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	[bookmark: bmkTable00]Order Decision

	Inquiry opened on 20 January 2026

	by Nigel Farthing LLB

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

	Decision date: 30 March 2026



	Order Ref: ROW/3345267

	This Order is made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (the 1981 Act) and is known as The Rotherham Borough Council (Footpaths Nos. 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43 and 44 Kimberworth) Definitive Map Modification Order 2023.

	The Order is dated 2 November 2023 and proposes to modify the Definitive Map and Statement (DMS) for the area by adding seven footpaths as shown on the Order map and described in the Order Schedule.

	There was one objection outstanding at the date of the commencement of the inquiry.

	Summary of Decision: The Order is proposed for confirmation subject to modifications which require advertising as set out below in the Formal Decision.

	[bookmark: bmkReturn]


Preliminary Matters
I held an inquiry at Rotherham Town Hall commencing on 20 January 2026. 
I made a site visit on the afternoon of 19 January 2026. At the conclusion of the inquiry, it was agreed that no further site visit was necessary.
This Order seeks to add to the DMS seven linked public footpaths over land accessed from Droppingwell Road, Kimberworth.
One objection to confirmation of the Order was received which had not been withdrawn.
In this decision I have found it convenient to refer to the Order map and for ease of reference a copy is attached. The Order map is annotated with points A to L which I shall refer to in this decision.
The Main Issues
The Order has been made under section 53(3)(c)(i) of the 1981 Act which requires the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available, shows that a right of way not recorded on the DMS subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist. In this case the evidence so discovered is public use of the Order routes. 
At this confirmation stage a reasonable allegation is not sufficient and the standard of proof to be applied is the balance of probabilities.
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council (‘the Council’), in making the Order, relies upon a presumption of dedication arising further to the tests laid down in Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980 (the 1980 Act).
Accordingly, I must establish the date when the public’s right to use each of the Order routes was brought into question. The evidence must then be examined to determine whether there has been sufficient use of each route to demonstrate use by the public and that such use has been as of right and without interruption for a period of not less than 20 years ending on that date. Finally, it is necessary to consider whether there is sufficient evidence of actions by the landowners during the relevant 20-year period which demonstrate that there was no intention on their part to dedicate public rights.
In the event that the requirements for a presumption of dedication under the 1980 Act are not met, I will need to consider whether there is sufficient evidence for an inference of dedication at common law. 
The Objector has made an application for costs which will be the subject of a separate decision.
Reasons
Site visit
I made a site visit on the afternoon of 19 January 2026. The site is within two distinct ownerships. Part of the site is owned by the Council and includes a football pitch and clubhouse and a golf driving range and tuition centre. The remainder of the Council owned land is open and appears to be used by the public as amenity land. 
The second part of the site is owned by MHH Contracting Limited (the Objector) and is in three distinct parcels. Two of the parcels have the benefit of a licence for landfill. On one of those parcels landfilling has been completed and the restoration works completed; that parcel is known as the ‘phase one land’. No landfill has yet taken place on the second parcel although some enabling works have been undertaken. This is referred to as the ‘phase two land’. The third parcel does not benefit from the landfill licence and lies to the west of the phase one and phase two land. For the purposes of this decision, I shall refer to this third parcel as ‘the land to the west’.
The phase one and two land is required to be secured and is substantially enclosed by a 2-metre concrete post, chain link and barbed wire fence. Access to this secured area was made available to me by the landowners. 
I commenced my visit from Droppingwell Road and was able to drive through a set of gates located between points A and B, and along the track to point D where I parked outside the large blue gate which give access to the landfill site. During the course of my visit, I walked each of the Order routes to the extent that it was possible to do so. I shall describe each route in turn.
OR 38 - Points A to B
Point A is located on the public highway known as Droppingwell Road. The route follows a hard surfaced track which gives access to a car park, a football club and the landfill site. There are gates across the track, one of which was at the time of my visit open sufficiently to allow me to drive through. There is a pedestrian kissing gate to the side. Point B is not represented by any physical feature but instead represents a change of status, being the point where the Order route meets the existing public footpath FP 20, which is recorded to run along the track between points B and C.
OR 39 – Points C to E
Between points C and D this route is a continuation of the track forming OR 38 and FP 20. At point D there is now a large blue metal gate which secures access to the phase two land. Between points D and E, the Order route runs through the phase two land, initially over an area of hard surfacing before proceeding across rough grass and scrub with no identifiable feature indicating the line of this claimed route on the ground. Point E is located at a gateway giving access between the phase 2 land and the land to the west. At the time of my visit there were gateposts but no gate. The gap between the posts is sufficiently wide to accommodate agricultural machinery
OR 40 Points F to E
Order route 40 connects to the existing public footpath FP 20 at a point close to the public highway leading from Droppingwell Road to the golf driving range. From here it runs diagonally in a south-westerly direction across the phase 2 land to point E. A short distance south-west of point F is a gate within a fence line. Between point F and the gate, the Order route runs across an extended verge with some trees. Beyond the gate is an embankment or bund which runs across the route. Continuing in a south-west direction beyond the bund, the Order route runs across open rough grass and scrub with no identifiable feature representing the route on the ground.
OR 41 Points E to H
This route runs from point E and initially continues in broadly the same direction as OR 40, thus running diagonally across the land to the west until it reaches the western boundary where it turns south and follows the hedge line to the south-western corner of the compartment where points G and H are located. Point G is represented on the ground by a hole in the post and wire fence giving access to an area of woodland beyond. There is an existing public right of way in this vicinity. It was difficult to accurately identify point H. The Order map indicates that H is a short distance to the south of point G. The compartment is bounded by a post and wire fence. At, or in the vicinity of point H the fence line turns 90 degrees to the east. I could not identify whether point H lies to the north of the fence line (and thus is within the compartment), or to the south of it and thus lying without.
The compartment over which OR 41 runs is large and undulating and comprises rough grass, scrub and bramble with some young trees. There are what appear to be some worn tracks suggesting a level of recreational use, but none of these appeared to correspond with OR 41. 
To the west and south-west of point E a large and deep drainage pond has been dug which at the time of my visit contained a reasonable depth of water. The alignment of OR 41 would appear to pass through this feature and would now render pedestrian use of the section impossible.

OR 42 Points G to I
Point G is the hole in the boundary fence. The Order route runs from this point in an easterly direction to a hole in the fence running along the boundary of the phase 1 landfill. Phase 1 was completed in the 1990s and restoration work carried out. As a result, the phase 1 land is at a significantly higher level than the adjoining land. Once inside the phase 1 compound, OR 42 runs across open rough grass and scrub to the south-eastern corner of the phase 1 land where it descends the shoulder of the higher-level land before crossing the boundary of the landfill site, by means of a hole in the fence, to the junction with OR 44 at point I. The descent from the phase 1 plateau is steep and the area wooded. I did not descend at this point because of the steep slope and the muddy, slippery conditions.
OR 43 Point H to J
This route begins at point H.  I have explained that I was unable to determine which side of the boundary fence this point lies. The route itself runs within the large compartment I have described, but outside, and to the south of, the fenced enclosure of the phase 1 land. It again runs over rough grass scrub and bramble. There was evidence of a worn route which was on a similar alignment to OR 43.
OR 44 Points D to K to L
OR 44 loosely follows the margins of an area of what appears to be amenity land within the ownership of the Council. It consists of open and apparently mown grass. There are no obstacles or impediments to use of the Order route or the grass area generally. There is a worn track which appears to correspond to the Order route.
Documentary evidence
The Order was made under section 53(3)(b) of the 1981 Act in consequence of the discovery of evidence, which is said to show that the Order routes, which are not recorded on the DMS, have the status of public footpaths. The evidence so discovered is evidence of public use of the Order routes. No reliance is placed upon documentary evidence. 
User Evidence
The application for a modification order was supported by 38 user evidence forms (UEFs) referring to use over varying periods of time. A single UEF was completed by each user in which details were given of use of each of the Order routes used by that witness. Whilst the routes used were specified, the detail of use of each individual route was not separately given. Proofs of evidence relating to use of the Order route were submitted on behalf of seven individuals who had also each completed a UEF. At the inquiry I heard evidence of use from these seven individuals.
Twenty-year period
For the purposes of a statutory presumption of dedication under section 31 of the 1980 Act it is necessary to establish when the right of the public to use the route was first brought into question. The date of calling in to question is not contentious. For the routes within the Objector’s ownership (ORs 39 (part, being D to E), 40, 41, 42 and 43), (which, in this decision I shall refer to collectively as ‘the landfill site routes’) the relevant date is June 2018, being the date when the site was secured by the repair or reinstatement of the perimeter fence and the installation of the blue gate. Thus, the relevant period to be considered for these routes is 1998 – 2018.
For the remaining routes (ORs 38, 39 (part, being C to D) and 44) (which, for the purposes of this decision I shall refer to collectively as ‘the Council land routes’), there being no overt challenge to the public’s use of the routes, section 31(7)(b) of the 1980 Act provides the date to be used is that of the application for a Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO), being February 1999. For these routes the relevant period is therefore 1999 to 2019.
Use as of right
Use is only as of right if it is undertaken without force, secrecy or permission. In this case there is no suggestion that any use was undertaken in secret. 
Use can be permissive if undertaken in consequence of specific permission having been granted by the landowner. Use will also be permissive if it is undertaken in the exercise of an express or implied right. In this case there is no suggestion that permission was given to any members of the public for the use of the landfill site routes. In the case of the Council land routes, it is the Council’s case that public use of their land was encouraged, but there is no evidence that specific permission was given for pedestrian use of these routes.
Use by force does not necessarily require the use of physical force in the sense of breaking down gates or moving obstructions or the like. Use in the face of a clear prohibition by the landowner will amount to contentious use and thus use which is not as of right. 
It is the Objector’s case that during the relevant 20-year period their land was fenced and gates were installed to prevent public access. Evidence was also given on behalf of the Objector as to the presence of some signs prohibiting public access to its land. The presence of such signs was not recognised in the evidence given in support of confirmation of the Order.                                                                                                                                  
Sufficiency of use
For the Order to be confirmed I must separately consider the evidence for each of the Order routes. I must be satisfied the evidence demonstrates, on a balance of probabilities, that each of the Order routes has, throughout the full 20-year period, been used with sufficient regularity and by a sufficient number of people to constitute use by the public. There is no prescribed minimum number of users; the evidence must be assessed in the context of each case so that factors such as the nature of the locality will be relevant in assessing what level of use might be expected in the particular circumstances. 
In this case the Order routes, although with some rural and agricultural features, are within an urban context with a substantial residential population within easy walking distance.
Taken at face value there is significant user evidence, with 38 UEFs and seven individuals giving oral evidence at the inquiry. However, the Objector challenges the value of the evidence that has been presented. A principal concern relates to the manner in which the evidence has been collected and presented. A single UEF has been completed by each witness to give details of use of all of the Order routes, or so many as the particular witness has used. The UEFs are in a standard form and require the witness to give details of the route they have used (by reference to a map), the period for which they have used the route and the frequency of use. Other details are also sought, such as whether the user had encountered gates or signs or had been challenged when using the route.
The single form does not make provision for separate details to be given of more than one route. In the manner in which the UEFs have been completed, the only differentiation of the routes used is in their depiction on the map accompanying the UEF. Thus, where a user details use of more than one route, it is not possible to assess from the form alone, whether the period or frequency of use applies to all of the routes or whether different routes were used at different times and with different frequency. This makes impossible an assessment of the evidential value of the user form for each individual route. Such information is essential for a credible assessment to be made of the sufficiency of use of each individual route. The difficulty is foreshadowed in the notes set out at the beginning of the standard form, which the user is invited to read before completing it. The note states “Please complete all of this form. If you know of more than one route, please use a separate form for each”.
I had the benefit of hearing oral evidence from seven individuals, each of whom had completed a UEF. This was helpful in that it allowed the information given in their UEF to be scrutinised through cross-examination. It quickly became apparent that the pattern of use for each individual user was much more nuanced than their UEF suggested. Most of the witnesses explained that their use of different routes would vary, often with the user having a favoured regular route whilst other routes were walked less frequently, perhaps depending on the weather or the state of the ground, or whether a crop was being grown in the fields.  This emphasised the caution that must be exercised in trying to interpret the 31 UEFs where I did not have the benefit of an oral explanation of the actual use of each claimed route. For this reason, it is difficult for me to attach any significant weight to those 31 UEFs.
I have considered the sufficiency of the evidence given by the seven individuals at the inquiry. There were some recurring themes in the evidence. There was a consistent degree of confusion about the east / west route at the south of the site. Various witnesses had marked OR 43 (H to J) as the route they had used but when questioned, acknowledged the route they had in fact used was to the south of this, along the perimeter of the site (which is not one of the Order routes). Similarly, some witnesses had marked OR 42 (G to I) as a route they had used when, under cross-examination they recognised they were mistaken and had in fact used OR43. The confusion seems to have arisen largely because the underlying base map had OR 42 and 43 marked as ‘path’ but did not show the route to the south. The confusion casts some doubt on the reliability of the witnesses’ memory and must influence the weight I can attribute to their evidence. It also further highlights the cautious approach I must take when seeking to interpret the 31 UEFs.
Some witnesses, in giving oral evidence, claimed use of routes that were not referred to in their UEF. In the absence of a compelling reason for this discrepancy, the weight I can attach to this evidence is diminished.
Some witnesses acknowledged that the land was open and that users were unconstrained and could, and some did, walk where they chose rather than follow a defined alignment.
Most witnesses recalled the period of time when crops were grown on the phase one and two land and the land to the west. Most said that when the crops were growing, they would avoid walking along the Order route alignment where this crossed the field but would instead keep to the field margin.
All of the witnesses who gave oral evidence testified to use throughout the full twenty-year period but not all of them claimed use of all of the Order routes, or use of each of the routes for the whole 20-year period. No route is shown to have been used by each of the seven witnesses although most indicate use of OR 38 and 44 and that part of 39 between points C and D.
The Objector’s case
It is the Objector’s evidence that it was a condition of the waste disposal licence for the landfill site, first issued in January 1978 and modified in October 1990, that “the full site perimeter shall be surrounded by a 2.0 (two) metre high chain link fence surrounded by three strands of barbed wire  with the exception of site access points, which shall be supplied with lockable steel gates. The steel gates at the access points shall be kept locked when the site is unmanned”. The “full site” extended to both the phase one and phase two land (but not the land to the west). The Objector states that this condition was complied with during the period 1994 to 1998 when the phase one land was the subject of landfilling and subsequent restoration woks. Throughout this period the site was manned during operational hours.
The restoration works were completed by the summer of 1998 since which time the site has not been operational and thus not manned on a regular basis. I accept the Objector’s evidence that at the time that operations ceased on the site, the two-metre fencing around the perimeter of the phase one and two land was intact and that the gates at the access points were secured. As a consequence of that finding it follows that I do not accept that public access to that land would have been possible whilst the site was operational and if access was achieved it would not have been access as of right.
It is apparent that over a period of time the two-metre fencing became dilapidated and the gates became less secure as a result of which public access to the site became possible. However, for the purposes of the Order before me, for it to be confirmed, it is necessary for me to be satisfied that the Order routes have been used by the public for the full 20-year period. For the landfill site routes, the relevant period begins in June 1998 which, coincidentally corresponds with the date that operations ceased. There is no margin; if I am to confirm the Order, I have to be satisfied that public use, at a sufficient level, commenced immediately the landfill operation ceased. 
Having accepted that the licence conditions were complied with when the site was operational, and that the fencing and gates remained intact when the site was vacated, I do not consider it credible that public use of the landfill site routes began immediately operations ceased in the summer of 1998.
The position is possibly different with the land to the west of the landfill site as this was not subject to the licence condition requiring security fencing. The Objector’s evidence is that this area was enclosed with a conventional post and wire fence, some of which remains and was seen on my site visit. I accept that this type of fencing would have presented a less significant barrier than the security fencing to the phases one and two land and in consequence is likely to have been breached more easily and possibly at an earlier point in time.
The Objector draws attention to the fact that a significant number of the user witnesses were members of, or connected to members of the Droppingwell Action Group, the principal purpose of which is to prevent a resumption of landfilling at the site. The Objector suggests that this is relevant to the credibility I attach to the evidence of those witnesses. The Action Group acknowledges that confirmation of this Order would not, per se, prevent the resumption of landfill on the site. I do not accept that it would be right for me to characterise the evidence given by members of the Action Group as less reliable than that of any other witness. 
I accept that the evidence I heard from users of the Order routes has been given honestly and in good faith. The same applies to those who have completed a UEF but not given oral evidence. However, I also recognise that memory is fallible and that people will sometimes recall events as they want them to have been rather than as they were. Therefore recollection can be both honestly held but incorrect. 
Character of use
The Objector refers to evidence that the phase two land and the land to the west was criss-crossed by a series of tracks, some corresponding with the Order routes and many not. This was apparent from aerial photography and from the oral evidence of some users. Some users acknowledged that, as well as using the Order routes, they did at times use other routes and some marked on their UEF map routes which have not become the subject of an order. The Objector suggests that this pattern of use is more akin to recreational use of a village green than use of a defined route as a public right of way.  In consequence the Objector urges that a cautious approach should be taken to the user evidence when considering whether it demonstrates use of a ‘way over land’ as required by section 31 of the 1980 Act.  
The Council land routes
The evidence of use of the Council land routes was not challenged and is not contentious. It is apparent that the Council owned land has, since before 1999, been open and access unconstrained. The only evidence of any impediment to use concerns the erection of the gate across the track between points A and B but it is accepted that a pedestrian gate was installed to the side at the same time and that the ability of the public to access the route has not been impeded. There is no evidence of any signs being displayed on the Council land and no evidence of any challenge to users, indeed, to the contrary the Council’s position is that it welcomed public recreational use of this land, including the Council land routes.
Conclusions on evidence of use
The Order was made under section 53(3)(c)(i) of the 1981 Act whereby it is sufficient, at the Order making stage, that the evidence supports a reasonable allegation that the Order routes subsist. At this confirmation stage a reasonable allegation is not sufficient; for the Order to be confirmed I must be satisfied that the evidence proves, on a balance of probabilities, that the Order routes subsist.
I have highlighted a number of concerns about the reliability and sufficiency of the user evidence. In relation to the landfill site routes, I attach significant weight to the shortcomings in the evidence that can properly be taken from the UEFs. In the form that the evidence is presented it is not possible for me to be satisfied, on a balance of probabilities, as to the extent to which individual routes were used by the individuals completing their UEF. This concern is supported by my findings as to unreliability of the evidence of use of the landfill site routes in 1998 and the immediately following period. Thus, whilst I recognise that the evidence may be sufficient to support a reasonably allegation of the existence of these routes, I find it is not sufficient to satisfy the confirmation test.
In relation to the Council land routes, I accept these have been used openly and uncontentiously. The extent of use attested to is not challenged, rather the Council accept that the use has been sufficient to give rise to a statutory presumption of dedication.
Lack of intention to dedicate (‘the proviso’)
Evidence of a lack of intention on the part of the landowner to dedicate the Order routes as footpaths would preclude any statutory presumption of dedication from arising. To constitute an effective demonstration of a lack of intention to dedicate the landowner, during the relevant twenty-year period, must have acted in a way which would have brought home to users of the route that they did not wish it to become a public right of way. The requirement is only that the lack of intention is demonstrated during rather than throughout the 20-year period. 
In view of my findings in relation to use of the landfill site routes it is not necessary for me to conclude whether there is sufficient evidence of a lack of intention to dedicate. For completeness however, the Objector argues that a lack of intention to dedicate can properly be established by various acts, including the maintenance of the secure boundary fence and gates to the phases one and two land at least in the early years of the twenty-year period, the erection of signs at access points to the phases one and two land and the cultivation and growing of crops on the phase one and two land and the land to the west. 
Each of the actions detailed are capable of demonstrating a lack of intention to dedicate. I have accepted that at the commencement of the twenty-year period, and for a period thereafter, the phases one and two land was securely fenced and gated and this alone is sufficient evidence to satisfy the proviso in relation to that land.
Evidence was given as to the presence of notices at entry points to the phases one and two land. I am not satisfied that the evidence is sufficiently precise in relation to the location, wording and duration of such signs and I do not rely upon such evidence in relation to my findings concerning the proviso.
The Objector argues that the cultivation and growing of crops on the land over which the Order routes pass was a clear indication that the right of the public to use those routes was not recognised. I accept the evidence that the open areas of the phases one and two land and the land to the west were cultivated in the years 2013 – 2016, and this was recognised by many of the user witnesses. The evidence from those users who attended the inquiry was that when the land was cultivated, they respected the growing crop and chose to walk around the margin of the fields rather than following the cross-field Order routes. 
The Council submit that the actions of the users amount to a demonstration of courtesy rather than deference to the landowner. Whilst it is not necessary for me to decide the issue, I consider it relevant that rather than assert the right to walk the claimed public footpaths the users voluntarily chose to walk an alternative route, and this would perhaps suggest a recognition that the landowner was asserting control over the land in question. Furthermore it would suggest that use of the land by the public was interrupted by reason of the growing crop.
Conclusions on presumed dedication under section 31 of the 1980 Act
Having regard to the foregoing I am not satisfied, on a balance of probability, that the Order routes 39 (D to E), 40,41, 42 and 43 were sufficiently used as of right so as to give rise to a presumption of dedication and further, that any presumption which did arise in respect of those routes would be rebutted by reason of the proviso.
In relation to the Council land Order routes 38, 39 (C to D) and 44I am satisfied that the evidence is sufficient to give rise to a statutory presumption of dedication.
Common Law
Although I have found that no statutory presumption of dedication arises in relation to the landfill site routes, it is necessary for me to also consider the position at common law. 
For dedication to occur at common law by reason of public use, it would be necessary for the evidence to give rise to an inference that the landowner had in fact dedicated the Order route as a public right of way. At common law there is no requirement for public use to have taken place over any specific minimum period. Thus, the finding that the evidence does not demonstrate the full 20-years use necessary for a statutory presumption of dedication, is no impediment to a finding of common law dedication. However, for a finding of common law dedication I would need to be satisfied that the evidence demonstrated use by the public at a level which could not have been ignored by the landowner and from which an inference of dedication could properly be drawn. In considering this I am faced with the same evidential issues that are relied upon in my conclusion in relation to statutory dedication. The evidence, as presented, does not allow me to reach a conclusion as to the actual extent of use of each of the Order routes and for this reason cannot support any finding at common law.
Overall Conclusion
Having regard to these and all other matters raised I conclude that the Order should be confirmed in relation to Order routes 38 and 44 and that part of 39 between points A and D but in relation to Order routes 39 D to E, 40, 41, 42 and 43 it should not be confirmed.
Formal Decision
I propose to confirm the Order subject to the following modifications:
Amend title of the Order and paragraph 3 by deleting the numbers ’40,41,42 43’
Schedule Part I
Delete reference to sections D-E, F-E, E-G-H, G-I, H-J and the relevant description and width.



Schedule Part II
Delete for Path No. 39 under ‘Description of Route’ the words “and continuing generally west for approximately 270 metres to OSGR SK 3887 9396 at its junction with Public Footpath 40”. Under Approx. Length, delete “390m” and insert “120m”
Delete all reference to Path Nos. 40, 41, 42 and 43
Add to the ‘General’ column for Path No. 38 the words ‘Pedestrian gate between points A and B’.
Order Map
On the Order map delete the Order route between points D-E, E-F, E-G, G-H, G-I and H-J.
Since the confirmed Order would not show certain ways shown in the Order, I am required by virtue of Paragraph 8(2) of Schedule 15 to the 1981 Act to give notice of the proposal to modify the Order and to give an opportunity for objections and representations to be made to the proposed modifications. A letter will be sent to interested persons about the representation procedure.


Nigel Farthing
Inspector















APPEARANCES

For the Council             Robin Carr who called: -
                                      Tracey Foulstone
                                      Ron Branagan
                                      Michael Marshall
                                      Sean Moreman
                                      Sandra Parry
                                      Brian Carr
                                      Steve McKenna
                                      Richard Pett
                           
Supporter                      Councillor Ian Jones

For the Objector           Stephanie Bruce-Smith, Counsel, who called: -
                                     John Woodhouse
                                     Glen Dransfield
                                     Martin Hague
                                     Peter Westley
                                     
DOCUMENTS PRODUCED AT THE INQUIRY
· Inquiry Bundles
· OMA List of witnesses
· Objector’s list of appearances
· Opening Submissions on behalf of the OMA
· Opening statement on behalf of the Objector
· Photograph (produced by Brian Carr)
· Current OS image “Rotherham MBC Mapper”
· A3 2015 Google Earth image
· A3 1999 Google Earth image
· Enlarged image from 2008 Google Earth 
· Enlarged image from 2018 Google Earth image
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