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Page 1416 of the Great House Farm Legal Wiki, carried over from the version last modified on 2026-10-21. The same
page is published at research.bucklerfamily.estate, and this version is also a PDF in the wayback archive.

1 Release notes

1.1 This release (version 1.0.0)

• 2026-Oct-23 - Carried over to the docs library from Legal Wiki page 1416 (last modified 2026-10-21 19:35:20 UTC).
The page text, dates and references are as on the wiki. Links to wiki pages lead to the same page on research.buck-
lerfamily.estate; images are links to their files on the wiki.

1.2 Older versions

None yet.
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2.1 Controlling correction — 9 October 2026

The 6 October cross-review below is retained as a time-stamped assessment, but its priority framing has been super-
seded by the family’s clarified Parcel-A loss case. Parcel A is the full 1877 house/quarrying estate: farmhouse/build-
ings, barn, stable and yard west of the house, garden, forest north of the house, and the ground south-east later regis-
tered as VG41. The family’s title case is that the 1877 arrangement took effect in 1928; the 1949 effort to recast Mary’s
occupation as permissive failed; the title deed was reported missing in 1950–52; and WGR’s “whole farm” wording was
applied in 1955 when enforcing Parcel B, resulting in seizure of the north forest and south-east green along with Parcel
B. Mary’s defence of the occupied house group was practical and did not limit her title claim to that area. The 1939
agreement/plan is already held and depicts Parcel B only. The work now traces Parcel A through the 1955 process and
onward title chain; it does not reopen the Parcel-B-only plan finding. The 45–55% figure below remains only
the cross-review’s historical paper-root estimate on evidence then seen, not a legal finding or an estimate of the full
case’s merits. ?

2.2 Executive finding

The strongest case is not the 1877 “reverter” standing alone. The more coherent forensic case is the chain from
the 1939 fields-only plan, the 1949 surrender/re-grant, the absence of an identified independent Parcel A root in
the WGR/BP chain, the 1982–84 registration papers, the 1987 amalgamation and the documentary gap in the posses-
sion litigation.
Working probability — for research prioritisation only: the independent review estimated roughly 45–55% that BP
never held a valid paper title to Parcel A on the evidence then seen. This is not a legal finding or probability of success;
it is a reason to obtain the decisive documents before incurring major litigation cost.

2.3 New connections requiring immediate testing

1. 1974 deadline cluster. The 11 December 1974 date may matter because the 1974 procedural steps culminated in
the 31 October licence letters shortly beforehand. Treat the timing as a strong inference, not an established motive.

2. Two-title / one-title transition. The farmhouse title WA240304 was applied for in February 1983 and merged into
WA231076 in February 1987. Determine the title class, the original register and the exact effect of the merger.

3. Uncaptured HMLR evidence. WA231076 item 16 records Linklaters letters dated 12 May 1983; items 15 and 23
record a 13 January 1984 A3 application and new register edition; item 17 is the A13 list of documents lodged at
first registration.

4. 1949 re-grant. The surrender and re-grant to Frederick should be treated as a key bridge between the 1939
surveyed plan and the 1955 “whole farm” possession narrative.

5. 1952 agents / Knapp. Compare the WGR agents named in 1952 and 1965 with the Penarth estate agent, Mr Knapp,
named in Mary (Nancy) Williams’s c.1974 witness statement (Mary (Nancy) Williams testimony) in connection
with removal of the papers.

6. WGR / BP corporate knowledge. The Hansard lead that BP’s pension fund acquired WGR must be independently
verified before making any knowledge/attribution argument.

7. 1994 woodland consideration. The exact transfer value matters to purchaser-protection analysis.

2.4 Alternative theories — keep them all alive until the documents choose

Scenario What it explains What would prove/falsify it

A — Freehold sale in 1877
Mary’s account; separate Thomas
tenancy; 1928 cessation of rent; later
family ownership claim

1877 conveyance, Bute accounting
and rent record, Thomas papers,
1877 plan
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B — Mineral/quarry lease in 1877
Long quarry activity after 1877, 1916
“whole farm”, machinery remaining
until 1928

Bute X.6(12), rentals, lease terms,
royalty/capital entries

C — 1938 bulk-sale drafting carried
a loose “whole farm” description
forward

Later broad descriptions despite
the 1939 surveyed fields-only tenancy

1938 conveyance, schedule, 1939
plan and valuation/estate map

D — Parcel A entered the BP chain
lawfully through a missing root ?

Later title and court assumption of BP
ownership

1969 deed, 1971 abstract, 1975 plan,
1982 application and A13

E — Registration mistake / defec-
tive inclusion of Parcel A

Gap between identified roots and
registered extent

first-registration file, title class,
notices, plans, LRA 1925/2002 anal-
ysis

F — Fraudulent or deliberately
misleading procurement

Would explain an unexplained title
gap combined with concealment of
known claims/evidence

1982–84 file, 1984–87 litigation
disclosure, knowledge and intent
evidence

2.5 Suspected concealment — evidential model

The Wiki should never state that a missing record proves concealment. The proper ladder is: missing record → identi-
fiable custodian → expected existence → timing → competing claim → knowledge → intentional withholding/sup-
pression → causation → legal consequence. ?

Line Current evidence What is missing ? Present status

1950–52 family
papers

Mary (Nancy) Williams’s c.1974
witness statement (Mary (Nancy)
Williams testimony): removal from
blanket box

Sutherland conviction
/record, Knapp identity,
agency links, custody
trail

Testimony of Mary (Nancy)
Williams (c.1974); not yet
corroborated by a contempo-
rary record / open

1984 library copy [SOURCE PENDING] Reported
disappearance

Library accession
/removal log, catalogue
history

Open

1982–84 registra-
tion

HMLR schedule, title history,
post-death correspondence

A13, applications,
notices, requisitions,
original register, title
class

Open — highest priority

1984–87 litigation Judgment and later archive identifi-
cation

complete bundle, disclo-
sure list, BP documents,
lawyers’ file

Open — potentially decisive

1986/87
RCAHMW corre-
spondence

Reported lost Johns–Buckler corre-
spondence

file movement/destruc-
tion/transfer records and
duplicates

Open

1988–94 public
records

listing, planning, archaeological
gaps

missing appendices,
assessment file,
committee papers,
consultation trail ?

Open

2.6 Government / public-authority involvement — disciplined version

The Wiki should describe institutional handling, not infer a government conspiracy. The present lines are:
• HMLR: registration, notice, title class, amalgamation, missing historic files, 2026 complaint and inspection

/preservation requests. ?
• Courts: the scope of the 1955, 1962, 1974 and 1987 decisions and the evidence actually before them.
• RCAHMW: partial recording, lost correspondence and heritage evidence around the ownership dispute.
• Cadw: 1988 listing decision and missing supporting file/decision trail. ?
• Vale Council / planning: ownership certification, archaeology conditions, missing appendices and later condition

discharge. ?

2 Record

 3/5

https://research.bucklerfamily.estate/testimony/mary-williams/
https://research.bucklerfamily.estate/testimony/mary-williams/


• Archives / FOI / EIR bodies: search methodology, transfer/destruction records and changing disclosure posi-
tions.

Forensic rule: a public-body anomaly becomes a potential accountability issue only when the underlying document
establishes the actor, duty/power, decision, date, information available and causal effect.

2.7 Weak points — explicitly preserved

• The 1877 document has not been seen in full; Mary’s account is historical family evidence.
• The mineral-lease interpretation remains viable.
• The £4 rent needs benchmarking against Bute rentals and Thomas records.
• The 1962 file may contain more of the ownership dispute than currently known.
• Frederick’s 1953 rent/mesne-profit payments may be argued as acknowledgments; the land to which they related

must be identified.
• The family must explain what it knew and could reasonably obtain in 1984–87.
• Takhar requires fraud in obtaining the judgment, not merely earlier document loss.
• Succession from John Williams through Mary and William still needs documentary proof.

2.8 Correction register — 6 October 2026

• Use “documentary title to Parcel A has not yet been shown to have been fully examined”, not “ownership was
never tried in any court”.

• Do not describe the 1961 WGR/Brick & Tile/Cardiff deed as “Buckee’s sale”.
• Do not describe the 1924 drain agreement as a candidate Williams freehold conveyance.
• Do not use the 1955 non-enforcement against the house as proof that the house was outside the tenancy; the court

narrative attributes that event to Mary’s health and objection.
• Do not say the 1938 conveyance “could only” convey the fields before reading it.
• Do not say 12 years from 1928 defeated every possible title; identify which title and which limitation regime first.
• Do not infer motive from Mary’s death and the February 1983 application without the requisitions.
• Do not present the 1974 “non-owner licence” issue as new unless the original litigation file shows it was not previ-

ously argued.
• Do not state that s.4 of the Limitation Act 1980 removes limitation from land claims; keep it to its proper chattels

/stolen-goods context and analyse any claim specifically.
• Distinguish the two John Stuart Corbetts in all future entries.

2.9 Fresh-research conclusion

The best current case theory is a documentary-chain problem that may have been converted into an apparent title
fact by registration and repeated later description. Whether that conversion was accidental, negligent, misleading or
fraudulent is precisely what the first-registration and litigation files must decide. The Wiki should preserve every alter-
native until the primary evidence collapses the possibilities.
See: Forensic Master Chronology · Case Analysis · Legal Review · Master Scrutiny Issue Register

2.10 8 October 2026 — New forensic paradigm and control-point model

New analytical model: do not begin by assuming that all institutions were coordinated or that every later actor was
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wrong. Instead identify the first materially wrong, incomplete or unconfirmed premise, the actor that introduced it,
every later actor that relied on it, and the independent safeguard that should have detected it. A single foundational
error can be amplified by later reliance without establishing dishonesty by every participant.
The immediate forensic question is therefore: what exact physical land object did each legal instrument, title, regis-
ter, court order and development record refer to? The investigation should trace historic land identity → ownership
/tenancy → acquisition chain → first registration → 13 January 1984 registration activity → 2 February 1987 amalga-
mation → court evidence → enforcement → heritage/planning → record custody → present remedy.

2.10.1 Priority questions added

1. Was WA240304 the farmhouse/curtilage, and what was its title class?
2. Did WA231076 and WA240304 overlap before amalgamation?
3. What changed on 13 January 1984 and why?
4. What did the A13/DL actually identify as the first-registration evidence?
5. Where is the 1971 abstract and how does it describe the root of title?
6. What precisely did the 1987 amalgamation change?
7. Why did the 1962 action concern the farmhouse and garden if the 1955 order was described as covering the whole

farm?
8. What exact land was covered by the 1955 and 1962 orders and their enforcement documents?
9. What did BP and its solicitors disclose to the 1984–87 court, and did they hold contrary parcel/title evidence?

10. Who certified, authorised, recommended or executed each material step, and what independent check applied?

2.10.2 Reopening / indemnity firewall

Keep four questions separate: (1) title/extent; (2) registration mistake and alteration/rectification; (3) statutory indem-
nity for qualifying loss; and (4) fraud-based reopening of the 1987 judgment. Proving a title or registration defect
does not by itself prove dishonesty. A fraud-based reopening route requires an identified person and evidence that
deliberate dishonesty was an operative cause of the judgment. The present evidence therefore supports investigation,
not a finding of fraud. ?
Priority legal/document programme: obtain the complete WA231076/WA240304 materials; explain the 1984 A3; recon-
struct the 1987 amalgamation; obtain the 1939/1949 tenancy documents; obtain the 1955, 1962 and 1974 files; and
recover the family’s complete 1984–87 litigation file. The Forensic Control-Point Chain is now the controlling model.
For the wider Cedwyn Estate working hypothesis, see Cedwyn Estate Working Theory. This page is not, by itself, proof
of that hypothesis.

2.11 Page version & change log

Current version: 0.1.1

Version Date (UTC) Editor (human or agent
name) Change Source / evidence

0.1.1 2026-10-18T15:27Z Sion’s Tab agent

Footer standardised;
earlier log rows carried
into this table; no
content change

Editing Protocol, 18
Oct 2026

0.1.0 2026-10-18T14:27:00+01:00 OpenAI-assisted mainte-
nance agent (GPT-6)

Installed footer log;
version tracking begins
at 0.1.0; this does not
reconstruct earlier revi-
sions. CURRENT
VERSION: 0.1.0.

Saved through Word-
Press API; public
rendering not individ-
ually checked.

Agents and editors: follow the Editing Protocol.
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