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	Order Decision

	Hearing opened on 24 March 2026

	by Nigel Farthing LLB

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

	Decision date: 19 May 2026
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	Order Ref: ROW/3349755

	This Order is made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (the 1981 Act) and is known as The Buckinghamshire Council (Public Footpath between Public Footpath No. 81 and North Mill Lane, Parish of Bledlow-cum-Saunderton) Definitive Map Modification Order 2023.

	The Order is dated 14 June 2023 and proposes to modify the Definitive Map and Statement (DMS) for the area by adding a footpath 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 hearing.

	Summary of Decision: The Order is confirmed.

	[bookmark: bmkReturn]


Preliminary Matters
I held a hearing at Princes Risborough Golf Club commencing on 24 March 2026. The matter was initially scheduled for an inquiry but at the request of the Objector, and with the agreement of Buckinghamshire Council (‘the Council’) this was changed to a hearing. 
I made an unaccompanied site visit on the afternoon of 23 March 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 a public footpath connecting the cul-de-sac south-eastern terminus of Footpath 81 (FP81) with the north-western terminus of the cul-de-sac unclassified North Mill Road, thus creating a link between the highway and FP81.
One objection to confirmation of the Order was received which had not been withdrawn.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 and B 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 historical documentary material and evidence of public use of the Order route. 
At this confirmation stage a reasonable allegation is not sufficient and the standard of proof to be applied is the balance of probabilities.
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 the Order route was brought into question. The evidence must then be examined to determine whether there has been sufficient use of the 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 landowner during the relevant 20-year period which demonstrate that there was no intention on their part to dedicate public rights.
In addition to evidence of use of the Order route there is documentary evidence to be considered. Section 32 of the 1980 Act requires me to take into consideration any map, plan or history of the locality or other relevant document provided, giving it such weight as is appropriate, before determining whether or not a way has been dedicated as a highway at common law.
Reasons
Site visit
I made an unaccompanied site visit on the afternoon of 23 March 2026. The Order route is located at the north-western end of the cul-de-sac single carriage way unclassified road known as North Mill Road. It is a remote rural location in the parish of Bledlow. On the south-western side at the cul-de-sac end of the road is an assemblage of substantial buildings with an industrial character which were formerly a mill used for paper and rag processing. It is presumably after these buildings that the road is so named.
Today the surfaced highway (albeit with a strip of grass down the middle of the carriageway) ends at point B on the Order map. A track continues on the same alignment as North Mill Road, and this is the Order route. At the end of the surfaced highway a white five-bar wooden gate spans the track which, when closed, prevents access from the road to the Order route.
At point B there is a second track which leads in a south-westerly direction and now serves to provide access to properties within the old mill site. This track is also a cul-de-sac terminating a short distance, about 50 metres, from point B. This track is unmade to the extent that it is improved but not surfaced and is thus distinct from the carriageway of North Mill Road. The track is recorded on the DMS as part of FP9 which continues beyond the end of the track to link with FP1. I shall refer to this route as “the spur”.
The Order route, approached from the south, commences at the white gate beyond which the first section is a concrete track serving to provide access to the residential property known as Lydebrook which is situated on the north-east side of the track. On the south-west of the track is an enclosure with agricultural buildings which, at the time of my visit, was occupied by a number of geese. The concrete surfaced track veers away from the Order route to Lydebrook but the Order route continues as an unmade track to point A where it is spanned by a second five-bar wooden gate, this one unpainted. Here the Order route ends but the track continues for about a further 150 yards to an open field and at this point it meets Footpath 1 which crosses on a north-east / south-west alignment. At this point the track terminates. The track between point A and the intersection with FP1 is recorded on the DMS as FP81. It is unmade and of vehicular width and has the character of an occupation road serving to give access to the fields beyond.
At the time of my visit there were various signs displayed on or within the vicinity of the Order route. At point B, alongside and to the east of the white gate was a circular sign, predominantly red in colour but with a white horizontal stripe in the centre. Within the red colouring are the words ‘Except for Access’. Alongside the white gate, but to the west of it, was a further sign bearing the words ‘PRIVATE No Public Right of Way’. Also alongside the western post to the white gate was a metal pole with a finger sign pointing along FP9.
The gate at point A bore an identical sign to the one at point B, again reading ‘PRIVATE No Public Right of Way’.
  Documentary evidence
The Bledlow Inclosure Award and Map 1812
The earliest documentary evidence considered in connection with this Order is The Bledlow Inclosure Award and Map 1812 (‘the Award’). The Award was made under the provisions of the Inclosure Act 1801 and empowered the Inclosure Commissioners to set out and allot fields and to set out public and private carriage roads, bridleways and footpaths. The setting out in an inclosure award of a public right of way is strong evidence of public status.
The Award is relevant and interesting in various respects. It sets out North Mill Road (route XI) as a “public Bridle Road, public Foot Way and private Carriage and Drift Road”. The Award map shows the feature “XI” to include not only what is today regarded as North Mill Road but also to include the spur, being part of what is now FP9. The map does not however extend “XI” into the Order route which is treated as a distinct parcel and is set out as “XII”, being described as “One Private Carriage and Drift Road leading from the last described Road at or near North Mill and extending in a northward direction to Allotments in North Field”.
It is notable that North Mill Road and the Order route were set out in different terms; North Mill Road being a public bridle road and foot way but a private carriage road, the Order route not being ascribed any public status but instead being for the use of named individuals for the purposes of accessing their allotments. Thus, although the Order route may appear on the Award map to be a continuation of North Mill Road, it was differentiated in terms of status. In fact, the continuation of North Mill Road was the spur, being now part of FP9.
The Award makes provision for the responsibility for maintenance of the roads and ways it has set out. Public routes were to be maintained “in the same manner and by the same persons as the other Public Highways in the said Parish of Bledlow are by Law to be amended and kept in repair”. Private routes were directed to be maintained by “the Owners and Proprietors for the time being of the several Lands Tenements and Hereditaments within the said Parish of Bledlow [    ] in the same shares and proportions as the Public Carriage Roads hereinbefore set out are directed to be repaired”. 
The reason for the manner in which the maintenance responsibilities are described is not entirely clear although the relevant consideration is that there is a distinction between the treatment of public routes and private routes. 
The Inclosure evidence relates to the position over two hundred years ago but following the principle “once a highway, always a highway”, evidence of historic public status would hold good unless there is evidence of a formal intervening event to alter that status. In this case the Award and Map give no support to the Order route having any public status and suggest that North Mill Road did not extend into any part it.
Bryant’s Map 1825
Bryant’s Map was commercially produced and is not regarded as being consistently reliable. The map of Buckinghamshire, published in 1825, shows North Mill Road as a ‘good cross or driving road’. At point B it bends to the south-west (along the spur) consistent with the depiction of the road in the Award map. No part of the Order route is depicted. 
Finance Act 1910
The Finance Act sought to impose a tax on the value of land and for this purpose a survey was carried out to allocate a site value to all land in the UK. Plans were prepared identifying dutiable hereditaments by different numbering and colouring and allocating a value to each. There were certain exceptions to the liability for tax and where one of these applied, the relevant land would be left uncoloured, and this is sometimes referred to in this context as ‘white land’. Public roads were exempt from tax and would usually be shown uncoloured. Lesser public rights would usually be dealt with by way of a deduction from the value of the coloured and numbered hereditament in which they were situated.
The Finance Act map for the parish of Bledlow shows the whole of North Mill Road, including the spur and the Order route uncoloured with no hereditament number, indicating it was exempt from tax. Whilst this is consistent with public vehicular status being attributed to all three elements, it is not the only explanation. Routes subject to private rights of access in favour of various individuals could also be exempted from duty. This would be consistent with the Award treatment of the Order route, and the fact that it was excluded from the title to the adjoining land may also support this.
Council records. 
Various records have been investigated including Highway Committee minutes, the Unclassified County Road Register and the List of Streets. The records show consistently that North Mill Road is an unclassified public road (U629) but are not capable of interpretation with the degree of accuracy required to establish where precisely the road ends at the northern terminus and thus whether or not the Order route is included. The matter is further complicated by the fact that the two options for the road to proceed beyond point B (the Order route, or the spur) are of very similar length and any assessment based upon length cannot definitively distinguish between the two.
The current version of the List of Streets does appear to include the Order route as part of North Mill Road, but this arises from the digitisation of the data which was a desk-based exercise and cannot be relied upon at this level of detail.
The records include correspondence with the Divisional Road Surveyor concerning responsibility for maintenance of the concrete section of the order route. In this correspondence the Divisional Surveyor pointed out that the concrete road was constructed by the owner of Lydebrook and was not the responsibility of the Council.
Definitive Map records
The First Definitive Map and Statement (DMS) did not include the Order route or FP81. Neither route was claimed by the Parish on the Parish Survey Maps.
The owner of the land over which FP81 passes attended the hearing and stated that in the 1960s he had confirmed to the Council his intention to dedicate as a public footpath the route which is now recorded as FP81. He did not own the Order route and therefore did not have capacity to dedicate that, although he thought the public would be able to use the path dedicated by him to access North Mill Road, and this could realistically only be achieved using the Order route. He explained that part of his motive was to discourage use of FP1 which passes across his grazing meadow.
FP9 was added to the DMS at the second review following complaint about the route being obstructed.
Ordnance Survey
Ordnance Survey (OS) maps are a reliable and accurate record of the physical features at the time of the survey. It was not the purpose of the OS to distinguish between public and private status, and most OS maps carry a disclaimer to that effect. 
The OS 1st Series (1876 – 1885) and subsequent editions through to 1990 all show the Order route continuing from North Mill Road with no indication of any impediment or other distinction at point B. A line is shown across the route at point A, perhaps indicative of a gate and beyond this the track is shown to continue by a pecked line within the feature.  The spur is shown in the same fashion, open to North Mil Road.  The First Series map identifies the entire feature (North Mill Road, the Order route and the spur) as a single entity described as a ‘road’. 
The OS mapping indicates that the Order route had the physical features of a vehicular way but do not assist in determining whether it was public or private.
Aerial photographs and Google Street View
Various aerial photographs and Street View images are included in the evidence. These do not assist in determining status but confirm the OS evidence as to the relevant physical features. A Street View image from 2008 captures the pole at point B with the finger post pointing along the Order route although the wording is not legible.
Title Documents and Declarations
In 2017 the Council received notice from the Land Registry stating that an application had been made to register a freehold interest in the track comprising the Order route. The application was made by the owner of Lydebrook. It can be reliably inferred from this that the Applicant was not able to demonstrate a paper title to the Order route, despite apparently owning the land on either side of the track. 
Whilst there is a legal presumption that a track or way of unknown ownership is owned up to the mid-point by the owners of the adjacent land, the fact that the track had been excluded from the paper title can be suggestive of the existence of a vehicular right of way and is consistent with the Inclosure Award.
Three statutory declarations made by successive owners of Lydebrook were considered as part of the documentary evidence. The first in time is dated 2nd November 1983 and is made by Mr and Mrs Stokes. It relates specifically to the section of the Order route from point B along the concrete section to access the bungalow. It states that the Stokes had been told when buying Lydebrook that the track was part of the property. It details their erection of a gate across the Order route at point B and the installation of the circular red ‘Except for Access” sign.  It states, “There is undoubtedly a Public Footpath running along the length of the track”.
The second declaration is dated 5 February 1990 and is made by Jack Wrightman, who was a previous owner of the property and sold to Mr and Mrs Stokes. It would seem to be made in the context of a sale of Lydebrook and contains information about various boundary features. It deals specifically with the FP9 spur which is described as being “regularly used as a designated bridleway and was signed as such”. The Order route is not mentioned in the text of the declaration, but a sketch plan is exhibited which annotates the Order route as “Private Road/ FP”. 
The third declaration was made by Peter and Janet Wilder on 8 October 2014. Mrs Wilder is the Objector to confirmation of this Order. The declaration confirms that Mr and Mrs Wilder had treated the Order route as part of their property and refers to the gate at point B and the red circular sign which are said not to have been challenged. The declaration contains the following statement “There is a public footpath running along the track and the farmer who farms the adjoining land has a right of way over it”. I do not consider there is any doubt that the track referred to is the Order route, and the Objector did not suggest otherwise.
Conclusions on documentary evidence
The historic documentary evidence is of limited value in assessing the status of the Order route. The Award indicates that it was set out as a private occupation way for accessing allotted lands. The Finance Act evidence is consistent with the Award as it suggests that the Order route was distinct from and outside the ownership of the adjoining lands and this is borne out by the evidence of title. The fact that neither the Order route nor FP81 were claimed at the time of the First Definitive Map suggests that in the mid-twentieth century the Order route did not have the reputation of being a public right of way, and it is perhaps significant that historically the Order route has been depicted as a cul-de-sac feature, serving no obvious purpose other than to gain access to the private lands beyond.
The compelling elements of the documentary evidence are the statutory declarations and the evidence of the presence of signs. Two of the three declarations specifically and unequivocally recognise the existence of a public footpath along the track which is now the Order route. It is particularly relevant that the declaration by Mr and Mrs Stokes gives details of the red circular sign whilst also referring to the Order route as an undoubted public footpath. It must follow that they did not regard the red sign as relevant to the public footpath status of the Order route.
The third declaration is less compelling as the Order route is not specifically mentioned and the relevant evidence is to be inferred from the annotation of the route “FP”. The inference to be drawn is however strong; it is difficult to conceive what purpose the annotation would serve if it were not a reference to a public footpath. It has been asserted on behalf of the Objector that the word ‘private’ should be attributed to both following words ‘Road / FP’. I do not accept this; if the intention had been simply to suggest that the route was private, it would have been sufficient to state simply ‘Private Road’. The addition of the annotation ‘FP’ must have been intended to add something to the description of the route, and I consider this is more likely to be a reference to a public footpath.
Together the combined evidence of three successive owners covering a period of 47 years is very powerful and whilst it may not amount to evidence of express dedication, it is surely an express recognition of an earlier dedication. Whilst these are documents prepared for a private purpose, they relate directly to the issue of the status of the Order route and are made by persons having an interest in the relevant land. For that reason, I must attribute significant weight to them. I recognise that the Objector seeks to resile from the acknowledgement contained in her declaration and I deal with that below.
The second compelling aspect of the documentary evidence is that relating to the finger post displayed on the pole at point B. The photographic evidence shows the sign directed along the Order route and bearing the words “Public right of way”. The evidence establishes that the sign was in situ for a number of years, and its presence is acknowledged by the Objector. It is unusual for a sign erected by the highway authority to describe a route as a “public right of way” rather than by reference to specific status (Footpath, Bridleway, etc) but that may be indicative of the fact that the Order route was not recorded on the DMS, and no specific status had been established. The material fact is that the landowner was aware of the presence of the sign but allowed it to remain.
I acknowledge it is said on behalf of the Objector that the sign was erected in the wrong location, and should have been at point A. I recognise this is a possibility, and would reflect the recording of FP81, but had that been the case it would have been usual for the sign to read ‘Public Footpath’ rather than Public Right of Way’. Further, I would have expected the landowner to make complaint promptly to the Council, of which I have seen no evidence, although I accept there is some evidence that at one or more times the sign was taped over but I am unclear precisely when this occurred. 
A member of public seeing the fingerpost sign would have been clear about its purpose; to direct the public along the Order route on the basis that it was a public right of way. It is difficult to see how this could have been interpreted otherwise, by the landowner or the public, and perhaps even more so as the Order route gives a purpose to what would otherwise be the cul-de-sac FP81. In this context I have also to hold in mind the information given at the hearing by the owner of the track which is FP81, that he had intended to dedicate the track as a public right of way in the belief that the public would be able to use it to access North Mill Road. That would have only been feasible if the public had a right to use the Order route.
I have considered what documentary evidence there is to balance against the material set out in the forgoing paragraphs. The Objector counters the evidence of the finger post by relying upon the red circular sign as evidence of an intention not to allow a public right of way to become established. I am satisfied that the red sign has been on display continuously at the entrance to Lydebrook (although in slightly different positions) since about 1976 when the property was bought by Mr and Mrs Stokes. 
My understanding is that the red sign has not changed in format since first displayed. It is described on behalf of the Objector as a ‘No Entry’ sign. However, the sign does not contain the words ‘No Entry’, rather it requires the reader to infer this from the nature of the sign, which is clearly based on a familiar road sign which the Highway Code states has the meaning ‘No entry for vehicular traffic’. I accept that a member of the public faced with this sign would recognise it as replicating a traffic sign, and that the words ‘Save for Access’ reinforce this. However, I conclude that to a member of the public it would, on a balance of probabilities, be seen as being directed at vehicles rather than pedestrians and on that basis, I do not consider it would be effective to demonstrate an intention to exclude the public on foot. This conclusion is consistent with the statutory declaration of Mr and Mrs Stokes.
The Objector deals with the recognition of the public footpath in her declaration by asserting that it was a mistake. This is difficult to reconcile. The wording of the declaration is unequivocal and was presumably intended to be relied upon.
Taken together the evidence of the declarations and the fingerpost are compelling evidence of the existence of a public footpath recognised as such by the landowner. In this context I use the term ‘landowner’ recognising that at the relevant times the land forming the Order route was not within the paper title of Lydebrook, but recognising also the presumption that a way over land of unknown ownership is presumed to belong up to the mid-point by the owners of the adjoining land. Where, as here, the land on each side is in common ownership, the owner of that land is presumed to own the full width of the track.
User Evidence
The application for a modification order was supported by 12 user evidence forms (UEFs) and three supporting statements which together refer to use of the Order route over varying periods of time between 1961 and 2021. A further 35 UEFs were submitted after the Order was made, these covering a period from 1955 to 2021.
Date of bringing into question
In making the Order the Council have relied upon 2019 as the date when the right of the public to use the route was brought into question by reason of the locking of the white gate. I agree with this approach. For the reasons I have given, I do not accept that the red circular sign had the effect of bringing into question the right of the public to use the route on foot. Accordingly the relevant period is 1999 – 2019.
Use as of right
One of the witnesses has the benefit of a private right of way over the Order route and consequently his use should be categorised as permissive and not taken into account. Two further witnesses acknowledged being challenged by the landowner when walking the route in 2010 and 2014 respectively. Use after the challenge should be categorised as contentious and not taken into account. A group of six UEFs are completed in such similar terms that caution should be exercised in assessing their value.
Notwithstanding the qualifications to the user evidence identified in the foregoing paragraph, there remains a substantial body of evidence of use as of right covering the 20-year period, with a greater level of use in the later ten years. A significant number of users refer to regular use, defined by the Council for the purposes of their analysis, as more than 12 times per year; in 1999 there were 15 users claiming regular use of the route and by 2019 this number had risen to 25 (although three of these are within the group of identical forms, and by this time two of the other users acknowledge they had been challenged). I am satisfied that the quantity and quality of the user evidence is sufficient to demonstrate use of the route throughout the period by the public, particularly having regard to the remote rural location.
Interruption to public use
The Objector argues that the actions of the landowner during the Covid outbreak were sufficient to cause an interruption in the continuity of any public use. Evidence was given by the landowner that signs were displayed on the white gate during the Covid outbreak seeking to prevent access. The signs were acknowledged by various users, and my impression is that the signs were generally respected with the result that public access substantially ceased for a period of time. However, the Covid restrictions did not take effect until March 2020, the year after the locking of the gate and the bringing into question of the public’s right to use the Order route. Accordingly, any actions by the landowner to restrict use during the Covid outbreak will not have any effect on my findings as to public use during the period 1999 – 2019.
Lack of intention to dedicate
A presumption of dedication that arises from qualifying evidence of use will be rebutted if there is sufficient evidence to show that during the relevant 20-year period the landowner demonstrated a lack of intention to dedicate. The actions of the landowner must have been such as to bring home to users that their use was being challenged.
A number of user witnesses refer to a gate at point B, initially old and frequently left open, latterly the white wooden gate which is still present and which was closed but not locked during the relevant 20-year period such that access was unimpeded. Witnesses also recall the circular red sign within the relevant period, but state other signs did not appear until 2019 and subsequently. Some witnesses refer to the presence of the finger post indicating a public right of way.
The Objector relies upon the presence of the signs and the challenge to users of the route as constituting sufficient evidence of a lack of intention to dedicate. 
The evidence establishes with certainty that the red sign was present and obvious to users approaching from the south throughout the relevant 20-year period. Other signs stating ‘Private. No public right of way’ are only established to have been present from when the gate was locked in 2019, which is the date on which the right of the public to use the route was brought into question, and these are therefore not within the 20-year period.
I have dealt with the circular red sign earlier, and noted the fact that Mr Stokes, in his statutory declaration, makes reference to the red sign whilst also stating that the Order route was undoubtedly a public footpath. This would indicate strongly that he did not rely upon the sign to indicate a lack of intention to dedicate the track as a public footpath. 
In assessing the relevance of the red sign, the test to be applied is not how a single individual may respond to it, but rather how it would appear to an ordinary member of the public. I have concluded that such a person would recognise this sign as being directed at vehicular traffic, and not pedestrian use, and thus it would not be sufficient evidence of a lack of intention to dedicate a right of way on foot (and, on the same basis, did not have the effect of bringing into question the right of the public to use the route on foot).
I accept the Objector’s evidence that she has challenged members of the public seeking to use the Order route, and some of the users acknowledge that they have been challenged. I accept that the effect of challenge would be to render contentious subsequent use by that individual. However, I do not consider verbal challenge to a limited number of users would, per se, be sufficient to communicate generally to persons likely to use the route that that the landowner did not intend a public right of way to become established. I am satisfied that there is more than sufficient residual evidence of unchallenged use to constitute use by the public throughout the 20-year period.  
I note that the Objector stated that some of those who had provided evidence of use were local people known to her. There is no basis for the evidence of people known to the landowner to be treated any differently to that of a stranger. Evidence of unchallenged use, unless correctly characterised as permissive or contentious use, can be relied upon in support of confirmation of the Order.
Conclusions on evidence of use
I am satisfied, on a balance of probabilities, that there has been sufficient uninterrupted use as of right of the Order route throughout the 20-year period 1999 – 2019 to give rise to a statutory presumption of dedication and that within that period the landowner has not sufficiently demonstrated a lack of intention to dedicate it.
Common Law
Dedication of a public right of way at common law is dependent upon the evidence being sufficient to give rise to an inference that the landowner has in fact dedicated the way, and that the public have accepted the dedication by making use of it. Use by the public can form part of the evidence to support such an inference but often will not be sufficient on its own; there is no presumption of dedication.
I have found the documentary evidence, particularly the evidence of successive landowners contained in their statutory declarations, to be compelling evidence recognising the existence of a public footpath along the Order route and thereby recognising that dedication had occurred at some point prior thereto. 
The evidence of the declarations is supported by various other elements of the evidence discussed above; the existence of the fingerpost indicating that the Order route is a public right of way, the assumption made by the adjoining landowner when dedicating FP81 that the public would be able to use it to access the highway by way of the Order route, and the significant use by the public. Alongside this there is no evidence of significance to the contrary. Taking all of the evidence together, I am satisfied, on a balance of probabilities, that it is sufficient to allow an inference to be drawn that the Order route has been dedicated as a public footpath.


Other matters
Some supporters of the Order have sought to argue in favour of the Order route enjoying a higher status than that of a footpath. These arguments rely upon the depiction of the Order route on the Inclosure map in the same manner as, and open to, North Mill Road, and to the depiction of the route as uncoloured on the Finance Act Map. I am satisfied that the wording of the Inclosure Award is unambiguous in its description of the Order route as a “Private carriage and Drift Road” and this is to be contrasted with the words used to describe North Mill Road. I do not consider support for higher public rights can be found in the Inclosure Award. The Finance Act map is consistent with a route with public vehicular status but is not, on its own determinative of such status and is usually regarded as at best supporting evidence, In this case there is no other evidence to support.
Overall Conclusion
Having regard to these and all other matters raised I conclude that the Order should be confirmed. 
Formal Decision
I confirm the Order. 
Nigel Farthing
Inspector


















APPEARANCES

For the Council           -    Mr N Grant (Counsel)  
                           
Supporters                 -    June Butler - Bledlow Parish Council
·  Mike Britnell
·  Gerald Burr
· Robert Uglow                     

For the Objector        -    Mrs Wilder
· John Wilder
· Mr Manning

                                                    
DOCUMENTS PRODUCED AT THE INQUIRY
· Inquiry Bundles

















[image: Order plan]
 


2
image1.png
% Planning Inspectorate




image2.png
204400

WILDLIFE AND COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981
SECTION 53

BLEDLOW-CUM-SAUNDERTON PARISH COUNCIL

476800

T

Lydebrook

orth Mil

204400

Public Rights of Way

Route to be added

= = = Unaffected paths

Grid references:
Point A: SP76838-04450
Point B: SP76872-04406





