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	Inquiry held on 13 January 2026


	by Mark Yates BA(Hons) MIPROW	

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

	Decision date: 28 April 2026



	Order Ref: ROW/3322875M1 

	[bookmark: _Hlk23756952]This Order was made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (‘the 1981 Act’) and is known as the Staffordshire County Council (Public Footpath at Cheadle Road to Footpath 39 at Woodlands Hall, Cheddleton) Modification Order 2020.

	The Order was made by Staffordshire County Council (‘the Council’) on 10 May 2022 and proposed to add a footpath to the definitive map and statement, as detailed in the Order Map and Schedule.
The Council submitted the Order for confirmation to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs.

	In accordance with Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 15 to the 1981 Act notice has been given of the proposal to confirm the Order with modifications. 

	[bookmark: bmkPoint]Summary of Decision: The Order is confirmed subject to modifications set out below in the Formal Decision.                    

	


Procedural Matters  
An application was made by Mr Reay to add a footpath to the definitive map and statement between Cheadle Road and Footpath 39 (‘the claimed route’) in accordance with Schedule 14 of the 1981 Act.  Inspector Helen Slade (‘the first Inspector’) upheld the appeal made against the Council’s decision to not make an Order in her Appeal Decision (‘AD’) of 18 March 2019.  However, on the basis of the evidence, she concluded that the historical right of way did not continue as far as the present junction with Footpath 39.  
The Council has subsequently taken a neutral stance in relation to the Order that was made.  Mr Rice, who had assisted with the original appeal, objected to the Order on the grounds that the route should be recorded as a bridleway with a greater width and extending to the junction with Footpath 39.  This objection meant that the Order had to be referred to the Secretary of State for determination.  
Inspector Charlotte Ditchburn (‘the second Inspector’) undertook a site visit on 19 August 2024 and following consideration of the written representations of the parties proposed in her Interim Decision (‘ID’) of 3 October 2024 to confirm the Order with modifications.  These modifications involved recording the claimed route as a bridleway rather than a footpath, extending the length of the route and increasing its width.  
I have been appointed to consider the objection made on behalf of an affected landowner in response to the advertisement of the proposed modifications.  This Decision should be read in conjunction with the AD and the ID with the numbers in square brackets corresponding to the relevant paragraphs in these decisions.   
Whilst a statement of case and proof of evidence were submitted by representatives of the objector, no further submissions were received.  I was also informed shortly before the inquiry that Mr Rice had recently passed away.  I have nonetheless considered all of the submissions previously submitted in relation to this case. 
The points A and B referred to below correspond to those delineated on the original unmodified version of the Order Map.  
Main Issues 
The relevant matters in relation to the Order, as made, were set out in the ID [4-7].  In terms of the objection to the ID, the main issue to be determined is the location of the south-eastern termination point of the claimed route.  I shall therefore consider whether the new evidence and/or submissions presented, when taken in conjunction with the previously considered evidence, has a bearing on the conclusions reached in the ID.  
Reasons
Consideration of the evidence 
Documents have been provided from Quarter Sessions (‘QS’) records which reveal that two Orders were made by two justices of the peace on 23 March 1807.  One involved the diversion of a footpath and the other related to the diversion of a bridleway.  The descriptions in the text of each Order point to the two ways being diverted onto a single route by reference to the annexed plan.  A certificate signed by the justices outlines that the new way was in a suitable condition for travellers.  
I broadly agree with the second Inspector’s analysis of the Orders [ID 12-17].  They were directly concerned with the diversion of two highways onto a new alignment and as such they carry significant weight.  Given that a bridleway can be used by both horse riders and pedestrians, it also seems to be the case that the footpath rights would fall within the new bridleway.  Therefore, I find on balance that the QS documents provide good support for the existence of a bridleway on an alignment near to the claimed route.  The width specified in the QS Order for the new bridleway was 8 feet (2.4 metres).   
In terms of the extent of the new way, the first Inspector found from looking at the documents that Footpath 39 previously ran on a different alignment to its present route with the diverted route linking with the former alignment of Footpath 39 [AD 25].  She concluded that the new way created in 1807 did not appear to join the present alignment of Footpath 39 [AD 26-27].  The second Inspector took a different approach, and she proposed to extend the route to link with the present alignment of Footpath 39.  
The plan with the QS Order is basic in cartographical terms, but it does show the new route proceeding in the locality of the claimed route.  It is also apparent from later mapping that this route now follows a straighter course.  Whilst not particularly clear, the south eastern termination point seems to be more in line with the location identified by the first Inspector.  Different views have previously been put forward by the parties regarding where the route terminated by reference to the distance of 994 yards specified in the QS Order.  However, as outlined above the claimed route has changed over time to now follow a straighter course.            
The second Inspector addressed an undated Greenwood map [ID 10] reaching the conclusion that it showed the claimed route between points A-B.  A copy of the Greenwood map, surveyed between 1819-20 and published in 1830 has been provided which the objector says shows the Inspector made an error regarding this map.  The Greenwood map does show a cul de sac route, but this is shown terminating some distance to the north of a cluster of buildings annotated as ‘Felt House’.  This route cannot be said to correspond to the claimed route.  A route is depicted passing to the north of the buildings that could potentially correspond with the alignment of Footpath 39 shown on the First Edition Ordnance Survey (‘OS’) map addressed below.  
A plan stated to have been produced in relation to a poor rate survey of 1839 has not previously been provided.  It is a detailed plan which shows roads and paths in the area.  A number of recorded public rights of way are shown by way of a single pecked line and some of these are annotated as a foot road.  I find it difficult to clearly determine the alignment of the route shown in the locality of Footpath 39, but it appears to pass through the cluster of buildings described in the QS Order as Felthouses.  However, the claimed route is not shown on this map. 
The second Inspector referred to OS mapping spanning the period between the 1830s and 1926 depicting the claimed route as a physical feature [ID 18].  She also found that the earliest OS map from the 1830s depicted the claimed route linking with Footpath 39 and that this showed that the route extended beyond point B [ID 23].  However, the second Inspector did not address the issue of whether Footpath 39 ran on a different alignment to its present route.   
Mr Taylor who gave evidence for the objector points to problems with accurately determining the date of particular features shown on the first edition OS maps given the different versions produced.  Nonetheless, the map provided shows that Footpath 39 followed a different route in the locality of the Felthouses.  It is shown running on an alignment to the north of the buildings with the claimed route joining it at around point B.  This broadly corresponds to what is represented on the QS plan.  This is wholly supportive of the conclusion reached by the first Inspector.  I  also note that the second Inspector placed reliance on the first edition map showing the claimed route linking with Footpath 39 in determining the extent of the route [ID 23].  However, this junction does not correspond to where the present route of Footpath 39 is located. 
An estate map and a large scale OS map from the latter part of the nineteenth century depict Footpath 39 running on its present alignment with a link through to the point identified by the second Inspector. 
Conclusions  
It is not disputed that the QS Orders created public rights of way in the locality of the claimed route.  Given that one of the Orders created a bridleway over this route, I consider on balance that these higher public rights subsist.  This route is also reflected in some of the subsequent mapping, although the route on the ground later had a straighter alignment.  The width of the new bridleway in the relevant QS Order was stated to be 8 feet (2.4 metres), and this should be the width recorded for the route.  Both of these modifications were included in the ID’
However, I am persuaded by the submissions of the objector that the route should not extend further than point B.  In this respect, I agree with the conclusion of the first Inspector rather than the second Inspector.  Whilst it may well have been the case that the claimed route connected at one point in time with Footpath 39, the map evidence points to a change in the alignment of this footpath.  I shall therefore remove the proposed modifications extending the length of the route.        
Overall Conclusion  
Having regard to these and all other matters raised at the inquiry and in the written representations I conclude that the Order should be confirmed subject to the revised modifications set out below.
Formal Decision
I confirm the Order subject to the following modifications: 
· Delete all references to a ‘footpath’ and insert ‘bridleway’.
· Insert ‘May’ to the date the Order was sealed.
· Delete ‘1.8’ from the final line in Part II of the Order Schedule and insert ‘2.4’.

Mark Yates 
Inspector



















APPEARANCES

For the Objectors 
Mr F. Humphreys   	Counsel instructed for the objector  
He called:
Mr M. Taylor	Rights of Way Consultant 

Supporter
Ms S. Rogers         Member of Cheddleton Parish Council  

Interested Party	      
Ms C. Gledhill     	Legal Executive for the Council  
	
	
DOCUMENTS TENDERED AT THE INQUIRY

1. Opening statement for the objector
2. Estate map   
3. Annotated map 
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WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981

| DEFINITIVE MAP AND STATEMENT FOR THE DISTRICT OF STAFFORDSHIRE
< MOORLANDS

Bl
Staffordshire County Councl (Public Sa5setiat Choadle Road fo Footpath 39 at
Woodlands Hall, Cheddleton) Modification Order 2020

This Order is made by Staffordshire County Council under section 53(2)(b) of the Widife
and Countiyside Act 1981 (‘the Act) because it appears 1o the authority that the
Definitive Map and Statement for the Distrct of Staffordshire Moorlands require
| modifcation in conssquence of the occursnce of an event specified in section 53(3)((),

namely, the discovery by the Athriy of evidence which (when considered with all other

relevant evidence available to them) 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, being a right of way such that the land over which the right
subsists s a pubiic path

| The Authority has consuilted with every local authority whose area includes the land to
which the order relates. The Staffordshire County Council hereby order that:

| . For the purposes of this order the relevant date is the date that it is made.

2. The definitive map and statement for the District of Staffordshire Mooriands shall
| be modified as described in Part | and Part Ii of the Schedule and shown of the
map attached to the Order.

| 2. This order shall take effect on the date it is confimed and may be cited &s the.
Staffordshire County Council (Public f3Rtrathat Cheadie Roa o Fooipath 39 at
| Woodlands Hall, Cheddleton) Modification Ordér 2020
| Given under the Common Seal of the Staffordshire County Council on the O day of
Man ' 20082
THE COMMON SEAL of
STAFFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 220252
of-

P

Authorised Signatory

A 191K 03474724 Paget

, was hereunto affixed in the presence
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SCHEDULE
PART I
Modification of Definitive Map

Description of path or way to be added
bridlevay

A length of faatpath in Cheddleton Parish commencing at point A on the map (NGR
397060 — 351140), the south side of Cheadle Road, Cheddleton, and running in a
generally east-south easterly direction for approximately 547 metres then in a generally
south easterly direction for approximately 80 metres, then running in a generally east-
south easterly direction for approximately 217 metres to its terminus at point B on the
map (NGR 397777 — 350720) approximately 60 metres west of Felt House Farm.

PART Il
Modification of Definitive Statement

Variation of particulars of path or way

Type of Path Public Feetpath 31 diew ay
Path commences at South side of Cheadle Road, Cheddleton
Path finishes at Track approximately 60 metres west of Felt House Farm

The width of the Public Wh will be 4-8 metres.
Brdies ay 24
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