put up for sale.  He 
estimated that based on current agricultural values of £3.5K per acre it would 
require only about £50 per resident household to purchase the field. 

 

5.5. In answer to a question from me, Mr Frearson stated that the use of the land 
beyond the public footpaths was of right.  People gained those rights by going 
onto the land not by forceful entry, not secretly and without paying anything.  Mr 
Frearson said that the letters supplied by the Association provided evidence of 
this usage.  He stated that the Residents’ Association had not applied to 
Hertfordshire County Council to seek to have other paths on the land registered 
as definitive footpaths.  He also stated that the Association had not applied to 
the County Council to register the site as a town or village green although this 
was under active consideration by the Association.   

 

5.6. Questions were put to Mr Frearson.  These questions and his answers are 
recorded in the Hearing notes. 

 

6. Closing statements 
 

6.1. Each party then made their closing statement to the hearing.  The original 
decision taker, Ms White, asserted that the decision to list the site as an Asset of 
Community Value was based on the evidence at that time.  There was no 
evidence when the site was listed that the landowner had taken steps to prevent 
its continued use. 

 

6.2. Mr Frearson, on behalf of the Residents’ Association, stated that land had been 
used for a long period and that local residents have been allowed by the owners 
to walk over it freely, having not entered by force and they had not paid for the 
privilege.  He contended that the application was legitimate and meets the tests. 

 

6.3. Mr Edwards for BHG reiterated the company’s grounds for review.  He said that 
the use of land beyond the public footpaths was trespassory.  There was no 
evidence that residents had rights to use the land.  Acceptance by the 
Residents’ Association that the use of the land was “as of right” was itself an 
acceptance that the land was used by trespass.  Had the words “as of right” 
been included in the Act, trespassory use would have been a qualifying use.  Mr 
Edwards contended that use of the non-legally recognised paths was not lawful.  
Further, he said that land cannot qualify as an Asset of Community Value on the 
basis of its visual or environmental value. 

 

6.4. In order to come within section 88 (1) (a) a use must be lawful.  With regard to 
the second ground for review, Mr Edwards stated that the intention of a 
landowner only goes so far – see the Tribunal decision of Patel v London 
Borough of Hackney.  Mr McCann had explained why BHG had put up the 
fences.  The site had value and prospects for development either through the 
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development plan process or by planning application.  There was a potential for 
adverse rights to be claimed and it was therefore proper for a landowner to 
frustrate any application.  The fencing had also been erected having regard to a 
landowner’s residual liability for injury to trespassers.  This was a different 
situation from the position of closing a shop.  The landowner was seeking to 
protect its interest.  Mr Frearson was wrong to suggest that section 88 (2) (b) 
should be interpreted on the basis that the land had been offered for sale.  The 
owner had lawfully put up the fence and explained its reasons for doing so.  This 
should lead to the conclusion that there was no realistic prospect of the land 
being used again. 

 

7. My Decision 
 

7.1. I have carefully considered the evidence and submissions presented to me by 
Ms White as the original decision taker, by Mr Frearson on behalf of Verulam 
Residents’ Association and by Mr Edwards QC on behalf of the landowner, 
Banner Homes Group.   

 

7.2. I set out below a summary of the evidence given at the Hearing as to use of the 
land. 

 

7.2.1. Page 166 – Verulam Residents’ Association say it is used extensively by 
all local residents for recreational outdoor activities such as children 
playing, kite flying, walking and exercising dogs. 

 
7.2.2. Page 169 – Lyn Henny, Asset Management Surveyor, St Albans Council, 

describes the site as having plenty of public access points including a 
public footpath.  She says it was wet during her inspection so there were 
no people evident on the site, but there were muddy footprints suggesting 
it is used for walking. 

 

7.2.3. Page 176 – Debbi White, Property and Asset Manager, refers to clear 
desire lines cutting across the site. 

 

7.2.4. Page 467 – Caroline Ciric of 7 Deva Close, St Albans says in a letter 
dated 15 August 2014 that as a child and a teenager in the 1970’s and 
1980’s she used the land as a place to play with her brother, sister and 
many of her friends. 

 

7.2.5. Pages 468-470 – Dr Robert Wareing of 3 Claudian Place, St Albans writes 
that for over 40 years he and his family have enjoyed the enchanting 
environment of diverse and rich flora and fauna.  He says they harvest 
blackberries and mushrooms.  He describes diverse flora and fauna and 
says the land is a rare example of a true natural wildflower and wildlife 
meadow.  He refers to many varieties of birds including jays, goldcrest, 
cuckoos, green woodpecker and red kites. 
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7.2.6 Dr Wareing states that the land is well used by dog walkers and ramblers 
and that he has seen others cycling through the meadow.  He says that 
the extent of its usage is easy to gauge from the pattern of well worn 
footpaths which criss-cross the meadow in addition to the well used 
designated public footpath.  (See his letter dated 26 August 2014). 

 

7.2.7 Pages 471-472 – Martin Hicks,  Ecology Adviser, Hertfordshire Ecology, in 
an email dated 16 July 2014 describes previous and recent ecology 
surveys of the land.  He says that much of the site continues to support a 
good flora, at least in places, sufficient to meet Wildlife Site status and 
supports a good local wildlife generally enhanced by boundary 
hedgerows. 

 

7.2.8 Pages 473-479 – Odette Carter, Planning and Policy Officer, Herts and 
Middlesex Wildlife Trust writes in a letter dated 17 June 2014 that the land 
is known to the Wildlife Trust to be one of the best areas of species-rich 
grassland in the St Albans area. Ms Carter states that, being within 
walking distance of the Trust’s office, many staff regularly visit the site to 
enjoy its wildlife. 

 

7.3. I have considered and give weight to the letters at pages 467 onwards.  They 
support the conclusion of there having been relevant types of use within the 
meaning of section 88.   Indeed, the letter on behalf of the Herts and Middlesex 
Wildlife Trust shows that it’s not just individuals but groups which have used the 
land reflecting the public interests. 

 

7.4. Until recently the site was open and accessible for use by the public.  However, 
in September 2014 action was taken by Banner Homes to erect fences and 
notices on the site.  The land, however, can still be accessed via two public 
footpaths.  Firstly, one public footpath (No 95) crosses the site between Mayne 
Avenue and Bedmond Lane.  A second public footpath (No 32) within the site 
runs adjacent to Parklands Drive and Mayne Avenue.  I attach at Appendix 4 a 
map showing the location of these public footpaths.  There are extensive views 
into the site from these public footpaths. 1  The land is in the Metropolitan Green 
Belt.  A recent application by Banner Homes for a change of use from 
agricultural to the keeping of horses was refused by the Head of Planning and 
Building Control of St Albans District Council on 13 August 2014.  There is also 
an area Tree Preservation Order on the site.  Evidence was given at the hearing 
by Ms White that there are clear desire lines crossing the land. 

 

7.5. Section 88 of the Localism Act 2011 provides two grounds for listing a property 
as an Asset of Community Value.  Section 88 (1) is about actual current use and 

                                                           

1
 Extract from the Definitive Footpath Map maintained by Hertfordshire County Council 
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section 88 (2) is about recent past use.  Under section 88 (1) land in a Local 
Authority’s area is land of community value if in the opinion of the Authority –  
(a) an actual current use of a building or other land that is not an ancillary use 
furthered the social wellbeing or social interests of the local community, and  

(b) it is realistic to think that there can continue to be non-ancillary use of the 
building or other land which will further (whether or not in the same way) the 
social wellbeing or social interests of the local community. 

 

7.6. Under section 88 (2) land in a Local Authority’s area that is not land of 
community value as a result of sub-section 1 is land of community value if in the 
opinion of the Local Authority  
(a)there is a time in the recent past when an actual use of a building or other 
land that was not an ancillary use furthered the social wellbeing or interests the 
local community, and  

(b)it is realistic to think that there is a time in the next five years when there 
could be non-ancillary use of the building or other land that would further 
(whether or not in the same way as before) the social wellbeing or social 
interests of the local community. 

 

7.7. I am conducting a review of the decision of Ms White to list Bedmond Lane Field 
as an Asset of Community Value pursuant to section 88 (1) (a) of the Act.  Mr 
Edwards on behalf of Banner Homes contends under ground one that in order to 
meet the test in section 88 (1) one should interpret the section on the basis that 
actual current use must be a lawful use and that any use that entails trespass 
cannot be relied upon.  I accept that, as a general rule “use” for the purposes of 
section 88 means lawful use.  Parliament would not in my view generally 
endorse unlawful conduct and in any event unlawful activity would seldom be 
capable of being something which can be said to further the social wellbeing or 
interests of the community.  In this case, however, there is a clear lawful use 
which does further the social wellbeing and interests of the local community.  
That use is demonstrated by walking along the two public rights of way through 
the land which the evidence demonstrates is notable for its flora and wildlife.  
Although the public’s right to walk through the land may be limited to be public 
footpaths, their use in the sense of enjoyment of their surroundings whilst 
walking extends to the whole area.  In my view such use furthers the social 
wellbeing and interests of the community.  Therefore, my primary reasoning is 
that even if Banner Homes is correct in its submission on the necessity of lawful 
use, this would not invalidate the listing in this case. The lawful use of Bedmond 
Lane Field (i.e. the use confined to the public footpaths) suffices for section 88 
purposes, in my view. 
 

7.8. In this regard, I also note the submission from Banner Homes that visual or 
environmental value does not constitute ‘social wellbeing or interest’ for section 
88 purposes. I agree that there may be many cases where the conditions under 
section 88 would not be satisfied purely on visual grounds, or purely on 
environmental grounds. But I must have regard to all the circumstances of the 
case. I see nothing in the wording of section 88 to suggest that visual and 
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environmental considerations must necessarily be excluded from the 
assessment; social wellbeing and interests are very broad terms. In my view, the 
visual (somewhere beautiful where people enjoy walking) and environmental (a 
home to flourishing flora and fauna) factors contribute to the overall picture in 
this case. They are each part of the explanation for why members of the local 
community enjoy (in the relevant sense of deriving wellbeing and interest from) 
their use of the public footpaths through Bedmond Lane Field. 

 
7.9. Furthermore, to return to the submission about the importance of lawful use, I 

observe that although Banner Homes claim that there has been trespass by 
local residents on Bedmond Lane Field they do not appear to have particularised 
this allegation apart from making the general submission that all use (other than 
on the two public rights of way) amount to unlawful acts of trespass.  The use of 
the site as described in the evidence before me in the Hearing Agenda (see 
pages 467-479) alleged to have been trespassory appears to have been minor.  
The evidence before me suggests that Banner Homes was aware of such use 
and until September this year never did anything to stop it.  In my view even if 
such use was strictly unlawful it does not disqualify the land from being listed as 
an Asset of Community Value.  Such use does not in my opinion undermine the 
primary use via the public footpaths which is non-trespassory.    

 
7.10. Overall, whilst I accept that generally use for section 88 purposes must be a 

“lawful use” it seems to me that this general rule is not entirely inflexible.  
Suppose for example that due to an oversight an owner failed to obtain the 
appropriate premises licences before opening an entertainments facility whose 
use subsequently delivers social wellbeing without anyone every complaining 
about the licensing deficiency.  Would it automatically be said that because 
some of the features of a community’s enjoyment of that facility are tainted by a 
form of unlawfulness section 88 can never be fulfilled? It seems to me at least 
arguable that the answer is no. 

 

7.11. In other words, I consider it may be argued that some uses could qualify for the 
purposes of section 88 notwithstanding a taint of technical unlawfulness, 
especially where that use has caused more no harm and has been condoned for 
many years.  Therefore, my overall view is that there has been sufficient purely 
lawful use to satisfy the conditions under section 88 in this case, and that such 
technically unlawful conduct – if there has been any – which has formed part of 
the overall pattern of use of Bedmond Lane Fields does not disqualify it from 
being an Asset of Community Value. 

 

7.12. I have taken into account the extracts from leading authors and case law 
provided by Mr Edwards on behalf of Banner Homes.  I have particularly 
considered the conclusions in the Supreme Court Case of Welwyn Hatfield BC v 
The Secretary of State Communities and Local Government.  However, the facts 
of that case are wholly different from the facts in the present review.  The review 
does not involve individuals or groups seeking to profit from their own deceit.  In 
my view, therefore, the Welwyn Hatfield case does not add to the analysis as to 
whether the criteria of section 88 had been met.  Whilst I do not dispute the 
general propositions put forward on behalf of Banner Homes, I do not consider 
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that they apply on the facts of this review. In my view the listing decision is not 
flawed by virtue of its reliance on any alleged unlawful conduct. 

 

7.13. Evidence was given at the Hearing that in March 1998 (see pages 456 and 457 
of the Hearing bundle) Mr McCann wrote to Mr James Hargreave of the 
Residents’ Association offering to grant a licence to the Verulam Residents’ 
Association to use the land for recreational purposes on payment of a 
peppercorn.  Mr McCann in the hearing stated that the licence was offered with a 
view to deterring other parties from entering the land (there had been a recent 
incursion onto the land by travellers).  Minutes of the Residents’ Association 
contained in the bundle show that the Association decided not to pursue this 
offer.  However, it is clear from the evidence, particularly the letters from local 
residents and from the Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust, that local residents 
and others have been using the site.  The evidence presented by Debbi White 
refers to desire lines which she saw when visiting the site.  The desire lines were 
also visible from the photographs.  I consider there is sufficient evidence to draw 
an inference that Banner Homes Group must have been aware of at least some 
level of use outside of the two public rights of way. 

 

7.14. In conclusion, my view is that there is actual current use of the land that is not an 
ancillary use which furthers the social wellbeing or social interests of the local 
community and the test in section 88(1) (a) is satisfied. 

 

7.15. I also need to address whether my review should be of matters as they stood at 
the time of the original decision or now – the difference being that Banner Homes 
has now erected fencing on the property. The drafting of section 88 appears to 
suggest that when carrying out my review I perform an assessment as to whether 
the criteria had been met by reference to the facts as they stood at the time of 
the original decision.  Section 92 (4) provides that where a request is made for a 
review the reviewer must consider whether the land concerned should not have 
been included in the Authority’s lists of Assets of Community Value.  I would also 
observe however that the purpose of the scheme appears to be for the review to 
be a full re-consideration as if the first decision had not happened.  Whichever 
view is adopted ultimately in my view it does not make a difference to my 
conclusion.  Either matters should be analysed as they stood at the time of the 
original decision in March 2014 (when there was no fencing and the public’s 
lawful enjoyment of the public footpaths and their surrounds was unimpeded) or 
as they stand now (when, despite the fencing, the public are still using the 
footpaths in a way which furthers their social wellbeing, albeit in a slightly 
diminished way on account of their view being partly obstructed by the fencing).  
In other words, with or without the fencing, the land has been and is being used 
in a way which furthers the social wellbeing or social interests of the local 
community.  The relevant reference point at which the matter is assessed does 
not on the facts of this case affect the outcome. 

 

7.16. I also consider that I am not bound by the legal analysis in the original decision.  
The fact that the original decision was taken on section 88 (1) grounds does not 
stop my review decision from being taken on section 88 (2) grounds.  In my view, 
an actual current use of land that is not an ancillary use and furthers the social 
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wellbeing or social interests of the local community is met on the facts of this 
case.  The relevant and lawful use is as described in paragraph 7.7 above.  I 
consider that this use remains current.  However, even if I am wrong in my 
conclusion that the use is current, then it is use that has occurred in the recent 
past. 

 

7.17. I have taken into account the content of Mr McCann’s Statutory Declaration at 
pages 416-426 of the Hearing bundle.  I have also considered his oral evidence 
and the submissions made by Mr Edwards, Ms White and Mr Frearson as to 
whether it is realistic to think that there can continue to be non-ancillary use of 
the land which will further the social wellbeing or social interests of the local 
community.  I accept that it is Banner Homes current intention to maintain the 
fences and carry out repairs with the aspiration to develop the site in future.  
However, I consider that the planning history of the site is also relevant (as 
described in Ms White’s statement at pages 176-179, and in the SHLAA 
assessment at page 420).  A recent planning application for a change of use 
from agricultural or grazing horses was refused in August 2014.  Earlier 
applications for housing on the land have been refused.  I also note that the land 
has not been allocated for housing in the Council’s Draft Consultation Strategic 
Local Plan published on 10 October 2014. The land is in the Metropolitan Green 
Belt. I acknowledge that the owner’s stated intention to maintain the fencing 
should be given some weight and that it does weaken to some extent the case 
put forward by Ms White and Mr Frearson that it is realistic to think that there can 
continue to be or could be non-ancillary qualifying use.  In my view, however, 
even with the fencing the public use of footpaths 32 and 95 still deliver a 
sufficient degree of social wellbeing or social interest.  The flora and wildlife can 
still be appreciated from the public footpaths by users of the public footpaths.  I 
therefore consider that the test in section 88 (1) (b) is satisfied because it is 
realistic to think that use which will further the social wellbeing or interests of the 
local community will continue even with the presence of the fences. 

 

7.18. In the alternative if it is appropriate to consider the matter on the basis that the 
use is in the recent past, I have to assess the prospects of the fencing coming 
down so that the recent use without the fencing is restored.  Under section 88 
(2) (b) I have to consider the matter over a time period for the next five years.  
Banner Homes does not have planning permission to develop the land for 
housing.  The land is in the Metropolitan Green Belt.  It is not identified for 
housing in the draft Consultation Strategic Development Plan.  A recent 
application for change of use from agricultural to grazing of horses was refused.  
Given this planning history, I consider it reasonable to conclude that if future 
applications for a change of use and/or for development prove to be 
unsuccessful, Banner Homes may decide to remove the fencing and either allow 
full public use or enter into a licence with the Residents’ Association subject to 
payment of a fee.  Whilst such outcomes may not be probable at the present 
time in my view they are at least realistic outcomes for some time within the next 
five years.  In the alternative, therefore, I consider that the test in section 88 (2) 
(b) is satisfied.   
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7.19. For the reasons outlined above it is my decision that Bedmond Lane Field 
should continue to be included in the Authority’s list of Assets of Community 
Value. BHG may appeal this listing review decision to the First-Tier Tribunal. 

 

 

 

M Lovelady 

Head of Legal, Democratic and Regulatory Services 

20.10.14 

 

Appeal of Decision 

The Owner can appeal the Review Decision to the First Tier Tribunal [General 
Regulatory Tribunal].   
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MINUTES OF THE REVIEW HEARING OF THE LISTING OF BEDMOND LANE FIELDS AS AN 
ASSET OF COMMUNITY VALUE 

 
held in the Council Chamber on Friday, 26 September 2014 at 10.00 am 
 

 
Present: 

 
Mike Lovelady, Head of Legal, Democratic and Regulatory Services (Chairman) 
Councillor Daly (Consultee) 
 
In Attendance: 

 
Councillors Wartenberg and Hill   
 
Officers in Attendance: 

 
Judith Adamson, Regulatory Solicitor 
Hannah Adler, Democratic Services Officer 
 
Parties: 
  
Debbi White, Property and Asset Manager, St Albans City & District Council 
Paul McCann, Banner Homes 
Douglas Edwards QC, for Banner Homes 
Christina Daniels, Pitmans, for Banner Homes 
Martin Frearson, for the Verulam Residents’ Association 
Julia Pyburn, for the Verulam Residents’ Association 
 

 
 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 
 
The Chairman introduced the meeting and the Committee Members, the Council Officers in 
attendance, and the Parties. He clarified that the background to this review hearing was the 
decision taken by St Albans City & District Council on 14 March 2014 to list the land known as 
Bedmond Lane Fields as an Asset of Community Value under s. 88 of the Localism Act 2011. 
The hearing was at the request of the landowner, Banner Homes. The Committee would hear 
representations from Banner Homes against the listing, from the Council who granted the 
original listing and from the Verulam Residents’ Association, who were the original applicants.  
 
In making his decision, the Chairman would be consulting with Councillor Daly, however it was 
noted that the decision was to be that of the Chairman.  
 
Members of the public were asked to sign the register of attendance.  
 

2. THE ASSETS OF COMMUNITY VALUE REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The Regulatory Solicitor confirmed the date of the review request, and confirmed that this was 
in accordance with the timeframe provided for in the Act and Regulations. She noted the 
procedure to be followed as set out in the Act, and the procedure for this review. It was noted 
that the Chairman’s decision would be issued at a later date. The Regulatory Solicitor noted 



 
2 

 

the steps taken by the parties to date in light of the Localism Act 2011. The Regulatory 
Solicitor noted the additional materials provided to members of the Committee and Parties, 
which had not been issued for reasons of data protection, or which were being re-produced for 
greater visual clarity.  
 

3. EVIDENCE OF THE COUNCIL'S ORIGINAL DECISION MAKER 
 
St Albans City & District Council’s Property and Asset Manager explained how the Council had 
come to its decision, noting that she had looked for signs of public use, and the absence of 
physical barriers separating the land from the highway. She noted that she had no reason to 
believe that the landowner sought to prevent public use of the land, that future planning 
permission would be unlikely to be granted due to green belt restrictions and that the site 
provided a visual amenity to the surrounding area.   
 

4. QUESTIONS TO THE COUNCIL'S ORIGINAL DECISION MAKER 
 
Banner Homes clarified several points from the Council's decision maker, firstly that two site 
visits were carried out, one before the decision made on 10 March 2014, and one after, and 
that at the time of site inspection the land was not fenced. Secondly, that the decision was 
taken without representations from the landowner and that the request from the landowner to 
make representations was declined. Thirdly, that the Council's decision maker had not sought 
legal advice in taking this decision.  
 
There were no further questions for the Council's decision maker. 
 

5. EVIDENCE OF OWNER BANNER HOMES GROUP PLC APPLYING FOR REVIEW OF 
LISTING 
 
Banner Homes acknowledged the strong local feeling that use of land should continue as 
before and that the land should remain undeveloped, however noted that this was outside the 
remit of the review hearing. Banner Homes noted that this hearing’s sole purpose was to 
establish whether, in fact and in law, the tests of s. 88 are met. 
 
Banner Homes firstly dealt with matters of fact: that the land in question is open and 
undeveloped and that there has been historically some level of public access and recreational 
use. Following the Council’s decision, the land has been fenced so as to prevent any further 
access onto the land. It was confirmed that this fencing is now complete. Officers of 
Hertfordshire County Council and St Albans City & District Council have confirmed that the 
erection of the fence is lawful. It was noted that there is now some damage to this fencing and 
defacement to the notices. 
 
Banner Homes secondly noted the legal status of the land, and that of its users. It was noted 
that the land in question is private land, owned by Banner Homes, part of Cala Group, and 
that, as a matter of law, its use by members of the public is unlawful, and is trespass. 
 
Thirdly, Banner Homes presented Ground 1 of their argument. Banner Homes noted the 
guidance provided by s. 88(1)(a) of the Localism Act as to the criteria needed to qualify as an 
asset of community value. Banner Homes noted that the statute must be construed in good 
faith, and that it is to be presumed that Parliament intended the benefit to operate only when it 
arises from an act that was performed lawfully. On that basis, a use of land amounting to a 
civil wrong cannot be used as a basis for a listing of an asset of community value. A number of 
authorities were provided to support this, the most recent being the Supreme Court’s decision 
in Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council’s appeal against the Secretary of State for Communities 
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and Local Government. Bennion on Statutory Interpretation was additionally cited. Banner 
Homes submitted that, for unlawful and trespassory use to be a ground for listing an asset of 
community value, Parliament would have needed to indicate this in the clearest language. It 
was noted that this was particularly the case since the effect of land being placed on the asset 
of community value register imposed a substantial impediment on the landowner’s rights, and 
could amount to interference under Article 1 of the First Protocol of the European Convention 
on Human Rights. 
 
The recent tribunal case of Higgins Homes Plc v London Borough of Barnet CR/214/0006, 
where a similar point to that of Ground 1 was argued, was noted but the decision has not yet 
been issued.  
 
It was noted that guidance had been provided as to the types of buildings expected to be 
applications under s. 88, and that all are buildings or facilities whose use is lawful. It was noted 
that these examples are not exclusive. 
 
Banner Homes presented an alternative ground, arising from s. 88(1)(b), raising the question 
of whether, on the evidence before the hearing, it is realistic to think that there can continue to 
be non-ancillary use of the land. Paul Joseph McCann’s statutory declaration of 3 September 
2014 was confirmed. It was noted that as the landowner, Banner Homes is entitled to preclude 
trespassory use of the land, and that the erection of the fence is lawful. Mr McCann confirmed, 
from memory, a telephone call on 1 September 2014 from an enforcement officer from St 
Albans District Council and visit from a rights of way officer from Hertfordshire County Council, 
who confirmed that the barrier created no impediment to statutory rights of way. Two sets of 
photographs showing the fencing were presented to the Committee, the first showing the 
fencing when completed, the second, taken 24 September 2014, showing damage to the 
fencing and notices.  
 
Banner Homes submitted that active steps have been taken by the landowner to prevent 
access to the land, that the landowner intended to repair the damage to the fence, and to 
ensure that the integrity of the fencing remain. It was explained that this is to protect the 
development potential of the land, particularly in light of the District’s new Strategic Local Plan 
which identifies a need for new housing. 
 
Banner Homes submitted that there is therefore little basis on which it can be concluded 
realistic that ongoing recreational use of the land is likely to continue, and that it is therefore 
not possible, rational or reasonable for the test of s. 88(1)(b) to be found in favour of the 
application.  
 

6. QUESTIONS TO APPLICANT 
 
The Council’s original decision maker noted that a letter of 24 March 1998 from Mr McCann 
seemed to indicate that Banner Homes thought it could be good for residents to take a licence 
of the land to use for recreational purposes to prevent use of the land from other people, and 
therefore questioned whether it was reasonable to assume that residents understood this as 
evidence that residents’ use of the land was not trespassory. Banner Homes replied that under 
no circumstances could this letter be understood to have conferred any rights, and that this 
was evident from minutes of a Verulam Residents’ Association meeting. It was also noted that 
this licence was not in the context of recreational use, but to deter use of the land by travellers.  
 
Banner Homes noted that the Council needed to take a neutral position. The Chairman replied 
that the Council’s original decision maker was seeking to clarify the facts.  
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The Council’s original decision maker noted that it was accepted that residents were using the 
land prior to the fence’s erection, and questioned whether Banner Homes had taken steps to 
prevent this. Banner Homes replied that no steps had been taken, and upon further 
questioning explained that this was because most access to the land was by public footpaths 
and that they had only been aware of a small number of incursions. Banner Homes confirmed 
that they had not approached the residents’ association, but there had been more recent 
correspondence with the residents and noted email correspondence regarding hedge planting. 
Additionally, it was noted that until 2011 residents were seeking permission for use of the land.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association corrected Banner Homes on the subject of payment, and 
clarified that the sum of £99 had not been paid for the hedge maintenance in 2011. 
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that they understood s. 88(1) to refer to actual, 
current use, and that Banner Homes were changing the interpretation of the Act. Banner 
Homes replied that as a matter of statutory construction Parliament must be taken to refer to 
lawful use.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that Banner Homes must have been aware of the 
community’s use of the land, and questioned why they would obstruct this use now with a 
fence. Banner Homes replied that the land has development potential which they are 
attempting to safeguard for the future.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that the field in question is green belt land, and it is 
not likely that development will be possible. Banner Homes replied that the draft Strategic 
Local Plan suggests that there may be a need for housing in strategic locations. 
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that, while the draft Strategic Local Plan proposed 
green belt locations, none of these were near Bedmond Lane Fields. Banner Homes replied 
that there were dwellings needed for which locations had not yet been identified. 
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted the considerable restraints to developments in the 
area, such as archaeological considerations.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that Banner Homes had not considered the 
community’s ability to purchase the land, and that this would amount to a sum of 
approximately £50 per household. Banner Homes replied that this was not relevant since the 
hearing is considering whether the land should be registered in the first place.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that it was clear from the evidence provided that 
there had been no attempt to request that local people desist from entering the land. Banner 
Homes replied that they had been in dialogue with residents’ associations over the years, and 
that it has been made clear that this is private land. The Verulam Residents’ Association noted 
that no notices like those recently displayed had ever been displayed, and Banner Homes 
confirmed this.  
 
The Chairman noted that this is a new piece of legislation, and that there have not yet been 
rulings by courts and tribunals to indicate interpretation. The Chairman questioned whether 
Parliament could have precluded using the word lawful so as to allow the decision making 
bodies to use their judgment. Banner Homes replied that clear language would be necessary 
to include unlawful use into statute.  
 
Councillor Daly noted that reference was made to conveying benefit, but questioned what this 
benefit was. Banner Homes replied that s. 88 arises when land is listed on the register, and 
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that the benefit in question was the prevention of the disposal of land during the moratorium 
period. 
 
Councillor Daly also noted that the legislation does exclude categories of land. Banner Homes 
replied that the exclusion of certain categories of land does not lead to the conclusion that 
Parliament intended to allow certain uses of land to be included.  
 
The Chairman noted that the residents’ use of footpaths has been lawful, and that the site had 
not been fenced until recently. He questioned whether Banner Homes could be understood as 
having granted implied consent to the use of the land. Banner Homes replied that without the 
right to use land, those using it are trespassers and that this has been endorsed by the 
Supreme Court. The owner’s acquiescence is not relevant, since the question is whether users 
were entitled to use the land.  
 
At this point, the hearing was adjourned for ten minutes. 
 
The Hearing resumed at 11.55 am. 
 
Verulam Residents’ Association asked Banner Homes whether they intended to sell the land. 
Banner Homes replied that there was no intention to sell the land, and that if they intended to 
develop the land, plots would be sold.  
 

7. EVIDENCE OF NOMINATING GROUP - VERULAM RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION 
 
Verulam Residents’ Association first noted that, with regard to the planting of a hedge in 2011, 
the sole purpose of the request for permission was due to a need to be covered by the County 
Council, and that this was a health and safety matter only. 
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association introduced themselves and their organisation. They noted 
that they believed Bedmond Lane Fields to be suitable as an Asset of Community Value due 
to its social and recreational character, the continued use of the site since the late 1960s, the 
work of the local community to enhance the open, rural character of the site by keeping 
footpaths open, planting and maintaining hedges, preventing traveller incursions and stopping 
groups of youths riding bikes. The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that, along with local 
councillors, officers, ramblers’ associations and the police, they have ensured that the field is a 
public, open space. Verulam Residents’ Association meeting minutes were cited as evidence 
for this. It was noted that Banner Homes was aware of this activity, and that, since 1981, the 
Verulam Residents’ Association have never been asked to stop accessing the site. They also 
noted that they had been invited to become more involved in management of the site, but had 
declined due to residents not having relevant experience. The Verulam Residents’ Association 
noted that they have no knowledge of the damage to the fencing and notices, but noted that a 
deer had got trapped in the fencing and had to be rescued by a resident. The Verulam 
Residents’ Association asked that the reviewer disregard the fencing and consider the field as 
it was when the application was made.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted Banner Homes’ two grounds for review, and 
responded to each in turn. 
 
On the ground that s. 88 should exclude trespassory use, the Verulam Residents’ Association 
responded, firstly, that there is no justification to read any limitation into s. 88 that use which 
amount to trespass cannot also add to the social wellbeing of the community, and that the Act 
is concerned with what is happening on the ground rather than private rights over the land. 
Secondly, that the purpose of the review is not to sort use of land into trespassory and non-
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trespassory, and that since the trespass in question is not criminal it should not be considered. 
The cases cited by Banner Homes refer to criminal trespass and thus do not apply here. 
Thirdly, that even if the reviewer were to interpret the Act as suggested by Banner Homes, 
there remain many uses of land that are not trespassory, for instance use of rights of way, or 
of desire lines which are likely to have become public rights of way, and which justify the 
qualification of the land as a community asset. And fourthly, that Banner Homes are wrong in 
their assertion that the land is not likely to contribute to the social wellbeing of the community 
in the next five years, and that its value as visual amenity and as a haven for wildlife also 
needs to be considered.  
 
On the ground that the site did not meet the criteria of continuing use of land, the Verulam 
Residents’ Association noted that Banner Homes ignored s. 88(2)(b) which provides for the 
situation where community use has dropped but may commence again in the next five years. 
On the basis that Banner Homes are unlikely to be granted planning permission and carry out 
developments in the next five years, it is reasonable to assume that use of the land will 
continue. It was noted that this was the interpretation placed on the Act in Patel v London 
Borough of Hackney. 
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association noted that if a landowner could block the community’s 
use of the land and thus deprive an asset of registration, this would render the Act voluntary, 
which is not the correct interpretation.  
 
Following on from their earlier question, the Verulam Residents’ Association noted that at 
current market values, local residents could purchase the land at £50 per household.  
 

8. QUESTIONS TO NOMINATING GROUP 
 
The Chairman asked the Verulam Residents’ Association whether use of the land by the 
community has been trespassory or lawful. The Verulam Residents’ Association responded 
that it has been lawful to some extent, for example the use of footpaths. The Verulam 
Residents’ Association noted that they had discussed making a commons application, but 
decided against this because of not qualifying under a sports and pastimes criteria. 
 
Banner Homes asked the Verulam Residents’ Association a question regarding the Christmas 
newsletter of December 1994. Banner Homes noted that an article in this newsletter 
suggested that the Verulam Residents’ Association were seeking permission to use the land. 
The Verulam Residents’ Association replied that permission was sought to maintain the land 
as a nature reserve.  
 
Councillor Daly clarified that the Verulam Residents’ Association had been seeking permission 
to use the land for a specific purpose and distinguished this from seeking permission to access 
the land.  
 
The Chairman noted that the Verulam Residents’ Association have asserted that use of the 
land, beyond the public footpaths, was as of right, and questioned what evidence there was to 
support that. The Verulam Residents’ Association replied that people gain rights by going onto 
the land not by forcible entry, not secretly, and without paying anything, and that local 
residents have met this test. The Verulam Residents’ Association confirmed that evidence for 
this was the letters provided and personal experience.   
 
The Chairman noted that the Verulam Residents’ Association refer to informal lines of usage 
and that residents have rights to use these footpaths, and asked whether attempts to formalise 
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these paths had been made by applying to the County Council. The Verulam Residents’ 
Association replied that they had not attempted to make an application yet.  
 
The Chairman asked whether the Verulam Residents’ Association had applied to make an 
application to apply to register the site as a town or village green. The Verulam Residents’ 
Association replied that they had not. The Chairman asked whether any current application 
was being considered, and the Verulam Residents’ Association replied that this was under 
active consideration.  
 

9. CLOSING STATEMENTS 
 
The Chairman invited each Party to make closing statements. 
 
The Council concluded that the decision to list the site as an asset of community value was 
based on the evidence available at the time and the guidance provided. At the time of the 
decision there was no evidence that the landowner had taken steps to prevent the land’s 
continued use. 
 
The Chairman noted for the record that there had been a recent application by Banner Homes 
for a change of use of land, from agricultural to the keeping of horses, which was refused by 
the planning authority on 13 August 2014. Banner Homes noted that they made this 
application since they felt it was appropriate and in the remit of the local plan.  
 
The Verulam Residents’ Association concluded that the land in question has been used for a 
long period of time, that local residents have been allowed by the owners to walk over the land 
freely, have not been entering by force and have not been paying for the privilege, and thus 
that they have gained rights to continue to do so. The application is legitimate and meets the 
tests. 
 
Banner Homes reiterated its two grounds for review. Firstly, that use of the land beyond the 
public footpaths is trespassory, and there is no evidence that residents have rights to use the 
land. Acceptance that use of the land was as of right is itself an acceptance that the land was 
used by trespass. The statute must be construed to mean lawful use, and therefore the land in 
question cannot qualify as an asset of community value. Banner Homes noted that were the 
words ‘as of right’ included in the Act, trespassory use would be a qualifying use. Banner 
Homes also noted that use of non-legally recognised paths is not lawful, and that the land 
cannot qualify as an asset of community value for its visual or environmental value.  
 
The second ground for review is that continued non-ancillary use of the land is not necessarily 
likely to continue. Banner Homes considers that the site has value and prospects for 
development, and that they are justified in the erection of the fence.  
 
As a final point of law, Banner Homes submitted that there is no basis to suggest that the test 
of s. 88(2) needs to be approached on the basis that the opportunity to bid arises if the land is 
placed on the register.  
 
There were no further questions. 
 
The Chair notified the parties that he would provide them with a written decision. The 
Regulatory Solicitor clarified that the decision was to be issued by 10 October 2014.  
 
 
 



 
8 

 

The Hearing ended at 1.17 pm 
 
(SIGNED) 
 
 
 
 

CHAIRMAN 
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