Letter of response to questions posed at Parish Council meeting on 7 July 2026
Dear Anna
At the parish council meeting on 6 July you publicly asked three questions about the Memorial Playing Field and I promised to reply so the answers could be widely circulated.. Thank you for letting me have a written copy of the three questions as this has made it easier for me to discuss with colleagues and to let you have this considered reply.
Your first question was whether the legal work commissioned by the PC is to clarify the legal position and responsibilities the 1949 conveyance of the playing field or whether it could have implications for the future.
I have nothing really which I can add to what I have already said in my email to you of 1 July and what I repeated at the meeting. We are seeking advice for the simple reason that the meaning and implications of the conveyance are not clear. Partly this is because of the wording of the conveyance and partly because some of the documents needed to understand the meaning were lost and others have yet to be located. The current council inherited a number of unresolved issues relating to its finance and assets and this is one of them. Certainly, in the past, as you will probably recall, the meaning of the conveyance has been disputed. But we all understand that the meaning and implications of the covenants have now unexpectedly become of much greater interest because of the Neighbourhood Plan work. I believe that it is in everyone’s best interests to establish clearly the meaning and implications of the 1949 conveyance.
Your second question was whether, once the legal position of the covenants has been clarified, the council would be willing to consider what steps might be taken to strengthen the long term protection of the playing field. While I can’t speak for the whole council, I can’t see any reason why the council should not consider this. I will arrange for an item to be included on the agenda of a suitable council meeting.
It might be helpful for you if I add that the best protection for any site is the motivation and commitment of the owners. In the case of the playing field there are two organisations which have a legal role in protecting the site: the parish council (through its ownership of the site) and the Wootton Community and Sports Trust, through the formal lease it holds to occupy the land. There is thus a possible double veto on any changes to the land. Legally both the landowner and the leaseholder would have to agree; one consent would be insufficient. This is a situation which has been made possible only through the decision of the parish council in 2023 to grant a formal lease to WCAST on the playing field rather than continue the previous practice of running it through an unincorporated committee.
Your third question was whether residents can be assured that the Yew Trees site has been removed from future drafts of the Neighbourhood Plan. As I said in my email to you on 1 July, and I can repeat now, the answer to this, as given at the meeting, is ‘yes’. As in my earlier email, I can assure you that the parish council does not intend to include the Yew Trees site as either a deliverable site, an aspirational site, or indeed as any other sort of site other than its current use.
I hope this helps to give you the information you are seeking.
Best regards

John

John Harwood
Chair, Wootton Parish Council
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