 
	Order Decision ROW/3308400




[image: LOGO]

	[bookmark: bmkTable00]Order Decision

	Inquiry commenced on 28 April 2026. 
Closing submissions heard remotely on 4 June 2026

	by A Behn  Dip MS MIPROW

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

	Decision date: 24 June 2026




	Order Ref: ROW/3308400

	This Order is made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (the 1981 Act) and is known as The Hampshire (East Hampshire District No.44) (Parish of Worldham) Definitive Map Modification Order 2020.

	The Order is dated 22 February 2021 and proposes to modify the Definitive Map and Statement (DMS) for the area by adding a public footpath from Caker Lane to Worldham Footpath 26 (Hangers Way), as shown on the Order Map and described in the Order Schedule.

	There were 2 objections outstanding at the commencement of the Inquiry.


	Summary of Decision: The Order is not confirmed
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Procedural Matters
An application to add the Order route to the DMS was submitted by Mrs G Plumbley (the applicant) in 2016, accompanied initially by 32 User Evidence Forms (UEF’s). Following investigation of the claim, Hampshire County Council (the Council) made an Order, to which one objection and one letter of support were subsequently received.
An Inquiry was due to be held in December 2023, however it appeared that there had been an error in serving notice on the registered landowners. Notice was subsequently served on all registered landowners, albeit the fluidity of the landownership extended the process. Another objection was submitted following the further serving of notices. Whilst I acknowledge the objector’s initial submissions regarding the service of notice, all parties have had the opportunity to submit objections and partake in the proceedings and I therefore consider that no parties have been prejudiced.
The Council have requested, should the Order be confirmed, that the title of the Order is modified to change the year of the Order from 2020 to 2021. Whilst the Order is valid as submitted and clear in its intention, should I be minded to confirm the Order, I will make the modification requested.
I undertook an unaccompanied site visit on the afternoon of 27 April 2026 when I was able to inspect the Order route and familiarise myself with the area surrounding the claimed path. For clarity, references in this decision correspond to points marked on the Order Map, which is attached.
The Main Issues
The Council made the Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) under Section 53(2)(b) of the 1981 Act, on the occurrence of an event specified in sub-section 53(3)(c)(i). Accordingly, the main issue is whether the evidence discovered (when considered with all other evidence available), is sufficient to show that a public right of way which is not shown on the DMS, subsists over land to which the map relates.
Whilst it suffices under section 53(3)(c)(i) for a public right of way to be reasonably alleged to subsist in order to make a DMMO, the standard of proof is higher for it to be confirmed. At this stage, evidence is required to show, on the balance of probability, that a right of way subsists.
At Inquiry, the objector drew attention to the Council making the Order under the lower threshold ‘reasonably alleged’ test, and yet relying on much the same evidence to suffice for the higher ‘balance of probabilities’ test for confirmation of the Order. He felt that this approach was flawed and inconsistent, with the only difference in the evidence appearing to be a speculation by the Council that there were persons who had used the route, that had not completed UEF’s.
There is no obligation upon the Council to consider the higher test in order to make an Order, and there is no inconsistency, in my view, in relying on the same evidence at confirmation stage, if they consider the evidence is sufficient to satisfy that test also.
The Order was made based upon user evidence and as a result, the statutory requirements of Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980 (the 1980 Act) are relevant. This sets out that where a way has been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a full period of twenty years, the way is to be deemed to have been dedicated as a highway unless there is sufficient evidence that there was no intention during that period to dedicate it. The period of twenty years referred to, is to be calculated retrospectively from the date when the right of the public to use the way was brought into question.
If statutory dedication is not applicable, I can consider whether an implication of dedication has been shown at common law. Common law requires me to consider whether the use of the path and the actions of the landowner have been of such a nature that the dedication of the path by the landowner can be inferred. 
It is noted that the Council considered the evidence was insufficient to satisfy the requirements of a dedication at common law due to the volume of use not being sufficiently notorious. I also note the comment of the objector in this regard, in that the quality of user should be the same for both statutory dedication and common law dedication. I consider that it is clear that the Council are referring in this regard, not to the quality of the user, but to the quantity of user being insufficient to satisfy the common law test.
While I note the objector’s comments regarding the Council not interviewing users and the very low number of witnesses giving evidence at Inquiry, the suggestion that the Council was selective in who they wished to give evidence is both speculative and unevidenced.
Reasoning
Statutory dedication
When the status of the claimed route was brought into question  
It was the view of the Council that the public’s right to use the path, did not appear to have been brought into question prior to the application being submitted in 2016. As such, they considered that the relevant twenty year period to be evaluated was 1996-2016.
The application appeared to arise as a result of the construction of a solar farm in December 2015 alongside part of the route, and the user evidence is suggestive that several people stopped using the path in late 2015, some citing obstruction on the route as a result of the construction. With this in mind, I consider that the construction of the solar farm formed the initial bringing into question of the public’s right to use the route, and so, for the purpose of this decision, the twenty year period to be evaluated for the purpose of statutory dedication is 1995-2015.
Evidence of use by the public
Thirty two UEF’s were initially provided in support of the Order route, albeit other evidence was submitted later, including a statement and a further 6 UEF’s submitted in 2024.
The use stated on some UEF’s falls after the relevant period (predominantly among those UEF’s that were received in 2024), and as such these forms have been disregarded. One UEF was retracted prior to the Inquiry, with the user stating it was filled in on her behalf. This UEF has also been disregarded. 
Earliest use of the Order route dates back to 1960, albeit this use appeared to be solely by 2 members of the same family. On their UEF’s they detailed use of the path once or twice a year for dog walking, until 1999. However their UEF’s also stated that they had last walked the route in late 1990, which is a 9 year difference from the 1999 date and would mean their use fell outside of the relevant period.
One UEF stated use from 1975, however most use appears to have commenced in the 1980’s. Usage appeared to be recreational and on foot, with the Order route being utilised as part of a longer onward route, for walking or running, with or without a dog, to access the Hangers Way long distance route. Several forms cited the reason for use of the claimed route was to avoid having to cross the A31 dual carriageway when accessing Hangers Way.
Frequency of use varied considerably. Two users from the same family stated weekly use, some people used the path monthly or every other month, with the majority using the route anywhere between one to four times each year. One UEF stated ‘occasional’ use in 2015 only, another stated use twice in 2012 only, and one UEF did not state a frequency at all.
Use appeared to be open and without force or secrecy and it would appear that until the construction of the solar farm there were no obstructions on the route apart from overgrown vegetation and muddiness during some parts of the year. These natural obstructions did not have the effect of preventing use, merely discouraging the odd user temporarily and they were not actions of the landowner to deter use of the path. 
There appears to have been no interruption to use, although use appeared to be much more frequent in summer than winter. Some users had temporary breaks in their use for various reasons such as living abroad or out of the area and some UEF’s stated that there was a break in their use, but did not clarify when, or for how long. 
It was suggested by the objector that the outbreaks of Foot and Mouth Disease in 2001, and again in 2006/7, may have formed an interruption to user, and at Inquiry it was requested that my decision be delayed until the publication of the latest ruling from the Court of Appeal with regard to The King on the application of The Ramblers Association v The Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Roxlena 2).
Unlike the Roxlena case, there is no evidence before me that indicates that the claimed route or Hangers Way were closed during the outbreaks. The Order route would not have been subject to the restrictions as it was not a dedicated highway  and the landowner in his statement of case and at Inquiry confirmed that the land was not used for livestock farming and had always been used for arable farming. The UEF’s gave no suggestion that there were notices or closures of any kind over the relevant period and witnesses who spoke at Inquiry did not recall the closure of either the claimed route or the adjoining section of Hangers Way, or any notices to that effect. In the absence of evidence that the claimed route or the adjoining Hangers Way footpath were closed during these outbreaks, it cannot be said that this event formed an interruption to use. I therefore consider that the ruling of the court of appeal, which was not released before the holding of the Inquiry, has no bearing for the purposes of this decision.
No users appeared to have sought, or been given permission to use the route. The objector pointed out that the applicant had entered into discussions with the landowner, at the time of the solar farm construction, regarding the possibility of a permissive path. As such they felt that her use was therefore not as of right.
These discussions took place at the very end of the relevant period and the understanding of one person cannot be said to be representative of all of the users. Nevertheless caselaw has determined that the subjective state of mind of the user is irrelevant in deciding whether use of a route is as of right. Use that is apparently as of right cannot be discounted because a user is indifferent as to whether a right existed, or even had a private knowledge that it did not.
The objector felt that there were inconsistencies throughout the written evidence. Attention was drawn to some UEF’s where users had written that their use of the path had ended in 2016, but elsewhere had put their last date of use as December 2015. I accept that some UEF’s did contain this anomaly, however, the difference in length of use in these particular instances is minimal and likely to have resulted from the construction of the solar farm.
In relation to the maps accompanying the UEF’s, the objector was concerned that the claimed route was pre-drawn. The applicant confirmed at Inquiry that the pre-drawn route was there to make it clear what route was being applied for. She felt people would not complete and sign a form if they did not know what route they were giving evidence about. 
It is not uncommon in rights of way cases for a route to be pre-drawn on a map. I note that more than half of those who completed UEF’s had also hand drawn the route and annotated the map. Other UEF’s clearly explained the route or described characteristics of the claimed path, and all, except the retracted UEF, had signed to say the Order route was where they had walked.
Attention was also drawn to some UEF’s where users referenced stiles in their evidence, although there was not a stile on the Order route. Five users appear to have referred to stiles on their forms, however two had drawn the positions of the stiles on the accompanying map, as on Hangers Way at the junction with the dual carriageway. Another stated that the stile was ‘only to exit path at Hangers Way to cross the A31’, and Mr Till, on his UEF stated that ‘the h.w. across the A31 is dangerous / stile on s side is impossible to get my German shepherd through’. 
I consider that it is clear that the users above were referring to the stiles on the adjoining Hangers Way and not on the Order route, albeit one UEF which stated there was ‘a sort of style (sic) between the path and the Hangers Way’  is less clear as to its location. The Council in response to the mention of stiles, were of the view that some users view a route they use holistically, rather than as individual segments.
Relating to this, the objector further suggested that the many users who only used the claimed route a few times a year may have been unsure of the route they actually used. I am not necessarily persuaded by this argument as the Order route is open and linear by nature and many forms described the route quite accurately, whether that be the start or finish point, or the characteristics of the path.
The applicant, when giving evidence at Inquiry, recalled that her use of the Order route had actually been more than the 8-10 times per annum that she had stated on her UEF, quoting an updated figure of 12-20 times use per year. She explained that talking to other users had reminded her of other memories of using the claimed route.
The applicant also advised that there were two periods of between 1-3 years each during the relevant period when she was out of the country, the first being in approximately 1997-1998 and the second circa 2006-2008. She explained that during those periods of absence, she would return home 3-4 times per year, during which time she would use the path. Under cross examination, the applicant recalled that her use commenced once she had returned from her first time of living abroad. If this were the case, it would make her qualifying use from circa 1998, rather than the 1984 stated on her UEF.
The applicant explained that she passed the Order route twice daily on her way to tend to her horses in nearby Kingsley. She spoke of seeing others ‘most times’ on the path during these car trips, often, but not solely, her neighbours. The objector considered it was not credible, that she would be able to see others on the Order route in the fleeting moments that she would be passing by. Whilst I accept the testimony of the applicant of seeing others on her daily trips, I do agree that the window of opportunity for being able to view the claimed route whilst driving by, would be small.
With regard to seeing her neighbours on the Order route when travelling to Kingsley, the applicant recalled that they generally walked at 8am and were often heading towards Caker Lane on the claimed route, to then ascend Windmill Lane. Her neighbours appeared to be the most regular users of the path, stating weekly use on their UEF’s. Whilst I do not doubt that the applicant saw her neighbours, this could only have been on a weekly basis if the information on their UEF’s are taken at face value.
When using the claimed route itself, the applicant stated that she would also see others on the route heading towards Hangers Way. She explained that she would more regularly see people in the spring, summer and autumn. However, the objector pointed out that the applicant’s claim of seeing others was in contrast to others who gave evidence at Inquiry, who had stated that they did not see people on the claimed route, referring directly to Mr Till and Ms Ray.
While he was not one of the two users who were originally available to give evidence at the Inquiry, Mr Till was present at the Inquiry and kindly gave evidence to his use. Mr Till had stated on his UEF that he used the path 6 times per year from 1996, and had seen others using the path. 
Mr Till said he could not remember when he first started using the claimed route, as he often used the Hangers Way path, but recalled that there came a point when he could not get his dog over the stile and felt that his regular use of the claimed route probably commenced in 2014. As pointed out by the objector, this is some 18 years after the date stated on his UEF. With regard to seeing others using the same route, Mr Till clarified that it was the Hangers Way path where he saw other people.
Ms Ray, who offered to speak at Inquiry was the footpath warden for a neighbouring parish. Albeit not the warden for the parish wherein the claimed route sits, she said she had never seen anyone on the claimed route, when monitoring the definitive rights of way in the area, which she did on a quarterly basis.
Turning to Mr Bartholomew, the second witness called by the Council, his UEF described that he used the path as part of a walking group once or twice a year since moving to the area in 2007. However at Inquiry Mr Bartholomew could not recall using the route before it was gated. The gate was installed in 2016 and so it appears that his use may have fallen after the relevant period.
Two additional users that had not completed UEF’s also spoke at the Inquiry. Mr Ebbutt had occasionally used the path from 2014, and more regularly after the relevant period, having been told of the route by another user. The user to which he referred, had not completed a UEF, and had sadly passed away in 2017. Mr Ebbutt referred to using the route as part of the annual walking festival, and the landowner confirmed as part of his evidence that permission had been given to use the Order route on these occasions.
Mrs Jakubowski had also not completed a UEF but had moved to the area in 1990 and used the path with her husband or her children perhaps 6 times each year. She remembers coming across a worn route and albeit she didn’t see others, she pointed out that the visible route was clear evidence that it was used. That said, she appeared to only remember using the route when the southern end was gated, describing in her evidence, a gap in the fence at Caker Lane, which would suggest that her use fell outside of the relevant period.
Conclusions on User Evidence
A significant number of UEF’s were received in support of use of the claimed path. More weight is afforded to those users who spoke at Inquiry than those who solely completed UEF’s, however only 3 users that completed UEF’s spoke at Inquiry, along with 2 others that had not completed forms.
Of the 5 users that spoke, the use of 2 of them appeared to fall outside of the relevant period and another had only started using the route in 2014, near the end of the relevant period. One, albeit stating use from 1996 on their UEF, then clarified their use of the Order route was only from 2014, as previous to that they had used Hangers Way. From the oral evidence given by users, only the applicant can be said to have used the claimed route with regularity during the relevant period under discussion and it would appear that her use may have started 12 years later than the date stated on her UEF.
Turning to the UEF’s that were untested, use of the claimed route was by a large number of people, albeit the frequency of use by the majority was on a less than monthly basis, with several only stating use of the Order route once or twice a year. 
Despite this mostly low level use, almost every UEF answered yes to seeing others on the claimed route. This would suggest a highly prolific use of the path which seems at odds with the low numbers of times that most users stated that they used the Order route each year. Prolific use of the path was also at odds with the evidence given orally at Inquiry, whereby with the exception of the applicant, it would seem that people were seen walking on Hangers Way rather than the Order route.
I accept the Council’s view that a route is sometimes seen holistically and this is evidenced by the mention of stiles on some UEF’s, that are not on the Order route but appear to be present along Hangers Way Path. Being unable to test the vast majority of the evidence it cannot be ascertained whether people were seen on Hangers Way rather than the Order route itself, as appeared to be the case with those users that clarified as such at Inquiry, or as part of the walking festivals  where permission was granted by the landowner to use the route.
If taken at face value, the volume of untested user evidence, although often showing only occasional use each year, could be sufficient to raise a presumption of the dedication of a public footpath. However several UEF’s showed inconsistencies that are unable to be clarified and for those that completed UEF’s and then gave evidence at Inquiry, it was found that their use did not match what was stated on their forms. This lessens the weight that can be given to their evidence and also raises the question of how much weight can be afforded to the untested evidence.
Evidence of the landowners and whether the landowners demonstrated a lack of intention to dedicate a public footpath
[bookmark: _Hlk120284687]The landowners considered that the level of use was insufficient to have come to their attention, agreed with the Council that the evidence was insufficient to satisfy common law dedication and further felt that the evidence was insufficient to satisfy statutory dedication.
It was explained at the Inquiry that the land was used for arable farming and that tending to the crops required undertaking activities such as drilling, seeding, fertilising, pest control and harvesting. This required many visits to the land by those carrying out the tasks and at all different times of the day and night, especially in spring, summer and autumn. The height of a tractor allowed significant visibility and those persons that drove the tractor had never seen anyone on the claimed route. 
One of the landowners, Mr Butler, who spoke at Inquiry, confirmed that he had been involved with the land from approximately the year 2000. He stated that he was in the vicinity of the claimed route often, either on the land or passing by it in a vehicle and he never saw anyone on the claimed route. Sometimes he would pass daily and sometimes not for a couple of weeks, and less so in the winter months. He felt there was only a brief window when passing by on Caker Lane, that you could see the claimed route, but that, as a farmer, you always kept an eye on your land. 
Mr Butler confirmed that prior to 2016 when a gate was erected at point A as part of the solar farm project, access to the claimed route had been open, but he had felt no need to run the expense of signing or gating the route, as he had never seen anyone using it and was only aware of a single person being found on the claimed path and challenged in 2011. He also considered that the security personnel for the solar farm construction would most certainly have challenged anyone using the route,  although there is no evidence that they did and this also falls outside of the relevant period being considered.
 An employee of the landowner, Mr Kilby, who spoke at Inquiry, stated that he visited the land in the vicinity of the claimed route at least weekly, for an hour at a time. Between the months of June and late September he stated his visits would be daily as part of his gamekeeping duties. He also dealt with pest control and was always on the alert for poachers. Although not on his evidence statement, at Inquiry he recalled setting up a camera in 2006/2007 on the claimed route for two weeks to monitor said poaching and stated that the footage at the time revealed only farming operations as well as some poachers.
Mr Kilby saw people using the Hangers Way, but seldomly saw anyone on the claimed route, which he stated was in stark contrast to other land that he worked upon, where he would often come across people and challenge their presence. Mr Kilby remembered challenging someone on the path in 2011 and a diary note was produced in evidence to support this. The diary note had been apparently made due to the user being unpleasant to deal with. Mr Kilby also recalled at Inquiry that he very occasionally saw others and also challenged them, however, unlike the challenge of 2011, there is no specific detail and it appeared that Mr Butler, the landowner, was unaware of these other encounters.
Mr Ayers who also spoke at Inquiry, had worked on the land for roughly 17 years, which would coincide with the last seven years or so of the relevant period. He  explained that he undertook drilling, spraying, crop walking and combine harvesting on the land. He would visit the land 10-15 times per year, being on site for 45 minutes to an hour at a time. When harvesting he would be on site once, but for two and a half hours. He never saw anyone, other than people on Hangers Way, and considered that should use of the claimed route have been high, he would have seen someone, especially when in a farm vehicle, which offered a higher vantage point.
I find the oral evidence of Mr Butler, Mr Kilby and Mr Ayers both credible and comprehensive. It appears to me that the time they spent on the land near the claimed route was more frequent in the spring, summer and autumn months, which coincides with when use of the path was higher. However their visits were not always daily and were for limited periods, generally up to an hour at a time and they sometimes shared working of the land with other farmers. With this in mind, it would be reasonable to accept that they may not have come across a user on the claimed path. 
Albeit only one challenge was made that was brought to the attention of the landowner in 2011, it would have been open to the landowner to then take some form of action, even if it were simply the erection of a notice, to make it clear to the general public that he did not intend to dedicate the route for public use.
Conclusions on Landowner Evidence
It is apparent from the written and oral testimony of the landowner, that he did not intend to dedicate the claimed route as a public footpath, however no overt action was taken to notify the public of this. 
I accept that the landowner did not perceive such actions as necessary as he had not seen anyone on the claimed route and nor had his employee Mr Ayers, although Mr Kilby’s evidence suggests that he did very occasionally see people on the route. In terms of not seeing users on the route, albeit this is at odds with the majority of the untested UEF’s, it would seem to correlate, with the exception of the evidence of the applicant, to others who gave evidence at Inquiry.
In support of the consideration that they had not seen anyone, it was submitted that the user evidence spanning the period between 2003-2009 amounted to between 167 and 205 uses per year, which equates to significantly less than one use per day. Whilst I agree that this appears to be the case, use did still occur and does appear to have been, on face value of the evidence, a little higher both prior to, and post this period. While it was pointed out by the objector that the town of Alton is close by, the path is situated in a rural setting and use does not need to be necessarily representative of the size of neighbouring settlements.
Turning to the single documented challenge, while I accept the reference to Poole v Huskinson [1843] that ‘a single act of interruption by a landowner is of much more weight upon the question of intention than many acts of enjoyment’, a single challenge does not constitute an interruption to use and nor is a single documented challenge sufficient to bring the lack of intention to dedicate home to the public. Drawing attention to Lewis v Thomas [1950] 1 KB 438, It was the Council’s view that the absence of any action being taken by the landowner to show an effective lack of intention to dedicate the route following the 2011 challenge, tends to demonstrate the opposite.
While I accept the reasoning of the landowner as to why he did not actively take measures following the challenge of a user in 2011, I must accordingly find that there is insufficient evidence of any clear and overt action taken by any landowner during the relevant period of 1995 to 2015, to demonstrate there was a lack of intention to dedicate a footpath.
Conclusions on statutory dedication
Despite the large number of UEF’s submitted, and evidence of only a single challenge to use, I consider that this is a very finely balanced case. 
There is no statutory minimum level of use required to raise a presumption of dedication and the level of use will vary dependent on the location. Having regard to the above, the claimed route is situated in a rural location, and albeit it is near an urban setting, it is dissected from the town by the A31.
On the surface of the matter, even with the generally low use of the claimed path, the volume of UEF’s attesting to use would normally suffice to raise a presumption that the claimed route has been dedicated as a public footpath. However the oral evidence given by the few users that spoke at Inquiry revealed a level of use of the claimed route by them that did not correlate with the forms that they had submitted. I found these users to be genuine and consider that the anomalies found were in no way intentional, however they lessened use by 12 and 18 years on two of the UEF’s in question. One user was also found to have used the route only after the relevant period had expired, having stated use from 2007 on their UEF. These are significant variations to their written evidence.
I have no reason to believe that those who purported to use the Order route did not do so, and I also accept that a level of error is to be expected when completing a form or making a statement that involves details going back many years. However with so few users giving evidence at Inquiry, and their use under examination, being found to be substantially less in terms of length of time, than that stated on their written evidence, the weight that can be afforded to their evidence lessens.
Untested evidence holds less weight than evidence that is able to be tested. For the majority of the untested evidence which was not disregarded as detailed earlier in this decision, use of the route was generally limited to a low number of uses per annum. 
Add to this the anomalies already indicated in this decision relating to some of the untested user evidence, and when coupled with robust evidence given by the landowners and their assertations of how rare it was to see anyone, this raises a level of doubt in my mind in finding a sufficiency of use, where the very few evidence forms that were able to be tested, were also found to be flawed.
Therefore, I must conclude that the evidence is insufficient on the balance of probabilities, to demonstrate that a public footpath subsists. The context of sufficiency around the user evidence inevitably requires the same outcome for common law dedication.
Other Matters
The Ramblers and other supporters of the Order were of the view that the claimed path was very important when considering the health and safety of the right of way network. They felt that the claimed route was a safer alternative from Alton, to join the Hangers Way long distance route. 
Currently, FP26, which connects to Hangers Way crosses the A31, a busy dual carriageway, at road level. I crossed the carriageway twice on my site visit and both understand and completely sympathise with the level of danger this presents to walkers. However the legislation is quite clear that such matters cannot be taken into account in my decision. Concerns regarding the safety of adjoining rights of way should be referred directly to the Council.
Having regard to these and all other matters raised at the inquiry and in the written representations, I conclude that the Order should not be confirmed.
[bookmark: bmkScheduleStart]Formal Decision
I do not confirm the Order.
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APPEARANCES

For the Council:
Matthew Dale-Harris	Barrister on behalf of Hampshire County Council
who called:
J Holden-Warren		Senior Definitive Map Officer, Hampshire County Council
G Plumbley			Applicant
J Bartholomew

Supporters:
P Ebutt
S Till
Cllr Boxall
Cllr Young

For the landowners:
Trevor Ward			Barrister on behalf of Mr Butler
Who called:
S Butler			Landowner
T Ayers
J Kilby

Neutral:
M Ray

DOCUMENTS HANDED IN AT THE INQUIRY
1. Opening statement of Hampshire County Council 
2. Bar chart of user evidence from the landowner
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