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	by James Blackwell LLB (Hons) PGDip, Solicitor
Site visit made on 24 March 2026

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

	Decision date: 27 May 2026



	Order Ref: ROW/3350494

	This Order is made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (WCA 1981) and is known as the Leeds City Council (Compton Lane, Moor Lane and Dalton Lane) Modification Order 2022.

	The Order is dated 23 June 2022 and proposes to modify the Definitive Map and Statement for the area by adding three bridleways and upgrading two footpaths to bridleways, as shown in the Order plan and described in the Order Schedule.

	There were 2 objections outstanding when Leeds City Council submitted the Order to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs for confirmation.

	Summary of Decision: The Order is confirmed.
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Preliminary Matters
The Order concerns a number of claimed bridleway routes, which begin near the roundabout junction where the A1(M) meets the A659. The routes mostly encompass parts of established lanes or tracks, all of which are clearly defined on the ground.
More specifically, the Order seeks to modify the Definitive Map and Statement (DMS) by adding the following new sections of bridleway:
· an additional section of Public Bridleway, Collingham No. 12 shown between points A, B and C on the Order plan. This section is also known as Moor Lane (Section A-B-C); 
· an additional section of Public Bridleway, Collingham No. 13 shown between points E and F on the Order plan. This section is also known as Dalton Lane (Section E-F); 
· an additional Public Bridleway (to be known as Public Bridleway, Collingham No. 26) shown between points G and H on the Order Plan. This section is at the end of Compton Lane, and near to Compton Grove Farm (Section G-H).
The Order also seeks to upgrade the following sections of public footpath to a bridleway: 
· part of Public Footpath, Collingham No. 14 shown between points C and D on the Order Plan (Section C-D); and
· parts of Public Footpaths, Collingham No. 9 and No. 14, as shown between points H, I, J and D on the Order plan (Section H-I-J-D). 
As there were two unresolved objections to the proposed Order at the time of submission, the Order was originally proposed to be dealt with by Inquiry. However, neither Objector submitted any supporting documentation or evidence in conjunction with their objections, and neither requested to be heard at Inquiry. As a consequence, the procedure was changed to Written Representations and I have considered the Order on the written evidence alone. No one objected to the change of procedure, and I am therefore satisfied it has not caused prejudice to any party.  
The current owner of Compton Grove Farm says they acquired this land after the Order was made, and only became aware of it when a site visit was requested. In turn, they question whether due process has been followed. However, as confirmed in R (on the application of Andrews) v Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2003] EWHC 1225 (Admin), orders operate against a property – and a successor in title will take land subject to any existing order-making process. A made Order will therefore run with the land, and a change of ownership does not invalidate this. 
Moreover, the new landowner has been given additional time to make representations in connection with the proposed Order, and these have been addressed in the decision. Whilst they only became aware of the Order at a late stage, I am therefore satisfied the landowner has been given a fair opportunity to engage with the process.
It is worth highlighting that the Order relates to a claim that bridleways already subsist over the claimed routes. In other words, confirmation of the Order would not create new bridleways, but instead would formally record bridleways on the DMS which have already been shown to exist. 
Main Issues
The Order has been made under Section 53(2)(b) of the WCA 1981 on the basis of events specified in Section 53(3)(c), namely:
· Section 53(3)(c)(i) - being the discovery of evidence which shows that a right of way subsists, or is reasonably alleged to subsist, which is not currently shown in the Order Making Authority’s (OMA’s) DMS; 
· Section 53(3)(c)(ii) - being the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available, 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; and
· Section 53(3)(c)(iii) – being that the particulars contained in the OMA’s DMS require modification.
In light of the above, to confirm the Order (or any part of it), I must be satisfied, on the balance of probability, that a bridleway subsists over the claimed routes. 
The OMA relies on documentary evidence in support of Section A-B-C and Section E-F of the claimed route, which means the provisions s32 of the Highways Act 1980 (HA 1980) are relevant. When considering whether dedication of a public right of way has occurred, these provisions require me to take into consideration any map, plan or history of the locality tendered in evidence, or any other relevant document provided, and give these documents such weight as appropriate in the circumstances. 
In terms of Section G-H, Section C-D and Section H-I-J-D of the claimed routes, the OMA primarily relies on user evidence to support their case, which means the provisions of s31 of the HA 1980 are also relevant. These say that where a way has been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a period of 20 years, the way is deemed to have been dedicated as a highway, unless there is sufficient evidence to show there was no intention during that period to dedicate it. The relevant 20-year period is calculated retrospectively from the date the right of the public to use the way was brought into question, and ‘as of right’ means use must have been open, without permission and without force. 
Reasons
Section A-B-C and Section E-F (Documentary Evidence)
Whilst much of the user evidence does refer to use of Section A-B-C and Section E-F, the OMA primarily relies on documentary evidence to support its case in respect of these sections of the route. I have therefore focused on the documentary evidence first.  
Inclosure Award
Section A-B-C and Section E-F of the claimed route are both clearly depicted on the Collingham Inclosure Award (1816). Section A-B-C is named “Compton Road” on the plan, and is described in the award as a “private road and public bridle way” with a width of 30 feet. Similarly, Section E-F is named “Dalton Road” on the plan, and is described in the award as a “public bridle and private carriage road” with a width of 30 feet.   
Inclosure Awards can provide very strong evidence of public rights of way, particularly when made pursuant to an Act of Parliament, as is the case here. These documents therefore provide very strong evidence that these sections of the Order route carried bridleway rights around this time. Noting the legal maxim “once a highway always a highway”, these public rights would still subsist unless formally stopped up or extinguished.   
Commercial Maps
Various historic maps depict a way which broadly aligns with Section A-B-C and Section E-F of the routes. These include Tuke’s Map (1787), Cary’s Map (1808), Greenwood’s Map (1817) and Hobson’s Map (1844). These all suggest that a physical route has existed along these parts of the Order routes since the late 18th century, if not before. However, whilst helpful in demonstrating the physical existence of the claimed sections of the routes since this time, in themselves, these maps are not conclusive of public rights. 
Ordnance Survey Maps
Ordnance Survey maps as far back as 1849 also show these sections of the Order routes, and the routes have consistently appeared on later editions throughout much of the 19th and 20th centuries. Much like the commercial maps referenced above, these maps are not demonstrative of public rights. However, they are again helpful in demonstrating the physical existence of the claimed sections of route at the times they were drawn up. 

Tithe Map 
The Collingham Tithe Map (1849) shows Section A-B-C and Section E-F of the Order route colour washed in the same manner as other roads in the area. Colour washing was often used to depict roads or ways which were excluded from the tithe assessment, as this land was not productive for the purpose of tithe commutations. Whilst the tithe documentation does not confirm public rights existed over the Order route, it is nonetheless consistent with the sections of route having been considered bridleways around this time. 
Highway Records
The Council’s old list of Unclassified Country Roads describes Moor Lane as running from its junction with the A659 west of Boston Cross Roads, to Dalton Parlours, and therefore linking with the northern end of Public Bridleway, Collingham No. 13. Whilst the grid reference provided for the southern end of the route is said to tie in more closely with point D on the Order Plan, this data is consistent with these sections of the route carrying bridleway rights. 
The Council’s highway records also indicate that Moor Lane (Section A-B-C-E), part of Compton Lane (Section E-D) and most of Dalton Lane (Section E-F) are all recorded on the Council’s List of Streets Maintainable at Public Expense. Whilst this list is primarily concerned with maintenance responsibilities of the Council, it is once again consistent with these sections of the Order routes carrying bridleway rights. 
Conclusions on Documentary Evidence
An Objector says the documentary evidence is insufficient to demonstrate anything more than the historic physical existence of the Order routes, yet presents nothing to substantiate this position. I do not agree: the Inclosure Award provides very strong evidence that Section A-B-C and Section E-F both carried bridleway rights when the award was made in 1816. Whilst not demonstrative of public rights in themselves, the commercial mapping, tithe apportionment, Ordnance Survey mapping and highways records are all consistent with this position. 
Therefore, in the absence of anything to suggest such rights have been extinguished, the evidence is sufficient to demonstrate, on the balance of probability, that a bridleway continues to subsist over these sections of the Order routes. 
Given this conclusion, there is no need to consider the user evidence in respect of these sections. 
Section G-H, Section C-D and Section H-I-J-D (User Evidence)
Whilst the OMA says much of the documentary evidence helps demonstrate the historic physical existence of these sections of the Order route, they say this evidence is insufficient to confirm bridleway rights over the same. In turn, they rely on user evidence to support their case in respect of Section G-H, Section C-D and Section H-I-J-D. I have assessed the evidence accordingly. 


When was use by the public brought into question? 
In 2020, a notice is said to have been erected at the western end of FP14 which stated “Footpath Only No Horses Bikes or Vehicles”. A gate is also understood to have been locked near point I on the Order plan in March 2020, which precluded all public access. These actions would have brought the public’s right to use the Order route as a bridleway into question. For the purpose of s31, I have therefore assessed the user evidence between 2000 and 2020 (“the relevant period”). 
User Evidence
The original Order application was supported by evidence from 64 users. Claimed use of the Order route covers a period in excess of 60 years, with one user detailing their use on horseback as far back as 1960. 
Approximately half the users say they used these sections of route throughout the relevant 20-year period, with the majority of others confirming use of the routes during large parts of it. Most state they used the routes for a combination of walking and cycling, walking and riding or riding and cycling – with the split between these activities being relatively even. Frequency of use does vary, but most commonly, users say they walked and rode the routes at least weekly or monthly, with some highlighting their use was almost daily. 
Users most commonly cited recreation, leisure or exercise as their reasons for use. Many say they routinely saw other users on foot, horseback and bicycle when using the route – and some also highlight using the route as part of organised riding or mountain biking groups. 
Whilst an objector suggests the user evidence is neither sound nor verified, overall, it seems consistent and credible, and is demonstrative of these sections of route having been used on foot, bicycle and horseback throughout the relevant period. Notably, the western end of FP14 passes through a livery yard, which is an accredited facility of the British Horse Society. This adds particular credibility to the user evidence, as it is logical that users of the livery would seek out nearby riding routes in and around its location. 
As of Right
The evidence points to the routes having been used openly throughout the relevant period, with many users saying they used them in the belief that they were public bridleways. Whilst a few horseback users mention being given permission to use the claimed routes by the owner, the majority say their use was unrelated to the livery yard. Indeed, some say they already knew of the routes before joining the livery, some were told about the routes upon joining, and most say they continued to use them without challenge after leaving the livery. This suggests most people using the routes did so without permission. 
None of the users report their use being challenged during the relevant period time - which suggests use was also without force. That being said, it is worth highlighting that some bicycle users mention signage appearing around the livery yard at some point during the relevant period, which asked cyclists to dismount along this section of the route. Of those that refer to the signage, most understood it to mean cyclists were allowed to use the routes, and that it was simply in place to avoid conflict between users around the livery yard. This seems a reasonable interpretation – as the signage suggests the landowner was aware of cyclists using this section of the route. It is therefore consistent with the routes having been used without force.
Overall, I am satisfied that use of the claimed routes was open, without force and without permission during the relevant period, and was therefore as of right. 
Intention of Landowner
One landowner says that challenges were made to those using horses or bicycles along these sections of the Order route, due to the impact such use had on their business. Whilst they go on to say that statements would be collected to that effect, nothing further has been submitted to substantiate this claim. In turn, there is very little evidence before me to suggest any landowner, whether past or present, demonstrated a clear intention not to dedicate the claimed routes as public bridleways during the relevant period, whether through obstruction, signage or challenge. 
Conclusion – Presumed Dedication
Overall, the user evidence is demonstrative of the claimed sections of route having been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a period of 20 years, and there is little tangible evidence to suggest any lack of intention to dedicate from any landowner during this period. In turn, Section G-H, Section C-D and Section H-I-J-D are all deemed to have been dedicated as a public bridleway under s31 HA 1980. 
Other Matters
The landowner says that confirmation of the Order may affect the value of a proposed new dwelling on their land, and would also affect the privacy and amenity of this proposed property. They also suggest confirmation may cause issues with future development intentions on their land. Whilst I appreciate these concerns, the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 is concerned solely with ascertaining the existence of rights, but not the respective merits of those rights. In turn, these issues are not relevant to the outcome of the Order application.
Conclusion
1. Based on the evidence before me, I am satisfied, on the balance of probability, that bridleways subsist over the whole of the claimed routes. Having regard to these and all other matters raised in the written representations I conclude that the Order should be confirmed.
Formal Decision
 I confirm the Order.
James Blackwell
Inspector
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