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	An Inspector on the direction of the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

	Decision date: 3 August 2026



	Appeal Ref: ROW/3374243                                                                       


	This appeal is made under section 53(5) and Paragraph 4(1) of Schedule 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 against the decision of West Sussex County Council not to make an Order under section 53(2) of that Act.
By an application dated 6 July 2020 the applicant claimed that modifications to the definitive map and statement should be made to add a bridleway and upgrade sections of footpaths 361-1 and 3403 to bridleways as shown on the plan appended to this decision. 
The application was refused by the Council and the applicant was formally notified on 20 May 2025.

	Summary of Decision: The appeal decision directs for an Order to be made for a restricted byway (rather than the bridleway applied for in the application) for sections C to D, D to E, D to F, F to G and G to H. 
The appeal is dismissed in respect of section A to B. 
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Preliminary Matters 
For convenience, a plan showing the claimed route is appended to this decision. When the application was originally made, the claimed route extended to the north of Priory Lane between point ‘I’ and ‘J’. The application was subsequently amended to remove this section. A short section of Tortington Lane is located between point B and C, this is a public vehicular highway and so this section is not part of the claimed route. I have not visited the site, but I am satisfied that I can make my decision without the need to do so. 
Main Issues 
The application was made under section 53(2) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (the 1981 Act) which requires the surveying authority to keep their Definitive Map and Statement (‘DMS’) under continuous review, and to modify them upon the occurrence of specific events cited in section 53(3).
Section 53(3)(c)(ii) of the 1981 Act specifies that an Order should be made following the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence, 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’. The evidential test to be applied is on the balance of probabilities.
The need for an Order to be considered when evidence is submitted in support of a claim that a public right of way which is not shown in the DMS subsists is dealt with under section 53(3)(c)(i) of the 1981 Act. It provides that a modification order should be made on the discovery of evidence which, when considered with all other relevant evidence available, shows that a right of way which is not shown subsists or is reasonably alleged to subsist over land in the area to which the map relates. These are 2 separate tests: 
· Test A - Does a right of way subsist? 
· Test B - Is it reasonable to allege that a right of way subsists?
For Test A, it is necessary to show that on the balance of probabilities the right of way exists. For Test B it is necessary to show that a reasonable person, having considered all the relevant evidence available, could reasonably allege a right of way to subsist. For the section of the claimed route where there is no public right of way recorded on the DMS, I need only to be satisfied that the evidence meets Test B, the lesser test. It is not necessary that the evidence also meets the higher standard in Test A. Where the claimed route aligns with parts of Footpath 361-1 (a small section close to point C) and Footpath 3403 (between points G to H), the higher evidential burden in Test A is relevant. However, given that the section of Footpath 361-1 is such a small part of section C to D it is practical to consider the whole of this section together and apply the lower test given it relates to the much larger section. 
The application specifically seeks the upgrade of the route to a bridleway. However, the evidence could indicate a different status to a bridleway and therefore, I will consider what status is indicated by the evidence before me. 
The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 extinguished rights for mechanically propelled vehicles and there is no evidence that any of the exceptions exist. Accordingly, should I find in favour of public carriage (vehicular) rights subsisting, the route should be recorded as a restricted byway. However, should I find that only lower rights, as a bridleway or a footpath subsist then the route should be recorded as such. 
The case in support relies on historical documents and maps only and does not rely on user evidence. I need to consider if the evidence provided is sufficient to infer the dedication of public rights over the claimed route at some point in the past. Section 32 of the Highways Act 1980 requires a court or tribunal to take into consideration any map, plan, or history of the locality, or other relevant document, which is tendered in evidence, giving it such weight as appropriate, before determining whether or not a way has been dedicated as a highway. 
Reasons
Discovery of Evidence 
The application was supported by a number of historic documents, including one dating back as far as 1573. There is no dispute from the Order Making Authority that some of these documents amount to the discovery of evidence. This evidence needs to be considered with all the other relevant evidence available. 
Documentary Evidence
View of Frankpledge of the Hundred of Avisford (1573) 
A photograph of a court judgement from 1573 has been provided. The text is in Latin, and the appellant sought a translation of the document which also includes a brief historical context for a document of this nature. This appears to provide a judgement which found that ‘the queen’s highway’ between ‘Ford’ and ‘Tortington’ was in decay, causing a nuisance to the queen’s liege men. The fault was placed with the whole ‘Level’ which would be all the owners of land in that area. It was to be repaired before Whitsun, or each person would be subject to a monetary penalty. 
This is evidence that there was a significant route, at least bridleway status, but more likely with carriage rights, between Ford and Tortington. There is no map associated with this court document. It is of no assistance in identifying the location of the route other than in general terms. 
Estate Map
The Tortington Estate Map (1724) covers the area of the claimed route. There is a faint dotted line which is shown in a broadly similar location to section A to B, however it does not closely follow the alignment of this part of the claimed route and there is no key to indicate what feature this dotted line represents. This map is of no significant evidential value in terms of confirming either the alignment or status of this section of the claimed route. Rather it indicates that a route did not exist at this time or did not follow the alignment of the claimed route. 
Another part of this map shows a part of what is now Binstead Lane with a dotted line. However, without details of how this road became established as a dedicated highway, it is of little assistance, and it is not significant evidence that routes depicted in this manner had public rights. 
A route shown with solid lines follows a similar alignment to sections C to D and D to E of the claimed route and connects to what is now Tortington Lane. The manner in which it is drawn on the map indicates it was likely a route of some significant status. Various annotations on the map to the north and north-east of point D are shown which indicate routes. These include single and double lines with a mix of pecked and solid lines. Some of these head in the general direction of the claimed route for sections D to F and F to G, but they do not follow the claimed alignment closely. Point H is not shown on the extract provided but where a route appears to be indicated, heading generally north, from point G it does appear to have a roughly similar alignment to this part of the claimed route. 
Routes shown on an estate map may indicate the potential status of a route. However, the purpose of an estate map was generally not to record whether there were public rights over a route. This map does not provide good direct evidence for the existence of the claimed route on the claimed alignment for sections A to B, or D to F. It does provide good evidence of the physical existence of a route on a similar alignment to the claimed route for sections C to D and D to E. It is modest evidence that these sections of the route could have had a higher status such as bridle or carriage rights. 
Tithe Maps 
The Tortington Tithe Map (1840) covers the area of the claimed route with parcels of land numbered. Relevant parts of the explanatory key have been provided. There is no route similar to sections A to B, D to F, and F to G indicated on this map which likely suggests that routes on these alignments were not present at this time. There is a dashed line to the south of point B indicated on this map, but it does not follow the alignment of the southern section of the claimed route. 
A route in double pecked lines is indicated in the vicinity of points B and C, but no individual parcel number is given to the route which may indicate it only provided access to the parcel of land (57) it was within. There is a route, in double pecked lines, indicated on the map which is broadly aligned with the lower part of section C to D, but it appears to be located a little to the west of the claimed route. This route on the map then follows an alignment similar to the upper part of section C to D and D to E but it does not have an individual land parcel number. This may indicate that the routes only provided access to land within the wider parcels. 
A route following the alignment of G to H is shown on the map colour washed in sienna with the parcel number ‘102’. In the key, this parcel is named ‘Old Road’, and the state of cultivation is given as ‘Road’. Other routes are similarly colour washed, with individual parcel numbers and given the same name and state in the key. This includes what is now Priory Lane and Tortington Road. These are routes with vehicular rights today. This indicates that section G to H was considered to have a similar status as these other routes by the map maker which would likely be carriage rights. Overall, this map only gives an indication that section G to H may have higher public rights. This map does not provide a significant indication of public rights for any other parts of the claimed route. 
Sections of the Ford Tithe Map (1839) have been provided for the area around the Ship & Anchor pub close to point A. Routes on this map are depicted in a number of ways. No key is provided; however, it appears that the more significant routes are colour washed in sienna. This includes Ford Lane which is labelled ‘from Climping’. There is no sienna-coloured route which matches the alignment of the southern part of section A to B. It is possible that a lower status route is shown that may approximately follow the alignment of this section of the claimed route. 
Commercial Maps 
On Budgen’s map (1723) ‘Ford’, ‘Tortington’, and ‘Arundel’, are indicated on this map, along with the River Arun, which aids with orientating the approximate location of the claimed route. Some routes are indicated on the map, however there is no route which is similar to the claimed route. No explanation key was provided for this map. This map does not provide any significant evidence for identifying the existence or status of the claimed route. 
Yeakell and Garner’s map (1778) shows a route that is approximately indicative of sections C to H and the spur D to E in double solid lines. ‘Tortington’ (in all capital letters), and ‘Priory F.’ are written on the map. A route which approximates section A to B of the claimed route is shown on the map in a single dotted line. No key has been provided for this map. It is possible that the dotted line is intended to indicate a route of low status, such as a footpath. However, without an explanatory key, this map as evidence of the status of each section is of very limited weight, particularly in respect of section A to B. 
Gardner & Gream’s map of Sussex (1795) does not appear to show a route similar to section A to B of the claimed route. A route that is approximately indicative of sections C to H and the spur D to E is shown in double solid lines. ‘Tortington’ and ‘Priory F.’ are marked on the map. No explanatory key was provided for this map and so this provides limited evidence for the status of the routes indicated. 
Charles Smith’s map (1806) is a small-scale map which is said to show ‘Turnpike and Principal Cross Roads’. The map includes named settlements, some of which are indicated with a black cross. Some routes are wider and marked with a heavier line to one side which likely indicates that these are turnpike roads, which also suggests the other routes would be crossroads. ‘Arundel’, ‘Ford’, and ‘Climping’ are indicated on this map and linked by what appears to be a crossroad. This map is good evidence that there was likely a route from Arundel to Climping via Ford at this time and it was likely a fairly high-status road probably with carriage rights. Given the scale and level of detail it is not possible to discern with any accuracy whether the route follows the alignment of the claimed route. 
G. Cole’s map (1808), is also a small-scale map with place names and a key. ‘Arundel’ and ‘Ford’ are indicated, linked by a road which appears to be a ‘Principal Road’ which then heads south and west to ‘Middleton’. This map is also good evidence for the existence of a route of significant status which likely had public carriage rights. However, due to its scale and level of detail it is not possible to discern whether the alignment follows the claimed route. 
Greenwood’s map (1825) does not show a route similar to the location of the claimed route on section A to B. Routes that approximate sections C to H, and the spur D to E of the claimed route are shown and, with regard to the explanation key, are noted as ‘Cross Roads’. ‘Tortington’, ‘Tortington House’ and ‘Priory Farm’ are shown on the map. The land around Tortington House is shown as ‘Parks & Pleasure Grounds’. This map is evidence that the surveyor considered that the route indicated had the status of a crossroad which could infer public carriage rights. 
Ordnance Survey Maps 
An early Ordnance Survey (OS) map from 1805 has been provided. The reproduction is low quality. A route similar to section A to B of the claimed route does not appear to be indicated on this map. Routes that approximate sections C to H, and the spur D to E of the claimed route are shown, with double solid lines. ‘Tortington’, ‘Tortington House’ and ‘Priory F’ are written on the map. There is no explanatory key for this map. 
On the 1813 OS map, routes that approximate sections C to H, and the spur D to E of the claimed route are shown, with double solid lines. ‘Tortington’, ‘Tortington House’ and ‘Priory F.’ are written on the map. A route similar to section A to B of the claimed route is not indicated on this map. There is no explanatory key for this map. 
The 1875/6 OS map does not show a route on the alignment of the claimed route A to B. Routes are shown through the grounds of Tortington House, but these do not follow the alignment of the claimed route for the lower part of section C to D. The upper section of C to D and section D to E are shown in double pecked lines. No route is indicated for section D to F or F to G. A route on the alignment of section G to H is shown with a mix of double pecked and solid lines. It also appears that part of G to H could be included in plot number 137 which is listed as ‘Road &c.’. This map does indicate that at this time the graveyard for the church in Tortington did not extend as far east as it does today. 
Since the late 19th century, OS maps have carried a disclaimer stating that tracks and paths shown provide no evidence of public rights. Nevertheless, these maps indicate the physical existence of the parts of the claimed routes which were shown on these maps at the time the relevant survey was undertaken. It can also be an indication of the nature and perceived status at the time. 
Documents relating to Infrastructure Projects 
A section of a plan for the proposed Grand Imperial Ship Canal from London to Portsmouth shows the area around Tortington. There is a single dashed line which may approximate the alignment of part of section B towards A, and a route is indicated around points B to C. While it is possible that the dashed line may indicate a route, it is unclear that this is the case and there is no indication of what status any route may be. Overall, this map does not provide any significant evidence in favour of this section of the claimed route. 
A section of the deposited plan and book of reference for a potential railway from the Shoreham branch of the London to Brighton railway to Chichester, dated 1843, has been provided. This shows the proposed alignment of the railway and a proposed road from Arundel, past Tortington, to Ford. This suggests there was a historic highway route between these locations, but it is not direct evidence that this is the case, nor does it aid with the alignment or status of a historic route. 
Where routes are shown on the maps, the book of reference records the majority of these which appear to align with parts of the claimed route as ‘Public Footpath’ and section D to E as an ‘Occupation Road’. The appellant reports that there is no reference to ‘bridleway’ or ‘bridle road’ in the book of reference and suggests that the various descriptions given to routes including ‘occupation roads’ would have had public rights. It appears that the naming convention for the types of routes was not consistent and it is possible that the naming of the types of routes was not accurate and some could have had higher public rights. However, while these maps and the book of reference indicate that routes existed, they do not provide any direct positive evidence that any part of the claimed route had public rights of at least bridleway status. 
A section of the plan and book of reference for the proposed London to Portsmouth railway (1844) has been provided. A route is shown which appears to represent part of section A to B with this listed in the book of reference as a ‘Public Footpath’. Routes on similar alignments to part of section D to F and all of sections F to G and G to H are also shown on a plan. The route on the maps which includes section G to H is noted as plot 23 and referred to as ‘Parish Road from Chichester Road TO Mr Suter’s Farm’ in the book of reference. A description is not given for the section of the route shown for F to D. As with the above documents, it is possible that the status of routes was not recorded consistently or accurately. However, when the evidence is considered on face value, this only indicates that section G to H may have public rights of a status higher than a footpath. 
Plans and the book of reference for works relating to the London, Brighton and South Coast Railway – various branch lines, deviations and works dated 1859-60 show the area around Ford Station. These documents do not show or refer to any routes on a similar alignment to section A to B of the claimed route. 
Council Maps and Documentation
The Tortington Parish highway records (1880 to 1888) refer to maintenance of roads, but it is not sufficiently detailed to enable any works to be attributed to routes which form part of the claimed route. 
Extracts from the Parish highway classification and report for Ford and Tortington (1890) list roads including the state of repair. This does not provide any direct evidence for the alignment or status of the claimed route. 
A County Council map (1894) appears to be for the purpose of identifying main roads, and their classification, within the jurisdiction of the County Council. Tortington Lane, from the junction with Ford Road, heading west then north to the junction with Priory Lane is shown as a ‘main road fifth class’. The map does not indicate any route similar to the claimed route. The section around Tortington is in the crease of the map and the details here (approximately sections C to D and D to E) are obscured. Other roads are shown but are not coloured indicating these are not main roads. This includes Ford Road. This map indicates that the claimed route did not exist or was not a significant route at the time this map was prepared. 
Finance Act Documentation 
The maps for the area relating to the Finance Act 1910 have been provided. These indicate that no part of the claimed route is excluded from the hereditaments. The small section (B to C), which is recorded as a vehicular public highway today, is excluded from the hereditaments. Where routes are excluded, it indicates these are potentially public routes with a status above bridleway rights. Overall, the Finance Act documentation does not provide any significant evidence that the claimed route has bridleway (or higher) rights. 
Other Documents 
Transcripts of 2 conveyance deeds from 1706 have been provided. These make reference to ‘…on N. corner of Tortington Street…’, ‘…beside the lane leading from Arundel to …’ and ‘… the highway’. The appellant believes that reference to the highway is the current day A27 and that ‘Tortington Street’ is the road past the manor house and church. This evidence indicates that routes, likely with public rights existed in the area. However, there are no associated maps with the documentation, and these are of no significant evidential value in respect of the alignment of the claimed route itself, or its status. 
A transcript from a lease for ‘a farmhouse lately erected near Yapton Place’ dated 1775 has been provided. A reference to land excluded from the lease which includes a piece of land called ‘Ford Brook Slipe against the Arundel River … and also that new road made across the slip to the store house and quay …’ This may indicate a road which could have had public rights, but there is no substantive evidence to link this to the alignment of the claimed route. 
Patterson’s Popular Road Book describes and recommends routes from London to other settlements of interest to travellers. The 1809 edition lists a route from London to Bognor, by Arundel. The relevant section lists a route from Arundel, to Tortington and then Yapton. The book notes that Tortington can be viewed to the right, with its owner’s name listed. The section between Arundel and Tortington is noted as 3 ¼ miles. The appellant has noted that a journey from Arundel using the claimed route would equate to 3.12 miles. This document provides evidence of a route from Arundel to Ford, running close to, and on the east off Tortington Manor, which would likely have public vehicular rights. While the distance indicates that a route following the alignment of the claimed route is plausible, this document has no map associated with it and so it is evidence of limited weight in terms of the alignment of the route. 
There is an extract from a website reporting the history of Tortington Manor. This makes reference to how the property could be accessed (dated in 1879): ‘… approached by Tortington Lane with its avenue of Horse Chestnut trees or by a cart track across the fields towards Priory Farm and Arundel’. This indicates that, in the past, the manor house could be access by an alternative route to Arundel via Priory Farm, which would be in the general alignment of the claimed route (D-F-G-H). It does not aid with the precise alignment, nor does it indicate that the entirety of the cart track was a public highway. This evidence is of very limited weight in favour of this section of the claimed route having public rights of at least bridleway status. 
An aerial photograph (2020) for the area to the north of Tortington Manor shows markings in the field which appear to approximately align with the section of the claimed route between D to F. While this suggests there may have been a physical feature in this location, it is of no significant assistance as to the status of any route it could indicate. This evidence is of very little weight in support of the claimed route. 
Extracts from the Council’s land charges mapping (2023) show the status of routes in terms of whether they are adopted or not. The claimed route is not shown as being adopted, but other roads are. These maps do not add any substantive evidence as to the status of the claimed route. 
Conclusions on the documentary evidence 
The evidence is not consistent for the entirety of the route, and the relevant evidential test differs for different parts of the claimed route. Therefore, conclusions will be drawn for discrete sections. 
Section A to B
The Yeakell and Garner’s map (1778) could indicate a route of lower status. This is a commercial map and so in itself it is not authoritative as to the status of this section of the route. Some of the documents relating to infrastructure projects appear to show part of this section of the route, which also appears to be listed as a footpath. In themselves these documents are not significant evidence of a route of at least bridleway status. The route shown on the Tortington Estate Map (1724) is not good evidence for a route of at least bridleway status on the alignment of the claimed route. None of the other documentation provides any significant direct evidence for a route along the claimed alignment for this section. 
The relevant test for this section is whether it is reasonable to allege that a right of way subsists. Although this is a relatively low test, even when all the evidence is taken together, it is not sufficient to reasonably allege that a right of way of at least bridleway status subsists along the claimed alignment for this section. 
Some of the documentation show Ford Road ending in a cul-de-sac, including on the Finance Act map where part of this route changes from being outside to within a hereditament. The appellant suggests this indicates this route historically continued on the alignment of section A to B. In this respect, the case of Eyre v New Forest Highway Board 1892 (“Eyre”) has been referred to. It was held in Eyre that where a short section of a route of uncertain status exists its status can be presumed to correspond to the two highways linked by it. However, in my view, there would still need to be evidence that a route on the alignment claimed could be reasonably alleged to exist. In view of the evidence currently available, I do not consider this to be the case for this section. 
Sections C to D, D to E, D to F, and F to G
Several of the commercial maps show these sections of the route in a similar alignment to the claimed route. Through either how these routes are depicted, or as being described as a crossroad, these maps are evidence of modest weight which point in the direction of these routes having public rights which would likely be carriage rights. 
The earliest OS maps show these sections of the route represented in a similar manner to other routes which now have public vehicular rights. This is also modest evidence that such rights may exist. Section D to E is also shown on the 1876 map. 
Where shown or referred to on the documents relating to infrastructure projects, the evidence does not strongly point to rights of at least bridleway status. However, these documents do provide evidence of the physical existence of these sections of the route and that some status of public rights may have existed. 
The Tortington Estate Map (1724) shows a route indicated to be of some significance for sections C to D and D to E. This map does not provide good evidence for sections D to F and F to G on the actual alignment of the claimed route, but it does indicate routes in a broadly similar alignment. 
Only part of section C to B and all of section D to E are indicated on the Tortington Tithe Map (1840), but the way they are shown may indicate these were used as occupation or minor routes at this time. 
The relevant test is whether it is reasonable to allege that a right of way subsists for these sections. None of the evidence individually is particularly weighty, however, much of the earlier documentation does indicate that routes of a significant status could have subsisted. Other documentary evidence, which does not aid with a precise alignment, nevertheless also indicates that higher status routes existed in the general vicinity of these sections of the claimed route. This is modest evidence to indicate that the routes could have been of a significant status. None of the evidence would indicate that these sections of the route were of bridleway status, rather the evidence indicates that these routes more likely had carriage/ vehicular rights. When considered together, it is reasonable to allege that a right of way with public carriage/ vehicular rights subsists. 
Section G to H 
Where the maps and documents are sufficiently detailed, this section of the claimed route is consistently shown to physically exist and there is generally an indication that it may have a significant status. In particular it appears that this is listed as ‘Road &c.’ for the 1875/6 OS map and as Parish Road from Chichester Road TO Mr Suter’s Farm’ in the book of reference for the London to Portsmouth railway project (1844). It is also named ‘Old Road’, and the state of cultivation is given as ‘Road’ on the Tortington Tithe Map (1840). 
None of this evidence is weighty individually, but the vast majority of the evidence does point to a route that may have had carriage/ vehicular rights. For this section it is very finely balanced as to whether the evidence is sufficient to meet the relevant, higher, evidential test of on the balance of probabilities. 
Other Matters
It has been suggested that the claimed route, or at least part of it, would or could have been formally stopped up as part of the construction of the railway line and the modern alignment of Ford Road. While there is a presumption of regularity, in this case there is no evidence at all the routes along the claimed alignment were stopped up. This is not a case where there is evidence that a route was stopped up but that details of the process followed are absent, where it would be reasonable to assume that due process was followed unless there is evidence to contradict this. In my view, given the total absence of evidence, it would not be reasonable to presume that the claimed route has been stopped up. 
Overall Conclusions on the Documentary Evidence 
Overall, some of the documentary evidence is supportive that a route likely with carriage/ vehicular status may have existed linking Ford, via Tortington, to Arundel. However, the available evidence is not sufficient to reasonably allege that such a route subsisted along the full alignment of the claimed route. The evidence for the claimed alignment of section A to B is too weak. The evidence is sufficient to reasonably allege that carriage/ vehicular rights subsist for sections C to D, D to E, D to F, and F to G. The higher test of on the balance of probabilities is relevant to section G to H, which is very finely balanced. This section is relatively small in length, and it is integral to a route which would link sections G to F and F to D to a right of way of the same or higher status. In the context of the longer route, it is reasonable that an Order is made to also include section G to H. 
Other Matters 
Representations have been made noting that the claimed route passes through private land including Tortington Manor and Manor Farm. The representations note that the estate has been marked as private since the 1920’s and that currently all entrances are marked as private and have been for at least 24 years. The relevant legislative test is whether a public right of way subsists or can be reasonably alleged to subsist. This needs to be considered in the context of the established legal maxim – once a highway always a highway. 
This case relies on historic documentation much of which dates to earlier than the current ownership and the more recent arrangement of structures at Tortington Manor, the church and Manor Farm. As such, where a public right of way historically existed, unless it has been formally stopped up, extinguished or diverted, it would still subsist. 
Concerns have been raised about the practical implications of the use of the claimed route as a bridleway, including any damage caused by users, and the adverse effects on the church yard. In considering whether an order should be made I am constrained by the legislation which does not allow for such matters to be taken into account.
Formal Decision
Sections C to D, D to E, D to F, F to G, and G to H
The appeal is allowed in so far as it relates to sections C to D, D to E, D to F, F to G and G to H. 
In accordance with paragraph 4 (2) of Schedule 14 to the 1981 Act West Sussex County Council is directed to make an Order under section 53 (2) and Schedule 15 of the 1981 Act within 3 months of the date of this decision to add a restricted byway along the sections C to D, D to E, D to F, and F to G of the claimed route and upgrade sections of footpaths 361-1 and 3403 (part of section C to D and section G to H of the claimed route) to a restricted byway along the claimed route as indicated in the application dated 6 July 2020 and shown on the plan appended to this decision. 
This decision is made without prejudice to any decisions that may be given by the Secretary of State in accordance with his powers under Schedule 15 of the 1981 Act.
Section A to B
The appeal is dismissed in so far as it relates to section A to B of the claimed route as indicated in the application dated 6 July 2020 and shown on the plan appended to this decision.

K Taylor
Inspector





Plan of Claimed Route (not to scale)
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