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	by J Ingram LLB (Hons) MIPROW

	An Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

	Decision date: 06 February 2025




	Appeal Ref: ROW/3330538


	This appeal is made under Section 53(5) and Paragraph 4(1) of Schedule 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (‘the 1981 Act’) against the decision of Derbyshire County Council (the Council) not to make an Order under section 53(2) of that Act.
By an application dated 30 June 2019, Speed Bridleway Group (the applicant) claimed that a footpath should be upgraded to bridleway status, and a bridleway should be added, on the definitive map and statement for the area. 
The application was refused by the Council and the applicant was formally notified on 13 September 2023.

	
Summary of Decision: The appeal is allowed in part and dismissed in part.
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Preliminary Matters
I have been directed by the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs to determine this appeal on the basis of the papers submitted. I have not visited the site, but I am satisfied that I can make my decision without the need to do so.
In writing this decision I have found it convenient to refer to points marked on the Council’s plan. I have annotated the plan with an additional route and further points for ease of reference. I therefore attach a copy of this plan. 
The applicant requests that the Secretary of State directs the Council to make a Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) to upgrade part of footpath no.23 and footpath no.26 (A-F-B-H-E-C), to bridleway status; along with the addition of a bridleway (C-D). Furthermore, the applicant believes an Order should also be made for the addition of the route F-G-H as a bridleway.
On the 13 September 2023 the Council resolved not to make an Order to record the routes as bridleways. They concluded that the historical evidence was insufficient and did not provide a clear directive that the footpaths should be recorded as bridleways. They also resolved that the frequency of use of the routes was insubstantial, and it appeared that permission to ride through the farmyard was granted on occasion.
One objection submitted does partly raise matters that I cannot consider in reaching my decision, I address them below.

Main Issues
The original application was made under Section 53(2) of the 1981 Act which requires the surveying authority to keep their Definitive Map and Statement under continuous review, and to modify them upon the occurrence of specific events cited in Section 53(3).
Where it is proposed that an existing way should be upgraded from footpath to bridleway status, Section 53(3)(c)(ii) of the 1981 Act specifies that an Order should be made following the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence, shows that ‘a highway shown in the map and statement as a highway of a particular description ought to be there shown as a highway of a different description’. The evidential test to be applied is the balance of probabilities.
[bookmark: _Hlk163824582]In relation to the addition of a right of way, Section 53(3)(c)(i) of the 1981 Act provides that a modification order should be made on the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available, shows that a right of way which is not shown in the map and statement subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist over land in the area to which the map relates.
Section 53(3)(c)(i) involves two tests: 
Test A - Does a right of way subsist on the balance of probabilities? 
[bookmark: _Int_ZKANWkX9]Test B - Is it reasonable to allege that a right of way subsists? For this possibility to exist, it will be necessary to show that a reasonable person, having considered all the relevant evidence available, could reasonably allege that a right of way subsists.
For documentary evidence, Section 32 of the Highways Act 1980 (the 1980 Act) requires consideration of any map, plan or history of the locality, or other relevant document, which is tendered in evidence, giving it such weight as is appropriate, before determining whether or not a way has been dedicated as a highway. Therefore, I must consider whether or not the documentary evidence available to me, when considered as a whole, shows that bridleway rights have existed historically over the route.
There is also evidence of claimed use by the public as a bridleway. Accordingly, I need to determine whether presumed dedication has arisen under the tests set out in Section 31 of the 1980 Act. This sets out that where a way has been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a full period of twenty years, the way is to be deemed to have been dedicated as a highway unless there is sufficient evidence that there was no intention during that period to dedicate it. The period of twenty years referred to is to be calculated retrospectively from the date when the right of the public to use the way was brought into question. 
If the requirements for dedication under statute are not met, I may consider the use on the basis of common law. In addressing this possibility the issues I would need to examine are whether, during any relevant period, there was express or implied dedication by the owners of the land in question (having the capacity to dedicate a right of way) and whether there is evidence of acceptance of the claimed bridleway.
In arriving at my conclusions, I have taken account of the evidence submitted by the parties and the relevant parts of the 1980 Act and the 1981 Act. 
Reasoning
Documentary evidence
Great Hamlet Inclosure Award 1830
The inclosure award covers an area of land on Matley Moor; however, this does not include the application route which is further to the south east of the area covered by the award. The applicant has submitted this inclosure award as there is reference to what is now bridleway no.49, which is to the west of the application route. This is set out in the award as a ‘public carriage road’ with a width of 30 feet and is annotated on the map. The eastern end of this route, where it now meets bridleway no.18, is labelled ‘to Hayfield’. The applicant claims that this suggests that part of the application route, between points A and B, carries public vehicular rights. This is because this would be the most direct route from that point to Hayfield. I consider that although this is suggestive that the road continued to Hayfield, and this may have included part of the application route, there is limited weight that can be given to this evidence, as the award itself does not show or refer to the application route.   
Tithe Map for Hayfield 1851
A route is shown between solid lines between points D and E, and also between points A and just to the north of point B where the route enters the field. The remainder of footpath no.26 from this point, to point E is shown between a solid and dashed line. There is also a dashed line between points F and G and this line continues from point G in an easterly direction to the corner of the field where it meets footpath no.26. The map is annotated with the number 37 by the farm buildings but there does not appear to be a numbered reference on the enclosed sections of the route. This would indicate these sections were not subject to a tithe payment. The route does appear to be a more significant route than the section of footpath no.23, which is shown to the west of point A, this is depicted as a narrower route between dashed lines. There is no Apportionment submitted and the map is a black and white copy, however, I consider for the enclosed sections this is good evidence of public rights higher than footpath.   
Ordnance Survey Map 1 inch to 1-mile 1842
[bookmark: _Hlk189050265]The application route A-B-H-E-C-D is shown on this map between double solid lines. It is shown as a through route and is depicted in the same way as other known public roads and bridleways in the area. I consider this to be supportive of public rights higher than footpath. Due to the scale of the map only routes of some importance were depicted.
Sanderson’s Map of Derbyshire 1881
This map is also shown at a scale of 1 inch to 1 mile. The application route A-B-H-E-C-D is again shown on this map between double solid lines. The map key shows the route is depicted as a ‘cross road’. I consider this to be supportive of public rights higher than footpath.

Ordnance Survey 6 inch to 1-mile 1899 and 1923
The two editions of this map show the application route A-B-H-E-C-D in the same way. Between points A and B the route is between solid lines, there is no gate shown at or near to point B, the two solid lines continue just to the north of point B. From this point heading in a northerly direction the route is shown, either between a solid and dashed line, or between 2 solid lines, for the remainder of the route to point D. A route through the farmyard (F-G-H) is also indicated between double dashed lines. 
I consider that this is good evidence of the physical existence of the routes at the time. From 1888 Ordnance Survey maps carried a disclaimer to the effect that the representation of a track or way on the map was not evidence of the existence of a public right of way. Taken in isolation the Ordnance Survey maps consequently hold some evidential weight, although in relation to the status of the route, due to the disclaimer, the weight is limited.
Finance Act Plan 1910
The Finance Act plan shows part of the route, between points E-C-D, as excluded from the hereditaments. For this section of the application route, I consider this is good evidence of public rights higher than footpath. The remainder of the application route between points A-B-H-E, and also the route F-G-H are within the hereditament numbered 2829. No field books or other Finance Act documents have been submitted regarding this hereditament; therefore, the map is of no assistance with regard to those sections of the route. 
Ordnance Survey 1-inch New Popular edition (revised in 1920 with later corrections to 1947)
The application route A-B-H-E-C-D is shown on this map between double lines, in part, one of the lines is dotted, indicating the route was partly unfenced on one side. The map key indicates the route is shown as a minor road. The map does depict the route as a higher status than that of bridleways and footpaths which are shown as dashed lines. However, the disclaimer will apply to this map, and it is therefore of limited weight in relation to the status.
Ordnance Survey 1:25000 1955
This map again shows the full length of the application route (A-B-H-E-C-D) either between two solid lines, or for the most part between a solid line and a dashed line, indicating it was unfenced. There is also a route through the farmyard between points F and G, the route then follows an easterly direction to join footpath no.26 in the corner of the field, a dashed line is also shown cutting the corner. Once again although this is good evidence of the physical existence of the route, the weight is limited with regard to the status. 
Extracts from ‘Kinder Scout: the footpaths and bridle-roads about Hayfield’ by Luke Garside originally published 1880
[bookmark: _Hlk152253428]The extract from this book describes a route from Hayfield to Lantern Pike and returning by Little Hayfield or Thornsett. A route which could be the application route is referred to as continuing ‘for about half a mile over the moors to the Monks’ Road’. There is a map which shows the application route A-B-H-E-C-D between two solid lines. As the extract is titled ‘Ramble’ it is assumed the writer is describing a route that they have walked, there is no reference to the route having higher rights. I consider that although this is evidence that a physical route existed and was walked at this time, it is of no assistance in the determination of any higher rights. Some other routes on the map are annotated as bridle roads, however, the application route is not annotated.    
Definitive Map Records
There is conflicting evidence contained in the parish definitive map records. An Ordnance Survey map edition of 1923 that the applicant submitted and referred to as Glossop Union is a copy of the Hayfield Parish Council map. This is the map on which the parish council marked the rights of way it claimed in the early 1950’s. The lane from point B heading in a south easterly direction, and the application route between points C and D are coloured green, which appears to indicate they are public highways. The application route A-B is coloured red with no annotation. The application route B-H-E-C is coloured red and annotated CRF, indicating public carriage, or cart road or green (unmetalled) lane mainly used as a footpath. 
Schedule no.19, which it is assumed was not proceeded with, is annotated ‘County Highway’ at the top of the page. It was originally claimed as a CRB (public carriage, or cart road or green (unmetalled) lane mainly used as a bridleway). The description states ‘2nd class macadam road to Matley Moor Farm, footpath then continues over rough grass land to parish boundary’. From the map it appears that a decision was made that the highway ended at point B. I consider that the surveyor of this path was clear that the route continued as a footpath, but from which exact point is uncertain, the decision as to where the highway ended may have been made later.
The schedule of footpath no.23 states it starts at Matley Moor Road and ends at Higher Harthill Farm; it is claimed as a footpath. The description states ‘from Matley Moor Road proceed along bridle road through fields to Higher Harthill Farm’. The exact start point is again not entirely clear, however, the ambiguity between the status claimed and the description in these two schedules is unusual given that it was the same people carrying out the survey and within the same week.
The schedule for footpath no.26 states the path begins at Abbot’s chair, Monks’ Road, however, the parish boundary is at point C, and this is where the footpath now begins. It was claimed as a CRF, the description indicates C-D was an enclosed road, with the remainder described as a cart road. The route is described as passing through 3 field gates and ends 50 yards east of Matley Moor Farm at the junction with footpath no.19 (now footpath no.23, point B). I consider this schedule gives more certainty that the section A-B was considered a footpath at the time, this is consistent with the status claimed for footpath no.23, although this still conflicts with the description given of the path, referred to above. There is no further evidence to explain why section B-H-E-C was later included on the definitive map as a footpath. It can only be assumed that this was a reflection of the public use at the time, the definition of a CRF does state mainly used as a footpath. There is an obstruction recorded on the schedule, of a gate that was chained, therefore at the time of the survey the route was only accessible on foot. 

Recent Photographs
A number of recent photographs have been submitted, a picture of one gate shows that it has two old stone gate posts, there is a stile at the side of the gate. A picture of the gate near to point B shows that it has a sign attached to it which states ‘Authorised vehicles only. Access to footpath via the stile’. A stile can be seen to the side of the gate.    
Landowner Evidence
Correspondence was received from two current owners of land along the application routes. The landowners refute the evidence supplied in the application and dispute the notion of bridleway rights being present over the routes. No comments have been made on the documentary evidence; one landowner commented that they agree with the Council’s conclusions on the historical evidence. 
Statements to oppose the user evidence have been received from, a local neighbour and friend of the previous landowners of Matley Moor Farm; the previous landowners’ daughter who also resided at the farm between 1956-1977 and 2007-2014; and the tenant farmer of Matley Moor Farm since 2007. In addition, a former occupant of Knarrs Farm has submitted a statement. Their evidence and comments are discussed below in relation to the user evidence.   
Conclusions on Documentary Evidence
I consider the documentary evidence for the northern section of the route between points E-C-D is stronger than the remaining section. This section is excluded from the hereditaments on the Finance Act plan, it is therefore likely that it carried public rights higher than that of a footpath. The early Ordnance Survey map of 1842, Tithe Map of 1851 and Sanderson’s map of 1881 are all supportive of higher public rights. However, the remaining documentary evidence is limited to showing the physical existence of the route and has limited weight with regard to the status of the route. Although the section A-B was referred to as a bridleway in the definitive map records, it was recorded on the Definitive Map as a footpath. In conclusion, I consider that the documentary evidence when taken as a whole does not show on the balance of probability that a public bridleway should be recorded along the application route A-B-H-E.      
User evidence
Date of bringing into question
A bringing into question arises when at least some of the users are made aware that their right to use a way is being questioned. The previous owners of Matley Moor Farm resided at the farm from the 1950’s until 2014. A statement from the current tenant farmer indicates that the gates on footpath no.26 were locked to stop the cattle escaping onto the road as the gates were being left open. The previous landowners’ daughter also recalls that the gate ‘at the top of the lane where the public footpath is’ was locked most of the time (point B). One user describes that it was in the late 1980’s that the owners moved access to the farmyard so that the gate would not get left open, another states it was in the 1990’s. The local neighbour describes how the previous owners allowed use through the farmyard as it suited them, but also on one occasion in the 1970’s it was necessary when a barn collapsed, and footpath no.23 was blocked for a period.    
Of the 35 user evidence forms (UEF) only one person has marked the map attached to the form with the route A-B-H and then continuing along footpath no.26 to Monks’ Road. Although a few users have referred to the route via point B, the remaining 34 forms have all indicated on their map that they have used the route through the farmyard (A-F-G-H-E-C-D), the earliest date of use being 1974. 
I consider that a bringing into question would have occurred on footpath no. 26, between points B and H, as it would appear that a gate near to point B was locked by the previous owner, and this would have prevented use of that section as a bridleway. It is, however, difficult to give a date as the available evidence is not specific, but this may have been from the late 1980’s or possibly earlier. I would consider the incident of the barn collapse blocking the route to be a temporary obstruction and once it was removed the route may have been used again. It was not a deliberate act by the landowner to prevent use. I would therefore not consider that incident to have brought the use of the route into question.     
The current owner bought the farm in 2014, they state that from that date they erected notices and installed locked gates to prevent use of the land by the public, other than on the acknowledged public rights of way. A number of witnesses refer to the notices, these stated ‘Private’, ‘No access for footpath use’, ‘No horses’, and on the gate at the farm one stated ‘No right of way’. The witnesses mention dates between 2015 and 2017. One witness states the gate at the farmyard was locked in 2015. I consider that the use of the route A-F-G-H-E-C-D was brought into question in 2014 following the change in ownership. This is the earliest date mentioned and it is clear that the public use of the route was being challenged. The relevant period for the consideration of the user evidence is therefore 1994-2014.
Whether use was as of right and without interruption
The objectors raise concerns regarding the user evidence and claim that most of the evidence was pre-filled out and that 2 witnesses had never been on the land with a horse. For most of the forms the description of the claimed route appears to be pre-filled as it is typed out and the width of the route is also typed and given as ‘6-8 feet’. However, each witness has signed the declaration to confirm that the information is true and accurate to the best of their knowledge. The remainder of the form is handwritten, and each witness appears to have marked the route they have taken on the plan attached to their form. Some have annotated the plan with ‘G’ or ‘gate’ for the positions of gates, the plans are not all identical. Therefore, I have no reason to doubt that each user has given their evidence individually and it is relating to the route shown on their plan.  
The one witness who has marked their map to show the route A-B-H-E-C-D, claims to have used it on horseback on a weekly basis for 19 years. However, they state that they were told permission had been given. They explain that they often spoke to the previous landowner, and they did not challenge their use on horseback. I consider that this witness believed that permission had been given to them, which it most likely had as they lived nearby. Other submitted statements refer to the previous landowner giving permission to some local riders to use the route, although they refer to the route through the farmyard. I consider it is likely that this witness did have permission to use either route. They cannot therefore be said to have used it as of right.
A few other witnesses, although they have not marked the route via point B on their map, have referred to it on their UEF. They indicate that they used this route prior to the gate being locked. Therefore, there may be some use on horseback during the 1970’s and 1980’s. However, I consider from the limited information on the UEF, the evidence is not of a sufficient amount or frequency for presumed dedication to have occurred on the route F-B-H.        
Of the 34 UEF that have indicated use of the route through the farmyard (A-F-G-H-E-C-D), seven have stated that they had permission from the landowner. Others have referred to speaking with the landowner as they passed by or stated that the farmer opened the gate for them, however, I consider that these actions do not amount to actual permission being given. They may, however, show that the landowner acquiesced with the route being used on horseback. 
During the relevant twenty-year period 1994-2014, there are 6 witnesses that claim use on horseback for the full 20 years. In addition, there are a further 8 individuals that have some use on horseback during this period, when their evidence is combined there is another 4 periods of twenty years use. Therefore, there is a total of 10 periods of twenty years use for the relevant period. The majority of these witnesses claim to have used the route weekly or monthly. They all state they were not given permission. There is no evidence that the use was by force or in secret, on the contrary, as stated above the user evidence shows that the landowner was in full knowledge of the use and opened the farmyard gate to allow use on horseback. 
In my view the route A-F-G-H-E-C-D is a way the character and use of which can give rise to a presumption of dedication. I conclude that the evidence of use on horseback is sufficient to raise a presumption of dedication as a bridleway. However, this presumption can be rebutted if there is sufficient evidence on behalf of the landowners to demonstrate they had no intention to dedicate the way as a bridleway.     
Whether there is sufficient evidence of a lack of intention to dedicate by the landowners
There is no direct evidence from the previous landowners regarding their intentions. There is rebuttal evidence from the neighbour who knew the previous landowners over a long period of time. They claim that they never conceded use of the route between the house and barn. They state that the gate in the farmyard was locked from time to time, usually in the winter when the cattle were kept indoors. They also state that on occasion they supported the previous landowners in dealing with riders who were prevented from using the route. However, they also state that access was allowed as it suited the owners, and they also allowed people they knew to go through on an ad-hoc basis. The neighbour also comments that they were aware the route was used by people who knew that they were trespassing, however, they believe the owners did more than enough to protect their own interest.   
The previous landowners’ daughter lived at the farm for the latter part of the relevant period 2007-2014. She states that her uncle and mother gave permission to some local horse riders to use the route between the house and the barn, permission was not given to any walkers or cyclists. She explains that she would challenge walkers or cyclists if she saw them, however, if she saw a horse rider, she assumed they had permission. She also states that people could go through without her knowledge as the gates were not locked. 
The tenant farmer, who has also been at the farm since 2007, states they observed very infrequent use by horse riders, possibly 3 or 4 times a year. They assumed the riders had permission from the landowners.
The previous occupant of Knarrs Farm, at the northern end of the claimed route, confirms that the previous landowners allowed some friends and neighbours to use the path on horseback. They recall their parents having a discussion regarding a gate on footpath no.26 which is also the track to Knarrs Farm. Their father wanted the gate to be locked and stated it was not a cycle track. They state the gate was locked sometimes and sometimes it remained unlocked. They also recall that their father and the previous landowner agreed to install a large block of stone against the gate where it went onto the moor, this may have been at point E. This was to prevent cows straying if the gate was left open by the occasional off-road bikers who sometimes tried to use the moor. This would have made it impossible for horse riders to use the route, there was however a stile to the side of the gate for walkers. The statement does not indicate a date when this obstruction to the gate occurred.     
I consider that there is conflicting evidence regarding whether the gate in the farmyard was ever locked. The user evidence and the evidence from the previous landowners’ daughter suggests it was not. Similarly, the evidence of the neighbour suggests challenges to the unauthorised use took place, but the tenant farmer and the landowners’ daughter do not state they challenged riders, they assumed they had permission. In addition, the witnesses state they were never stopped or challenged when using the route.
It is clear that permission was given to a number of witnesses, however, the evidence suggests that there were many that had not explicitly been given permission. The obstruction to the gate by a large stone has not been mentioned by any of the users and no date is given as to when this was. There is no evidence of any notices during the relevant period. I agree with the applicant that the landowner may have only intended to offer a permissive route to a limited number of local riders, however, they do not appear to have made this clear by making a statement to that effect or by erecting notices. I consider that the evidence demonstrates that the previous landowners made no overt actions to deter or prevent the public from using the application route (A-F-G-H-E-C-D) as a public bridleway. 
Implied dedication at common law (route F-B-H)
As I have concluded above that the route F-B-H does not satisfy the requirements for dedication under statute, I will consider dedication at common law.
Although no landownership information has been submitted it is assumed that the route F-B-H is entirely within the land forming part of the farm. There is reference to the previous landowner grazing cattle on the field. No evidence has been produced to show that the previous owner of the farm did not have the capacity to dedicate a public bridleway over the existing footpath if he or she so wished.
There is no evidence of express dedication of the route as a bridleway. The next step is therefore to consider whether dedication was implied, either by the actions or inaction of the landowners at any time in the past. The historical evidence shows that it is likely a route has been physically available for use as a bridleway since at least 1951. The definitive map records for the section F-B show this was originally considered a CRB and no obstructions were recorded. The section B-H was considered a CRF, an obstruction of a chain across the first gate was recorded on footpath no.26 , however, this was at the northern end of the route near to Monks’ Road. The previous landowner was at the farm from the 1950’s.
The user evidence indicates that at some point, possibly the late 1980’s, the landowner decided to lock the gate which is near to point B. Some users have indicated that prior to this the route F-B-H was used on horseback. It appears there was no action by the landowner to prevent this, and no evidence has been submitted to the contrary. Therefore, I consider that during the period 1950’s to the late 1980’s, on balance it would be reasonable to conclude that dedication of the route as a bridleway could be implied.
The question is whether the evidence submitted is sufficient to demonstrate that the public did in fact accept the implied dedication. I have noted that although there are 10 witnesses that state their use began in the 1970’s or 1980’s they have all only marked the route through the farmyard on the map attached to their UEF. Only a few mention the route via point B and there are no specific details on whether or not they personally used it on horseback or the frequency of any use. Overall, I consider the evidence is insufficient to show regular use, during the period up to the late 1980’s, and therefore acceptance of the route as a bridleway by the public has not been demonstrated.
Other Matters
One objector raises a couple of matters, these relate to the northern section of the application route, from where footpath no.25 and no.26 meet, to point D. The issues include safety and unsuitability of the route as a bridleway, in particular the junction at point D where the route exits onto a busy road. It is also stated that tractors with trailers use this section which is a single track.  Whilst I understand and sympathise with the points raised by the objector, I am unable to take such matters into account under the 1981 Act. I must restrict my findings to whether the tests set out at paragraphs 7 and 8 have been met.
Conclusions
As set out above, in order to justify the making of an Order to upgrade a public footpath under sub-section 53(3)(c)(ii) of the 1981 Act it is necessary to provide sufficient evidence to show ‘on the balance of probabilities’ that the status should be that of public bridleway.
For the addition of a public bridleway, under sub-section 53(3)(c)(i) of the 1981 Act, it is necessary to provide sufficient evidence to show that a right of way which is not shown subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist.
I have concluded that the documentary evidence when taken as a whole does not show on the balance of probability that the status should be a public bridleway along the application route (A-B-H-E). However, for a section of the route E-C-D the documentary evidence is indicative of higher public rights than those currently recorded therefore it does show, on the balance of probability, that the status should be a public bridleway.  
I have also concluded that the evidence of use on horseback is sufficient to raise a presumption of dedication as a bridleway for the route A-F-G-H-E-C-D. I find there is insufficient evidence of a lack of intention to dedicate by the previous landowners. In regard to the route between points F-B-H, I have concluded that the evidence of use on horseback is insufficient for statutory dedication and dedication at common law to have occurred.
I consider the evidence, when taken as a whole, is sufficient to show on the balance of probabilities the existence of bridleway rights over the route A-F and H-E-C. For the addition of the route F-G-H and C-D, at this stage I only need to be satisfied that the route is reasonably alleged to subsist, and I consider this test is met. Therefore, an Order should be made on those grounds. If objections are made there would be an opportunity for the conflicting evidence to be tested more thoroughly and the issues determined at an inquiry.    
Having regard to these and all other matters raised in the written representations I conclude that the appeal should be allowed in part and dismissed in part.
Formal Decision
The appeal is allowed in respect of route A-F-G-H-E-C-D.
The appeal is dismissed in respect of route F-B-H.
In accordance with paragraph 4 (2) of Schedule 14 to the 1981 Act Derbyshire County Council is directed to make an order under section 53 (2) and Schedule 15 of the 1981 Act within three months of the date of this decision to add the public bridleway as shown between points A-F-G-H-E-C-D on the plan appended to this decision. 
This decision is made without prejudice to any decisions that may be given by the Secretary of State in accordance with his powers under Schedule 15 of the 1981 Act.

J Ingram
Inspector
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