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Woodbury School, seen here after being built in 1871, has had its ‘Ups and
Downs’! In 1911 the bell turret was struck by lightning destroying pupils
shoes inside. In 1947 a serious incident occurred which finished up in the
Devon County Court. Roger Stokes provides a summary of this event. At the
time, it made headlines in National newspapers! Now of course we have an
excellent school, but it wasn’t always like this, as you will see!
Gillian Selly has written about the history of Oakhayes House and its
occupants, in it’s early years.
Sylvia Wickenden and Sally Elliott have reported on the background of
‘Ash dieback’. A more detailed report of their survey on the Ash trees of our
Parish is available on the Woodbury website.
Reg Brown has continued his most knowledgeable reminiscences of post war
life in the Parish of Woodbury.
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~ Oakhayes House and Some of its Occupants ~
This article is primarily about Oakhayes in the 19th century as all its occupants
had something of interest in their lives worth recording.
In the 1830s the
Reverend Francis
Filmer, son of Sir
Edmund Filmer of
East Sutton Place in
Kent bought the
whole Church Stile
Farm estate and
built a mansion
house at the top end
of the grounds. He
died in 1859,
(leaving £250,000 in
his will), and Dr Robert Brent of Sydney Cottage on Broadway bought
Oakhayes house and it grounds from Filmer’s executor.
In 1860 Brent let the house to a Wilhelmina
Sophia Earle, the widow of Henry Earle,
surgeon extraordinary to George IV and Queen
Victoria, and daughter in-law of Sir James
Earle, surgeon extraordinary, to George III. Her
son, Alfred Earle (1827-1918), was the vicar of
West Alvington and an irregular preacher at
Woodbury when the Reverend John Loveband
Fulford was absent. He was appointed the
Bishop of Marlborough in 1888 and two years
later the Dean of Exeter Cathedral.
After the death of Mrs. Earle in 1862 Robert
Brent found a new tenant in Dr Philip Charles
Hayman from Axminster. Since he was
Henry Earle, surgeon
involved in so many schemes, military and
political amongst others, the medical side of his life was slowing down, which is
probably why he suggested that Oakhayes might be a suitable house for Philip
Hayman and his family.
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Philip Charles was born in 1818, the oldest son of Charles Hayman who was a
surgeon/apothecary of Axminster where he practiced medicine until his death in
1845 (aged 49). Philip Charles and two of his brothers, William Edward born in
1822, and Charles, born in 1827 all became medical practitioners. Of these
three brothers the one who moved to Woodbury, Philip, was a graduate of St
Andrews in Scotland (as was Dr Robert Brent of Woodbury). St Andrews and
Aberdeen were two of the Universities who would award a degree on an
afternoon’s examination – most of the young men applying would have been
apprenticed to a local surgeon – in the case of the Hayman sons possibly to their
father. Philip married Ann Newberry and carried on his father’s medical
practice in Axminster, at the same time producing a large family, until his move
to Woodbury in the early 1860s.
Sadly his wife, Ann, died in 1870 (aged 55) and in 1872 Philip resigned as the
Medical Officer for the Woodbury District and
moved to London where he married a younger
woman, dying in 1886 (aged 68). Whilst the
family resided in Woodbury four of their sons died:
one aged 4, two at the age of 19 and one aged 28.
Another of his sons, Charles Horace, was a good
friend of Robert Medley Fulford (the second son of
the Vicar) and the two of them took part in the
Topsham & Woodbury Athletic Sports Meeting
which was held on 30 Sep 1871 at the Lime Kiln in
Topsham. Robert (aged 26) won the high jump at
the height of 5 ft and Charles won the pole jump
leaping 7ft 8ins. Together they won the
‘Manxman’s Race over one row of sacks’ and were
awarded a butter cooler as a prize. I assume it was
a sort of three-legged race.
Charles Horace shortly afterwards emigrated to Australia, and died in Victoria
in 1875 (aged 20). He had probably gone to join his elder brother, William
Reginald, who had emigrated to Victoria in 1858 at the age of 16, becoming a
pastoralist and a sportsman. He encouraged local Aborigines to work on his
station and play cricket. The Aboriginal population of Australia and Tasmania
had been decimated through colonialism; they were victims of exploitation
and were dispossessed. Hayman had organised two of Australia’s leading
cricketers, Tom Wills and Charles Lawrence, to coach the Aborigines for games
against white teams in front of paying audiences.
The following extract is from a British Museum publication:
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“William Reginald Hayman (1842-1899) was the manager of the Aboriginal
cricket team that toured England from May to October 1868. Born in England in
1842, he was the eldest son of Philip Charles Hayman, a doctor of Axminster,
Devon. Hayman emigrated in 1858 from Devon to western Victoria where most
of the cricketers came from. He was one of the instigators of the tour and its
manager in England. During their tour, the Aboriginal cricketers mounted
displays of their traditional skills in boomerang and spear throwing and dodging
cricket balls thrown at them before and after the games of cricket. The team
played 47 matches, the last one October 15-17 at The Oval. On 18 October
1868, they left for what has been described as a ‘brief holiday’ in Devon, where
Hayman was born and his family still lived. A demonstration of skills was
staged by some members of the team at a sports meeting at Plymouth on 19
October. This included ‘native sports’ of throwing the spear and boomerang.
The cricketers sailed from Plymouth on 26 October 1868. Hayman did not sail
on the same ship as the cricketers. He donated the objects to RAMM on 29
October 1868, which was the year in which the Museum opened.
William Reginald would certainly have come to Woodbury to see his family on
this visit to England before sailing back to Australia and probably encouraged
his younger brother, Charles Horace, to join him there.
Robert Medley Fulford, a well-known architect and later a clergyman, was
linked to the Hayman family by another tie, other than that of the Manxman’s
race, when he married Charles’s sister Marion in 1873. Marion died in 1888
(another short-lived Hayman) and Robert married again in 1908, two years
before his own death in 1910, a widow from London. His eldest son Robert
Medley Loveband Fulford fought in the Boer War and spent most of his career
with the South African Police Force.
The tenant who followed the Hayman family to Oakhayes was a very wealthy
single woman called Harriet Johnson. She lived there with her two adopted
children, eventually leaving England to settle in Auckland, New Zealand with
her adopted son. She had been very friendly with and was a rival in love with Dr
Brent’s widow for the affection of a New
Zealander, Thomas Spencer, who was
residing with his sister in the finest house
on the Strand in Topsham. Harriet was
the loser in the tussle for Thomas and
moved away when he married Mrs. Brent.
Sadly, Thomas’s relationship was
short-lived as he left his wife after two
years of marriage and returned to New
Zealand, being drowned when his ship foundered on rocks outside Auckland.”
Gillian Selley
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~ Woodbury School Libel Case 1948 ~
In July 1947 a most unusual situation occurred in the
village, and notices like the one beside were put up to
summon villagers to a meeting in the Public Hall. The
whole scenario was brought about by parents of
children at the Woodbury School, who were extremely
unhappy with the methods of teaching that were going
on at the time. Things reached such a state by the 24th.
June 1947, when a particular incident occurred between
the Headmaster and one of the lady teachers, that the
parents decided to take a course of action which would
probably involve the removal of the Headmaster.
A petition was drawn up and signed by a large number of people, and forwarded
to the Education Authority. However, the Headmaster took exception to the
wording of the petition, and its method of production, and instigated a libel,
slander and conspiracy suit against them. This was contested in June 1948 and
lasted five days in the County Court. It attracted national newspaper coverage
during its course, due to its unusual content. Mr Kinsman who had been
Headmaster since 1935, lost his case and was subsequently dismissed from his
post.
Summing up of Mr Justice Humphreys - Thursday, June 24th, 1948.
“Here is a gentleman who is a schoolmaster. He
went to the school in 1935 and is it too much to say
that it has become quite apparent that he has become
for some reason or another, very unpopular in
Woodbury. The children have got to be educated by
law and they have to attend the school. It is a fact is
it not, that for some reason by 24th June there was a
great deal of dissatisfaction on the part of a great
number of fathers and mothers of the young children,
Mr & Mrs Kinsman
by the plaintiff's manner and conduct of the school. It
may have been, it might not have been, that these people, not very highly
educated, did not appreciate how it was that their children should be taught this
and that, and therefore they took a dislike to the headmaster who was merely
doing his duty. His predecessor had been very popular and everybody was
reasonably happy, but for some reason or another there was a change when the
plaintiff came and that was spoken of by a number of people.
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In his opening speech, Mr Casswell said:"Here is a man of domineering personality with a quick temper and a violent
temper, and because of his temper I ask you to say that he has shown that he is
quite unfit to deal with the children".
Now things reached such a state by 24th June 1947, there being an incident, not
in itself anything very much to do with the children, but an incident between the
headmaster of the school and one of the lady teachers. It brought about the
determined efforts of a number of people headed by Mrs Clements to see if they
could do something to get their children a proper education, even though it
might involve, and probably would involve, the removal of the headmaster.
Mrs Clements was apparently approached by her two little children on or about
24th of June 1947, and she starts this story by saying that her two little children
came home crying, and the Laws of Evidence which were available prevents
you from knowing what the children said to her, but she has alleged that the
little girl was extremely anxious not to go back to school at all. They were upset
and crying, and so she went and spoke to some other parents and as a result of
that, she and they agreed that there should be a petition. They did not know very
much about the writing of a petition, but they thought there should be one to try
and get rid of the schoolmaster. No one would suggest that their motives were
wrong. They were parents of young children and are interested in their
education and in the interest of their children were determined to do something
and take some step, and so it was that the first document came into existence and
this document reads: "We the undersigned mothers of Woodbury............."
This is addressed to the Educational Authorities, Exeter. Mrs Clements is not an
educated person but she wrote to Mr Phillips: –
"These are some of the names of the mothers. I cannot go round to them all, but
I know they say the same, if Miss Phillips is to leave the school, they are keeping
their little ones at home as Mr CH Kinsman is not fit to look after them".
This after a little time came to the knowledge of Mr and Mrs Stokes and it was
decided that the best thing to do was to get up a much larger petition. As a
result, a larger petition was drawn up and handed to Sir John Shelley. This is the
first document said to contain defamatory statements of the plaintiff and reads: –
We the undersigned ratepayers............"
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Mrs Stokes went round getting signatures to the petition and got 150 signatures,
and she then took it herself to Sir John Shelley. It cannot be said that what they
were saying was wrong, and that all they wanted, was a proper inquiry into that
incident. Then Mrs Stokes says "a lot more people came to me to join in the
petition, but I told them that it had gone in". We then hear that Mrs Stokes and
her husband went to a solicitor and on his advice it was decided to hold a public
meeting, not a public meeting in the sense of trying to get rid of someone, but a
public meeting which was advertised in this way, by notices which were stuck
about in the village: – "A number of ……….”
Nothing could be more reasonable, and there is no question about the right of
persons to know, even unfavourable if necessary, upon the opinion of any public
man and as Mr Scott-Henderson has said to day, he does not suggest that the
schoolmaster is not a public man, and that is what they were saying. It is alleged
that this is a libellous document. They had what they call an open meeting and
quite a lot came to the Hall, mostly people who signed the petition and then
there were speeches made and so the alleged slander was made by three people
who had signed the petition. Whilst libel consists of written defamation, slander
is indicated as spoken defamation.
There is nothing in this country to say that if I know a man to be a thief, I can
call him a thief. You have to prove it is true. The first and most important fact is,
are the words, (meaning the words that Mr Kinsman is not fit to be a
schoolmaster of the Woodbury school), true. Is it true that he is not fit?
I propose to read to you a short note of the witnesses called on behalf of the
plaintiff, first there was Mr Kinsman.
He mentions that he had been a schoolmaster in London, and then in 1935 he
came to Woodbury. The war came and the school had to take evacuees, and so
the numbers in the school went up. He told that he had been a Parish Councillor
for some time. Until June 1947 there were no complaints made at all. Then he
says that Inspectors came regularly to see the school. As a result of his evidence
and the witnesses called, we know he is in the confidence of the Education
Authorities. The Education Authorities are in his favour and say that the rural
pursuits carried on in the school had their full approval. It has been said that
since his appointment as headmaster of Woodbury Church School, the plaintiff
has regularly and persistently permitted pupils to be employed on menial and
other tasks. He says all these things are allowed. The Education Authorities
approved this, but said that all these things should be under the supervision of a
teacher holding a class. It was thought that the children were more out in the
7

garden than they were in school, and the defendants suggest that this is very
undesirable. For instance sending out children to collect from various houses
swill for pigs does not strike me as being a very good way of teaching the
children how to keep pigs, and for children as soon as the school bell rings to be
sent a quarter mile up the road with the laundry. It is not teaching anything at all.
The education of a child does not improve by going out and doing various jobs.
There is one thing in particular which was mentioned. That on two or three
occasions boys of about eight or nine were seen out with the family dog for a
walk. I do not express an opinion about this, but it is quite clear that the
Defendants regarded it as most undesirable, and one lady felt very strongly
about it and said, "it is disgusting this sort of thing".
It was also alleged that since his appointment, the Plaintiff has shown himself a
man of domineering personality with a quick and violent temper to staff and
pupils, and has treated them with dislike and frequently meted out unjust
punishment to the children. If it was proved that he was a man of violent temper,
and showed his temper to little children, and the sort of person who does not like
children, then of course you would say that he is unfit to be a schoolmaster. The
important question is, is it true? One thing is essential in dealing with children –
love, kindness and knowledge of children, particularly in dealing with young
children. While many things might be forgiven or overlooked where dealing
with boys of 12 to 15, they would be improper if a teacher were dealing with
little ones.
The first witness, Mr WE Phillips, who said: –
I do not think it unreasonable that the children should be asked to wash bottles.
Had no complaints as regards the rural activities of the school.
Next witness, Dr Cook: –
Visited the school two or three times in six years. He considered Mr Kinsman to
be a satisfactory headmaster in every respect. If the children were sent to collect
swill he would agree. Did not approve of the children pumping water.
Mr Robbins, Senior Inspector of Schools in Devon, said he went to Woodbury
School once each year up to 1944. Approved of the children being taught these
things in regular classes. All these things are quite useful to children and are
normal and natural for children to be taught.
W Ducksbury, School Attendance Officer, said that for seven years he visited
the school once each week, and if there were any children away it was his job to
find out why they were absent from school.
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Rev Williams. He attended the meeting. He approved of Mr Kinsman and said
what he could in his favour. Woodbury school seemed to be up to the standard
of other schools and the relationship between headmaster, pupils and teachers,
seemed to be quite happy.
Miss Rind, Supply Teacher, said that the standard of education seemed much
the same as other schools.
Mrs Kinsman you will remember from what was said by Mr Kinsman.
Mr New, for a short time was a School Manager. Nothing heard against the
plaintiff except that he is a socialist.
Mr Westcott, Horticultural Supervisor, approved of the children being taught
these things.
Mrs Williams – wife of vicar.
Nurse Hastey – visited Woodbury about six times every term. She said
Woodbury seemed much like all the other schools she visited.
Tomorrow I will just read you a short note of the evidence given by the
Defendants.
________________________________________________________________
Justice Humphreys – Friday, June 25th, 1948.
I should have read to you yesterday a letter which was read some days ago, or
should I say the report of 7th April 1943 by HM Inspector of schools, which is
about the school, and written to the local Education Authorities, which states
that "the teaching of some of the children was no easy task, as they had little
aptitude for ordinary schooling. There was a multiplicity of activities which
added little to the children's general education. Some of those activities, such as
gardening and rural pursuits had a recognised place in modern education, but
attempts should be made to clear up the position and organise all those
activities so as to eliminate wasteful effort. The general effect of all these
operations were that the class as a whole had difficulty in settling down to
ordinary instruction".
I now propose to read notes of the evidence called by the Defendants.
What they ask you to find is that what they said was fair comment on the matter
of public importance. They absolutely believe what they said and they were
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satisfied they were true. What the three defendants say is that they made fair
comment and that they made them upon matters of public importance in that
they headmaster of the school is a matter of importance.
The first witness – Mr H Stokes, a farmer of Woodbury and parish councillor
and a fairly influential person in the neighbourhood. He says like some other
person that when the plaintiff came there he noticed a distinct difference in the
place. From 1935 children ran about collecting rabbit food etc. He mentioned,
and was one person who objected to the practice of young boys taking out the
family dog. These things went on all day and not in regular classes, they were
just boys sent out to do these jobs presumably because the headmaster wanted
them done. He says he complained to Dr Fulford and in 1936 he had some
correspondence with Mr Phillips. Mrs Kinsman complained that he should have
written to her personally with any complaints or else they should have been
made to her husband. He mentioned that the school bell was rung at all sorts of
odd times. Then he said "on 24 June I was told about the Miss Phillips incident.
I was shown a draft petition which had been got up and I looked over it and
amended it". He says that he got some of the signatures. He believes that these
statements were true and said he knew that the education in Woodbury was not
up to the standard, children had been taken away from the school and put to
other schools. The effect of the Phillips incident was to make the children
unwilling to go to school. He said "my view is that Mr Kinsman is not fit to be a
schoolmaster, an opinion which I have formed over a period of years, and the
Phillips incident capped it".
The second witness – Mrs K Stokes – well you can judge for yourself whether
she was a responsible person or not. She says that, "on 24 June 1947 my son
came home with two friends and he spoke to me. Miss Phillips came that
afternoon to see me about my son and she was sobbing. She told me why. I then
saw Mrs Clements who had already sent in a petition. It was my opinion that a
petition should be sent to the chairman of the Devon County education
authorities so I drafted one and my husband settled it and we then took it
personally to Sir John Shelley". She then says that more people came to sign it,
and so she went to a solicitor and on his advice decided to hold a meeting, and
so it was that the yellow document was drafted saying that there would be a
meeting of the parents and ratepayers, and she says that she spoke at that
meeting, and you know what she said.
Next witnesses – Mrs Gooding and Mrs Jarman.
Mrs Jarman said "I have known the plaintiff since 1939. A number of mothers
in the village complained and I supported them by signing the petition and I
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believe that things were true". She says that she has no children of her own but
she formed the opinion that he was unfit to be a schoolmaster over a series of
years and saw that some of the things the children were required to do during
school hours was a waste of time. Mrs Gooding says that she was not satisfied
with the treatment her child received at the school. She went to another school
where she was then perfectly happy.
Mrs Holland – "my son went to Woodbury school from 1940 to 1947, after that
I sent him into the Exmouth school where he was thoroughly happy. Whilst he
was at school I heard something about my son and I found him sobbing in my
aunts house. I went to the school and saw the plaintiff and asked the reason for
punishing the boy. The answer was he had killed a cat belonging to somebody or
other. I asked whether he could prove that. I reported the matter to Dr Fulford
and I thought it was a great shame. Afterwards the plaintiff came and
apologised for my son spending more time doing jobs outside when it should
have been in class, but was about when he got to Mr Kinsman's class."
Next you have Keith Holland who was apparently punished for killing a cat. He
said, "I went to Exmouth last September, before that I was at Woodbury school.
Somebody said I killed the cat and so I was punished for it". He also spoke
about pumping the water and taking the laundry.
Next person Mr Roberts - Mr Roberts son is now 22 and went to Woodbury
school. Mr Roberts made a speech at the meeting, which he began by saying
"you have been told about things that have happened etc etc". He tells us that
the speech he made at the meeting was absolutely true and that he took his boy
away from the school because of the way he had been treated. He says "I signed
the petition, I believe it to be absolutely true". It was thought by the plaintiff that
Mr Roberts was the person responsible for the report that was put in the
newspaper, a London paper Daily Mirror. Although Mr Roberts was a local
correspondent for newspapers it was quite untrue that he was the person who
caused something to appear in the newspaper about the meeting.
Dennis Roberts – he says, "The plaintiff did not like me, and I was made the
scapegoat for everything that happened. On an average I was beaten four or
five times a week. On one occasion I was dragged out by the plaintiff and in the
scuffle the blackboard fell down and I was kicked through the door into another
classroom. My father took me away and sent me to Exmouth". He then tells us
that after Woodbury School, Exmouth was like heaven. He says "I talked like
others did in school, but for some reason the plaintiff did not like me".
Next witness – Mrs Ethel Lands, formerly Miss Bowerman who says "I was a
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teacher at this school from September 1932 to 1935. When the plaintiff came to
the school as headmaster the whole atmosphere changed. He was using too
much corporal punishment and he used to shout at the children, which I thought
was very wrong". She mentioned that on two occasions boys were kicked and
thrown through the door between her room and Kinsman's room and says that
one of the boys was Roberts. If these instances did happen, it does show that the
man is not very responsible. She left the school in 1935.
Mr Norman Richard Bowles aged 26, says, he was at the school between 1927
and 1936 and remembers Roberts being flung through the door and plaintiff
shouting at him and kicking him as he went through the door. Roberts was often
caned by Kinsman, he said. Kinsman was a very different type of man from his
predecessor.
Miss Gooding – she is now a domestic help. I thought her a very impressive
witness and she says "I was at the school from 1930 to 1940 and I remembered
Dennis Roberts. I was in Miss Bowerman's classroom when he was flung
through the door. We were not accustomed to this type of thing at the time of his
predecessor". She was then asked whether she received any punishment from
the plaintiff and she said "yes I was caned but I deserved it". She said "I was
there when Dennis Roberts was flung through the door and when Mr Roberts
mentioned it at the meeting I went up to him and said I remember it quite well".
John Davey, a leading stoker Royal Navy, says when the plaintiff came he
brought some sticks which he had picked from the hedge into the classroom on
the first day. "I was once slapped for not going into the school garden, and
when I still refused I received another smack in the face which made my
nosebleed".
Myrtle Annie Dunster says, "I was asked to do jobs, but as it was in the play
time I refused. The plaintiff hit me across the back with a stick, and he then
pushed me into the boys workroom and told me to cool down".
Mrs College – Pamela Bond says, "I went to the school when I was nine and
when I was eleven I reached the plaintiff's class, and one day I had been talking
in class and so before the class of mixed boys and girls I was made to bend
down and touch my toes and he hit me on the rear part with a cane".
Miss Muriel Olive Fox says that she was present at the caning of Pamela Bond
and one teacher said "you know it is wrong, it is not allowed", and of course it
isn't right for a girl to be treated like that. Miss Fox said "I did not get on well at
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school because I was not often in the school, I was sent on outside jobs and was
often out for an hour at a time".
Christine Ellis, she also witnessed the caning of Pamela Bond. The important
fact to remember is that the plaintiff said it was absolutely untrue. He said he
caned her on the hand and that the other incident was untrue. Witnesses were
called to say that it was true.
Mrs Joyce Biddulph, formerly Miss Fox and is the elder sister of Muriel Fox.
She tells us that she was often called into the school house to sit with Mr
Kinsman's baby whilst the mother did various jobs, and the times varied from 10
minutes to an hour. Mrs Kinsman said that this was absolutely untrue.
Mrs K Jones gives an instance of excessive punishment. This particular
instance was where some boys were reported for filling in a drain. One of the
boys said her boy had done it so he was punished. He was caned so excessively
that he bled. She says "he came home and was bleeding", and this is suggested
to be a case of excessive punishment. She goes on to say that she went to see the
plaintiff, and that he said he would do it again. She says "there was a bucket
there and he actually threatened me. I slapped him in the face and he lost
control of himself". The thing here is that Mr Kinsman has entirely forgotten it,
and suggests that the incident never took place. The lady said "we both lost our
temper and I slapped him and he slapped me".
Mrs Abbott says she was a teacher at the school from 1936 to 1944. She said
"on one occasion I heard a noise in the next room to mine and the boy shot out
as if pushed by the plaintiff. He did not treat me well at all, I was there for seven
and a half years and I was miserable. He was a bully and he treated everybody
as though he disliked them. With regard to Mrs Kinsman, she used to take girls
from my class without asking me and he used to take boys for outside work. Mrs
Neighbour and I both complained to Dr Fulford".
R Ingleheart says he spent more time during school hours doing these various
jobs, than he did in school.
Mrs Dorothy Alice Roberts a justice of the peace has lived in Woodbury for
many years and lived quite close to the school, and she said that the manner of
the plaintiff towards the children was excessively bullying and threatening and
very objectionable. Not once but generally speaking, that the way he treated the
children and she said she thought it her duty to give evidence. She then referred
to one thing as being particularly objectionable, and that is about the dog. I need
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not go into that again.
Rev Peter Clynick says that from 1942 to 1943 he was assistant curate at
Woodbury Parish Church and frequently went to Woodbury church school. He
said "on one occasion I took a class there, but the whole atmosphere was very
undesirable and very unhappy and the attitude of the plaintiff towards his pupils
struck me as very bad indeed, and towards the village generally. I constantly
received complaints from parents of the children about his behaviour and I
passed them on to Dr Fulford, or I told them to pass the complaints on to Dr
Fulford themselves".
It is for you to say whether all of this is true or not, or whether you accept it. I
think you will agree that it is a matter that must be considered very seriously. I
have been through the whole evidence with the exception of one or two. I have
left out Mr and Mrs Hitchcock – I cannot think why they were joined as
defendants in this case.
There is one incidence about which I have said nothing, and that is
the incident of Miss Phillips. I am going to say something to you
by way of a suggestion. You saw Miss Phillips and I think you will
agree that, and Mr Caswell and Mr Scott Henderson agrees, she is a
highly excitable person. She is apparently a very charming young
lady and very popular with the children and when she was at the
school as schoolmistress the children liked her very much, but that
she is a very excitable and hysterical young woman is true. Even
supposing she is right, that she and the plaintiff had a quarrel, do
you think that, nobody says that he struck her, her story is true, and
that it is anything to do with whether he is fit to be a schoolmaster
Miss Phillips. or not. If we get on one hand a man with a hot temper and on the
other hand a young woman who is domineering, and everybody
says she spent most of her time crying, is it any wonder that these two people
did not agree. I am not going to spend time going through that evidence. Dr
Cook mentioned that on two or three occasions it was very difficult to make out
what the trouble was, as she was so upset and crying. Although this incident was
the thing which brought the whole matter to a head, it was really in itself very
little to do with the children. The unfortunate thing is that this row took place in
the presence of little children, and probably both parties forgot that the children
were there. Two boys saw the plaintiff with his stick and he was waving it
about, he had the stick because he had been ill. They had climbed up and looked
over the partition and there they saw the two parties and saw the plaintiff was
shouting and they probably were talking very loud. So unless you ask, I shan't
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tell you any more about the incident of Miss Phillips. It is a fact though, that
everybody thought that the plaintiff had treated her badly. If it is true that this
man is unfit to be a schoolmaster, the occasion on which the things were written
or said about what the law classes privileged occasions, and that being so the
statements made are privileged, and it will not be possible for me to give
judgement of any damages against them. But being privileged, there is one thing
the plaintiff can say, although the occasion was privileged, that occasion was
abused by the various defendants and that they show malice. What evidence
have you that these persons are actuated by malice. You cannot find malice
unless you are satisfied that there were some wrong motive. The last thing I
have to say to you is as regards conspiracy. It has been thought necessary to add
a charge here of conspiracy. It has been said that the defendants have agreed
together to do wrong to the plaintiff. If it is wrong then of course they have.
They have agreed together nobody can deny that, to get rid of him as
schoolmaster. If the agreement was primarily in the interest of what they
regarded the interest of the children of Woodbury, that would not be wrongful
conspiracy even if it caused damage to the plaintiff. If the main idea was "let's
do damage to the plaintiff", it would be conspiracy. As to damages for
conspiracy, if you find that on the first thing you are asked to return a verdict
that the libel in question is true, in substance and in fact, and if you say the same
thing of the statements made at the meeting, and if you further say that they
were not fair comment, well then you will give damages. There is no doubt at all
that if the plaintiff is entitled to damages, he is entitled to such damages as will
show to everybody that he was wrongfully us aspersed.
The questions you will be asked to answer, therefore, are:
1. Were the words complained of in paragraph 2 true in substance and in fact?
2. Were they fair comment?
3. Were they published maliciously?
4. Damages if any?
You will be asked as to the alleged slander of:Judge Humphreys.
1. Mr Roberts.
2. Mrs Clements.
3. Mrs Stokes.
And: Are the defendants, or some, and which of them, guilty of conspiracy?”
Roger Stokes
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~ Ash Tree Survey along the Lanes of Woodbury Parish in Devon in 2015 ~
Prompted by the spread of Ash Dieback.
With the arrival of ash tree dieback in Britain, it was decided that it would be
desirable to have a record of their contribution to the Parish landscape and so
this survey has been made. For practical reasons it was not possible to deal with
all the field boundaries, but for each lane a simple map was made at a scale of 6
inches to 1 mile, and any ash trees along it were approximately marked with a
small square for a large ash, and a dot for a small ash. A photo was taken of any
that are particularly noteworthy and numbered on the map and the
accompanying photos. This gives an idea of the contribution of ash trees to the
landscape. The survey is housed in the Woodbury Parish History Society archive
and is available to view on the Woodbury Parish website
www.woodburydevon.co.uk
The ash is a native species, recorded in the Anglo- Saxon Charters, dating from
600 to 1080, as a boundary-marker tree defining land ownership. The earliest
mention of an identifiable tree appears as "one ash" at Tangmere, Sussex in 680.
Over the centuries, the strong, durable, pliant, shock-resistant wood has been
invaluable to the rural economy, where both the tree's timber and coppice poles
have been put to various uses. Wheelwrights, wainwrights, tool and
handle-makers, rake and hurdle-makers, have all exploited the qualities of ash
wood. The ash was credited with healing and magical powers, and its graceful
beauty has been the inspiration of poets, artists, and musicians. It has been
celebrated in folklore and surrounded by superstition. The ash has lent its name
to many places: Ashcombe, Ashclyst, Ash Hill, Ashford, are just a brief
selection. In these diverse ways, the ash has secured a place in the story of the
country's history and heritage. How cruel, then, that the ash now faces a deadly
disease for which there is no cure.
Ash dieback, also known as Chalara, is caused by a microscopic fungus, Chalara
fraxinea, that inhabits leaves and twigs and which it damages through a chemical
that is very toxic to ash. In summer it produces dust-like fungal spores which are
carried by the wind to spread the disease elsewhere. The disease first becomes
evident in the leaflets, which develop blackish spots. It then infects the whole
leaf, turning it dark brown when it withers, goes rigid and hangs down. The
infection continues to the twigs and thence to the branch. At the point of entry to
the trunk, a long narrow strip of bark goes blackish, sunken and dies. The
surrounding area forms an elongated canker. As the disease progresses through
the tree, death or severe weakening usually follow. Young trees and coppice
shoots are the most vulnerable, with old trees less easily infected.
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Chalara has been present in Europe for more than two decades, and reached
Britain in 2012, when it was detected in a consignment of saplings from the
Netherlands, which had arrived at a Buckinghamshire nursery. Since then it has
spread, with the eastern and south-eastern counties being especially stricken.
DEFRA figures confirm that the number of infected sites has risen from 323 at
the end of 2012, to 949 at the end of 2014. While wind-borne spores, able to
cross the seas as well as the land, are held responsible for much of the spread,
commercially motivated imports of nursery stock, unwittingly carrying pests and
diseases to which native species have no resistance, are also to blame. Dutch elm
disease — which virtually wiped out the country's elms — is a prime example of
the potential dangers of this practice. To quote Oliver Rackham, a leading
authority on these matters:"Stop treating plants (and bees)
as mere articles of trade, like cars or tins of paint, to be
made and brought in industrial quantities from anywhere."
The Government's response has been to attempt to slow
the spread through tightening bio-security and import
regulations, while encouraging replanting of infected areas
with alternative species. They have also committed funds
into research to identify strains of ash that are naturally
resistant to the disease.
Enquiries to the Forestry Commission, for an update on
the situation up to September 2015, have yielded bad news. There have been
several new confirmed cases during this
year. As regards the South-west, there is
one in Cornwall, three in Devon north of
Exeter, and some in Somerset and
Dorset. In short the authority fears the
disease is spreading out of control. The
Forestry Commission's website has
detailed information, including a case
distribution map and an illustrated guide
to the symptoms. It is important to
report suspected cases to this authority so
they can take swift action to minimise
further outbreaks. Phone the Tree Health Pictures of Ash trees on Deepway Hill.
Team on 03000 674 042.
Source reference: Oliver Rackham, The Ash Tree (2014), p.166.

Sylvia Wickenden and Sally Elliott
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~ Harvest Festivals of Yesteryear ~
Harvest Festival Celebrations in Woodbury today, like many other things, are
far, far different from what they were – no less devout or sincere by any means,
but 75 years ago, for various reasons, during the war and early post-war period,
farming practices and life-styles, the range of crops grown, even the seasons,
are not what they used to be.
To some extent this is progress, I suppose. But I recall those times here with
great affection, and largely through the eyes of an idyllic boyhood of discovery
and adventure, afterwards of youth and early adulthood. As those memories
re-surface, I have a wistful feeling that while certain things are better for those
engaged in the still-challenging farming business, there used to be so much
more to celebrate in those days when so much more harvest variety, ‘was safely
gathered in’, (not always ‘Free from Sorrow’, but usually ‘Free from Sin’)!
The first big difference were the numbers of smaller farmers and almost all the
village community predominantly occupied with agriculture or working the
land, as their forebears had been for centuries. The second was the range of
crops grown and the numerous occasions in the year when these were either
gathered or processed. The third was the horse rather than tractor-power, and,
with few exceptions, only basic farm machinery, very often shared, and
somehow kept working with anything they could lay their hands on by Berry’s
Garage on Woodbury Village Green – in those days this was the lively,
working-all-hours hub of the village. Like today our Ironmonger was very
important. Before Jimmy Rowsell bought the current site, now owned by Cyril,
Mr Abbott was the much venerated proprietor. What was also very important
was the Blacksmith (no longer required for shoeing purposes); ours was
Herman Crook of Broadway.
During the war, of course, there was ‘double’ British Summertime, which gave
longer hours beyond the milking parlour in the fields, and Government
subsidies (potatoes and wheat being two major crops included), as incentives to
‘Grow [more] for Britain’.
But when we recount those ‘Harvest Festivals of Yesteryear’ we should,
perhaps, also measure things against a background of a natural environment
much different from what it is today. For instance, in those times, in their
season, it was still possible to gather mushrooms at dawn from dewy meadows,
and on bright, sunny mornings gaze upon sparkling silver webs spread
over-night on gorse and heather; to enjoy the air-filled fragrance of wild
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honeysuckle; to collect wild watercress from Gilbrook; to encounter millions of
grasshoppers making their presence known in the long ripening grass; to pick
wild strawberries and elderberry from luxuriant, unspoiled hedgerows; to
observe aerial displays of myriad butterflies in abundant clover-meadows;
young boys could also net tadpoles in ponds, and marvel at damsel flies
hovering above, while spiders scurried across the surface, until disturbed by
nesting wild Mallard ducks. There were still hundreds of acres of flourishing,
centuries-old cider-orchards with their spectacular apple-blossom – the sheer
density of colour all round was like a vast artist’s palette.
During the war most of the young men were serving in the forces, which for the
most part, left the so called ‘Home Front’ to the older generation. Many of my
most enduring memories are associated with what George Eliot described in
Adam Bede as the ‘nobility of labour’. The pride in their work; the camaraderie,
the cheerfulness in all conditions, the absolute dependability in all conditions
throughout the long hours of their long working lives; their zest for life and their
willing response to help each other when in need. And at the end of the working
day the ringing laughter of a group of working men retiring in the dying rays of
the sun; afterwards, a glass or two of cider, the supper and the yarns and
leg-pulling would flow.
And then there were the Landgirls! Recruitment Posters
featured young, golden haired temptresses in a golden cornfield
bathed in sunlight, proclaiming a ‘Victory Harvest’. Well, not
all were that young or golden haired. Nevertheless, long
dormant passions were aroused among many of the older
generation working alongside in the fields, and for some an
unexpected late-life experience!
Almost everyone had a garden or allotment,
and at school, boys and girls in Woodbury
had garden strips; usually two pupils shared
one strip, but from both these sources came
an abundance of produce, adding to the
harvest festival.

Assorted species at Webbers Farm
being looked after by a Landgirl.

Naturally, each farmyard was populated by
large flocks of poultry, which included a
variety of chickens, ducks (Aylesbury,
Mallard and the ‘Quackless’ Muscovy), and
geese. In those days these used to wander
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safely (literally free-range), far and wide for anything they could find; from
Venmore up to Castle Lane was filled with these ‘scroungers’, but they always
found their way back to their own yards to roost. A few hens preferred to find a
nesting-site in a nearby hedge, and if they escaped the fox would proudly bring
their brood home when hatched.
Dairy herds required adequate pasture and winter feed. Apart from hay (a good
year perhaps two cuttings), a variety of arable crops were grown, which usually
included mangolds, swede, both ‘clamped’ for winter either in fields or barns,
pole-cabbage and kale. Cereals grown, depending on preference and number of
acres, were wheat, oats, barley, ‘dredge-corn’ (mixed oats and barley),
combined oats and beans.
Most farmers kept pigs – during the war 2 each year could be slaughtered for
personal use; but there were no large-scale units in Woodbury at that time. So
far as I recall, there were only 3 farms that maintained sheep herds; these were
Pynes at Postlake, Bowles at Woodmanton, and Pile at Hills Venmore, as it is
now called. I used to help drive Pile’s herd down to Postlake for ‘dipping’ after
shearing which was usually done at each farm by travelling shearers. (Young
lads, like me, had their annual hair ‘harvested’ at the same time, with the same
clippers!)
Grass was generally the first crop to be harvested, with
the grass thoroughly dried in the field and now referred to
as hay. During the war very few farmers made silage, and
unless farms had ‘Dutch-Barns’, the hay was built into
hay-ricks at the yard and in most cases the ricks were
generally thatched, by a local thatcher; ours was
affectionately known as ‘Farmer (Tom) Wood’, who lived
and farmed at Bridge Pit. Thatching was a particular skill
which incorporated the making of ‘Reed’, made from
selected wheat-straw, which was hand-threshed on site
and ‘combed’ and made into large ‘stooks’ bound with
straw-rope then consistently washed down before storing.
Thatching a rick.

Thatchers made straw ropes by weaving together lengths of oat straw and
fashioned ‘pins’ from split, young green hazelnut, bent over with ends
sharpened, which were eventually used to attach the rope to newly laid thatch.
Before the advent of Combine Harvesters it was necessary to ‘Scythe’ round the
perimeter of the field to make a way for the reaper or binder to make its first cut.
Building ricks, whether corn or hay was a skilled job, as was loading loose hay
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on wagons, before ‘balers’ could either be borrowed or afforded. A rick’s
foundation was made by laying down fresh-cut bundles of young hazelnut and
willow from hedgerows. This was necessary for ventilation – to keep air flowing
through to stop the hay from over-heating, and, at the same time, to keep
ground-moisture from seeping through. A good rick builder would never lose a
night’s sleep!
Cutting corn was a very special occasion. Again, scything was required (before
the usually borrowed) ‘Binder’ could do its job. The corn sheaves or ‘Stooks’
were then stood in groups of six with one at either end to thoroughly dry out; a
very familiar sight of the late-summer countryside.
Then came the transporting in wagons (in
war-time by horse), to the farm. This was
done by teams of workers loading the
wagons in a remarkably competitive
fashion, each team anxious to beat the other
to the farm – sometimes too swift for the
un-loaders to cope! People living nearby
frequently complained about the ‘language
of those men in the fields’! In our Blackhill
Making the load.
fields dogs and men with shotguns waited for
hundreds of rabbits to scatter from the shrinking area of uncut corn; very few
escaped! Gleaning fields afterwards was usually done by young girls and
farmer’s wives. Harvesting late-evening suppers were always enjoyable with so
much food – home-cured salted hams, new-slaughtered pigs and roasted poultry;
one forgot there was a war or food rationing.
Threshing was a great occasion when corn
ricks were demolished and fed into the large
Steam-Engine machines annual visit, and
simultaneously new ricks built with the
straw. So far as I recall, Harry Stokes was
the first and only farmer to own a Combine
Harvester. As ricks were demolished,
thousands of rats scattered in all directions. I
shall always remember the wonderful skills
Harvesting at Gulliford.
of ‘ratting’ dogs, dispatching most of them
with just a flick of the head and moving on to the next. The straw was used for
animal winter bedding and for cutting into ‘Chaff’ for animal feed. Some of the
grain was saved for feeding horses, poultry and fattening geese, the rest was
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usually sold, in our case, to Ware’s Mill at Gilbrook.
Raspberries, Strawberries, and Gooseberries from the garden and allotments,
Elderberries and Rose-hips from hedgerows were gathered when ripened,
usually early autumn. But one of the most memorable events in the annual
harvest calendar was the main Potato harvest, with armies of men bent double to
gather in the crop. Government subsidies were strong incentives, but Woodbury
folk traditionally liked to have their year-round supply.
During the war and early post-war it was still usual to have cooperatives, where
in our case in a two acre field Bill Havill gave strips of 2/3/or 4 rows to each
person, and everyone helped each other; Bill Havill providing the horse-drawn
single furrow potato plough and transport from the field. Our potato field was up
at Blackhill where the rich, loamy soil was more suitable than the clay further
down the valley. Our most favoured varieties were Aaron Banner, Aaron
Consul and King Edward.
One of the later crops to be harvested was cider apples followed by the
cider-making process. This was always an enjoyable time, usually celebrated
with generous quantities of vintage cider throughout, and when finished with,
casks filled ready for the first fermentation, a hearty supper to round things off.
Finally, Mangolds and Swede (screwing off leaves in frosty weather and cutting
frozen Kale and large Pole-Cabbage were less welcome chores for young lads
like me).
Then of course, at Michaelmas, there was annual ‘muck’ spreading of pure, rich
farm-yard manure. (This was before the ‘slurrying’ process was introduced!)
After which fields were ploughed, and a few ‘scattered’ with winter wheat.
Meanwhile, housewives were busy making cheese, pickles and preserves, jam
and pickled onions, in our case made with cider vinegar. During the war and up
to the early sixties, St Swithuns was always attended to capacity at Matins, and
usually about two thirds for Evensong; the latter held in the Public Hall because
of the ‘blackout’. So Harvest Festivals were usually standing room only
(including the bell-tower area before the screen was fitted) after all pews were
filled. Just about every farmer in the village was there and proudly presiding
over all were two of the senior sidesmen and local Councillors, Billy Hallett and
Harry Stokes Senior. Never have I known such a joyous atmosphere other than
the end-of-war celebrations.
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Woodbury Local History Society Programme 2016
Feb. 4th

Annual General Meeting & Society Party

March 3rd

The Marianne Pidsley Story
by Malcolm Randle
(in WS Village Hall)

May 5th

What are Museums for?
by Dr. Michael Wilson

June/July

Annual outing - to be arranged.

Sept. 1st

The Ware family of Woodbury
A film produced and presented by Julian Ware.

Nov. 3rd

It’s all in the map!
by Professor Patrick Dillon

Feb. 2nd 2017

Annual General Meeting & Society Party

But perhaps the most impressive was the vast abundance of harvest ‘gathered in’,
occupying every nook and cranny. Sheaves of corn, drapes of hops (provided by
Bill Francis at the Malsters Brewery), baskets of ‘keeping’ apples, pears, soft
fruit, plums and damsons, chicken eggs and duck and goose and even Bantam
eggs, pure sheep’s ‘fleece’, sides of cured leather from Ware’s tannery, small
‘firkins of cider, samples of grain, huge ‘pole-cabbage, (some weighing half a
cwt.). Produce from gardens and allotments, such as giant marrows, celery,
new-pulled carrots and parsnips and strings of large ‘keeping’ onions, also
rabbits, pigeons and braces of pheasants. There were huge loaves of crusty bread,
together with hams, cheeses and ‘black pudding’, as well as impressive displays
of Honiton lace.
Bells were rung and the choir and the congregation sang their hearts out, giving
thanks for their continued deliverance in those uncertain years, and the
bounteous product of their labours.
Those were the unforgettable Harvest Festivals of Yesteryear!
Extract from Reg Brown’s post-war history of Woodbury. A personal account.
Editor: Roger Stokes

Tel: 01395 232350
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