
 

 1 

My Ref: ROW/DMMO/sandylane/kingsdownmount 
Your Ref:  
Contact: John Lee  
Direct Line: 0115 8765246 
E-Mail: john.lee@nottinghamcity.gov.uk  
Date: 24th August 2020   
 Development and Growth 
 Traffic and Safety  
 
 

Loxley House 
Station Street 

Nottingham 
NG2 3NG 

 
Tel: 0115 8765246 

 
 

 
 
Application for Definitive Map Modification Order: Claimed Public Footpath from 
Sandy Lane, Bramcote to Kingsdown Mount, Wollaton 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
 
DECISION OF NOTTINGHAM CITY COUNCIL  
 
1.0 The Councils role and statutory duty  
 
1.1 On receipt of an application for a definitive map modification order to add a route to 

the definitive map and statement, the Councils role is to apply the statutory tests and 

decide on the available evidence, whether or not a statutorily defined event has 

occurred which requires modification of the definitive map and statement1. In the 

case of this application the Council has a duty to consider whether the enjoyment of 

the claimed right of way by the public raises a presumption that the way has been 

dedicated as a public path2. 

  

1.2 If the available evidence shows that a public right of way has been dedicated, the 

Council have a duty to make a definitive map modification order which proposes to 

add the claimed route to its definitive map and statement. The Council must also 

consider whether, on the balance of probability, the made order should be confirmed, 

taking account of the available information received during the statutory consultation 

period. If the order is confirmed either by the Council as an unopposed order, or if 

the order is opposed, by the Secretary of State, the confirmed order is conclusive 

evidence, in law, that a public right of way exists and the claimed route is then added 

to the definitive map and statement.   

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 S53(2) Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
2 S53(3)(b) Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981  
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2.0 The application   

 

2.1 The application is to add a public footpath to the definitive map and statement. This 

claimed footpath is stated to commence at a point on the Broxtowe public bridleway 

number 33 running along Sandy Lane in Bramcote (on the boundary between 

Nottingham City and Broxtowe Borough councils) and to run in an easterly direction 

for a distance of 522 metres, or thereabouts, to a point on Nottingham public footpath 

number 371 leading to Kingsdown Mount, Wollaton. The Council received the 

application on 1st April 2019 and the statutory 12 month period for determination 

ended midnight on 31st March 2020. To allow the Council to carry out further 

investigations, and to take account of the COVID-19 restrictions, the applicant kindly 

agreed to two extensions to the determination period. The first extension was until 

3rd August 2020 and second was until 10th September 2020.  

 
2.2 The application is supported by thirty two User Evidence Forms (UEF’s) and six 

Ordnance Survey maps which were provided by one of the users. Ten of these users 

claim a period of 20 years or more use and twenty two users claim a period of use 

less than 20 years. The earliest claimed use commenced in 1966 and the most 

recent use commenced in 2017. During summer and autumn 2019, I (John Lee, the 

Councils Rights of Way Officer), carried out a number of unaccompanied site visits 

and also on-site interviews with seven users who claim 20 years or more use (two 

users did not wish to be interviewed and I spoke to one of the user on the claimed 

route who then completed a UEF some months later). The Council undertook 

research of Ordnance Survey maps, aerial photographs, and at the Nottinghamshire 

Archives.  

 

2.3 A summary of the user evidence is at paragraphs 5.0 – 5.11 below. The Councils 

comments on the available evidence and other information is at paragraphs 6.0 to 

8.11 below. The Councils decision is at paragraph 9.0.   

 
3.0 The evidential events 
 
3.1 The application and supporting information have been considered against the 

evidential events specified under section 53(3)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 

1981 (“the 1981 Act”). Under Section 53(3)(b), for an order to be made which 

proposes to add a public right of way to a definitive map and statement, the evidence 

as a whole must show that the public’s use of a claimed route over a period of 20 

years (or more) has raised a presumption that the strip of land has been dedicated 

by the landowner as a public right of way. The requirements of Section 31 of the 

Highways Act 1980 (“The 1980 Act”) are therefore relevant, these being 

 

(a)  the date on which the public’s right to use the claimed public right of way was 

first brought into question (for example, by a locked gate, signs placed on the 

route and/or challenged verbally by the landowner); and 
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(b)  whether the claimed public right of way was used by the public “as of right” 

(without force, secrecy or permission) and without interruption for a period of 

at least 20 years ending on the date on which the public’s use was first 

brought into question; and 

 

 (c) whether there is sufficient evidence to show that during the 20 year period the 

landowner(s) had no intention to dedicate a public right of way, and whether 

this was clearly communicated to the public.  

 

3.2 Should the public’s use be less than 20 years, the common law tests for implied 

dedication must be considered by the Council. This is set out under paragraph 8.7 

below.  

 
4.0 The date on which the rights of the public to use the claimed footpath was brought 

into question 
 
4.1  As at the date of this determination the public still has access to the relevant land 

and can walk the line of the claimed route. I walked the route a number of times 

during summer and autumn 2019 and found that parts of it were difficult to pass due 

to vegetation growth. Some of the users I spoke to confirmed that they would deviate 

to the higher, more open footpaths, when the claimed route becomes overgrown. 

Other’s preferred to use it when overgrown so they could see the fauna and flora.  

 

4.2 In 1995, the then landowners (the Willoughby family) deposited a Statutory 

Declaration pursuant to Section 31(6) of the 1980 Act with Nottinghamshire County 

Council which was the highway authority for Nottingham City at that time. 

Nottingham City Council became the highway authority for Nottingham City in April 

1998 and the former landowners continued to make subsequent deposits of statutory 

declarations, the last one being in 2012.  The 1995 Statutory Declaration acts as the 

date on which the public’s right to use the route was first brought into question and 

the relevant 20 year period to be considered under s31 of the 1980 Act is therefore 

1975 to 1995.  

 
5.0 Summary of user evidence  
 

Paragraphs 5.1 - 5.10 summarise the information provided by the users who claim 

use of 20 years or more. This information is taken from the users UEF’s and from 

interviews with those users. Paragraph 5.11 summarise the information from the 

UEF’s from those persons with less than 20 years use.  

 

Users who claim 20 years or more use 

 
5.1 User (1): used the route daily from 1962 to 1972 (10 years). Did not use the route 

between 1972 and 1984 (12 years). Used the route again from 1984 to 1995 (11 

years, making a total of 21 years use prior to 1995) and has continued to use the 

route to the present day. The user states “I seldom walk the complete length, 
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normally stopping at around point (C) to return home roughly on the same path or 

those that run parallel to it, or turning right at (C) to connect to the footpath that leads 

to Marnham Road”. Point (C) is marked on the map attached to the user evidence 

form. Point (C) is around 100 metres, or thereabouts, from the eastern termination 

point on the public footpath (no. 371) leading to Kingsdown Mount. The user recalls 

seeing other people using the claimed route on foot and some on pedal cycle on a 

daily basis. The user also states “After the construction of 68 Sandy Lane, a chain 

link fence was erected. This would have been in the 1960’s. The fence has been in 

very poor repair now for over forty years, so that little remains, and none of which 

blocks the several tracks leading from Sandy Lane [onto and across the land]. No 

attempt was made to repair the fence over this period of time”. The user annotated 

the user map with AF / “Abandoned Fence” along the boundary of the land at the 

Sandy Lane / western end of the claimed route.  

 

5.2 User (2): used the route weekly from 1975 to 1995 (20 years). Living near the 

claimed footpath, the user claims to see many people using it at all times of the day 

and evening, including dog walkers, cyclists or shoppers or people visiting Wollaton 

Park for events. The user would often deviate from the line of the claimed route onto 

the higher adjacent footpaths. Does not recall seeing any obstructions or structures 

on the route and was never challenged when using it. Continues to use the route.    

 

5.3 User (3): used the route from 1970 to 1995 (25 years). Weekly during the 1970’s 

then from 1980, 2 or 3 times per year. Always saw other people using it. The user 

states “in 1970 there was a fence across the Kingsdown Mount end but this was 

removed / broken in that year”. During the interview, this user recalled, from talking 

to others, that a women with a walking stick would walk the land and challenge 

walkers and was seen repairing the boundary fence at the Kingsdown Mount end, 

which would soon get broken down again. This woman was thought to possibly be 

related to the previous landowners, the Willoughby’s. This user stopped using the 

route in 2018.  

 
5.4 User (4): (User 4 is from the same family as Users (8) and (9)). Used the route from 

1971 to 1995 (24 years) on a monthly basis. When using it, would occasionally 

deviate to the higher adjacent footpaths. Would always see other people using it. 

The user states [there was an] “Historical gap in wire mesh fence from public footpath 

at Kingsdown Mount end of route”. During the interview, recalled seeing a fence 

across the entrance to the route at Kingsdown Mount and Sandy Lane which was 

hanging into the adjacent footpath (at Kingsdown Mount) and bridleway (Sandy 

Lane) so the owners may have removed the fence due to safety issues, and the 

possibility of users tripping over it. At the Kingsdown Mount end, the entrance to the 

route was just a gap in the fence. Continues to use the route.   

 
5.5 User (5): Used the route daily from 1974 to 1995 (21 years). Always saw other people 

using it. The user recalls seeing a chain link fence sometime between 1970 and 1980 

and was unable to complete the journey. 
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5.6 User (6): (21 years use ). User (5) and (6) are from the same family and did not wish 

to be interviewed so were asked for further information on the chain link that had 

interrupted their journey. In response, User (6) stated “The fence down the side of 

the footpath from Maidstone Drive access up to Sandy Lane was mainly still there 

until recently. It [the fence] had gaps in it for many years allowing access. Parts of 

the fence are still in place at the Sandy Lane end. The fence blocked the access for 

a few weeks/months?, until it was damaged to allow access. I cannot remember 

exact duration as this was approx. 30 years ago. The fence was a new one. I believe 

it was constructed when the land was previously sold. It was not a repair to an 

existing fence. I cannot remember a fence prior to this”. 

 
5.7 User (7): used the route daily from 1969 to 1995 (26 years), and was never 

challenged, and always saw others using it. During the interview (which user (8) also 

attended), recalled Mr Willoughby (who deposited the Statutory Declaration(s)) 

saying that he wouldn’t repair the damaged fence anymore and will let people access 

the land.  

 

5.8 User (8): used the route twice a day from 1966 to 1995 (29 years) and states “the 

route has been open access for at least 50 years to me and longer to others”. At the 

interview, recalls a fence at the Kingsdown Mount end of the route which had a gap 

and a fence at the Sandy Lane end. Both fences would be repaired and then cut 

open again. When walking the land, would use the claimed route when the higher 

paths were muddy and then use the higher adjacent paths when the claimed route 

became impassable in places during summer due to vegetation growth.   

 

5.9 User (9): used the route from 1975 to 1995 (20 years), at first daily and latterly 

weekly, and would always see others using it. During the interview, did not recall a 

fence, presumed it was always open access. As a youngster, used to play with 

friends on the land, but unlikely to have used the whole of the claimed route.  

 

5.10 User (10): The UEF was received following a conversation with the user while I was 

walking the claimed route during autumn 2019. Started using the route in 1970 and 

continued to use it daily to 1990 (20 years) and always saw other people using it.  

No further information was provided on the UEF. 

 

Users who claim less than 20 years use  

 

Although the primary focus has been on the information from the 10 users who claim 

to have used the route for 20 years or more, the Council has also considered the 

information from the 22 users that claim less than 20 years use. This information is 

taken from the UEF’s. These users were not interviewed.  

 

5.11 User (24) started to use the route most days in 1977 and states “as long as I can 

remember I thought it said Public Footpath”, and user (20) started to the use the 
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route daily in 1978. In 1980 user (28) started to use the route once a week (with a 

four year gap in use between 2010 and 2014) and user (11) started to use the route 

more than once a week in 1981. In 1982 user (22) started to use the route daily, and 

more recently, weekly. In 1985 users (16) and (21) started to use the route daily, and 

one now users it weekly. In 1988 user (30) started using the route weekly and in 

1989 user (17) started using the route 3 times a day. Users (12), (13), (19), (25), (27) 

and (31) started using the route during the 1990’s with varying levels of frequency, 

from daily to once a month, with the earliest use starting in 1990 and the latest in 

1998. User (31) states “I have seen on many occasions groups of walkers, 

sometimes up to thirty of them……..and regular groups of cyclists, maybe 6 or 7 who 

can be seen using it in both winter and summer evenings”. User (12) states “path is 

clearly marked and well used”. The claimed route is not marked or signed so this 

must refer to part of the Robin Hood Way footpath and not the claimed route. User 

(27) states “it’s a well-trodden path, accessible to all ages” and provided photographs 

of the claimed route but these appear to show part of the Robin Hood Way footpath 

and not the claimed route. The remaining 7 users (14), (15), (18), (23), (26), (29) and 

(32) started using the route during the 2000’s, with the earliest user starting in 2000 

and the latest starting in 2017, from daily use to 3 – 4 times a year.  

 

6.0  Summary of documentary evidence from the users  
 
6.1 No documentary evidence was provided by the applicant. User (1) provided six 

Ordnance Survey maps dated 1884, 1885, 1901, 1914, 1921 and 1947. None of 

these show any indication of a path, track or other way (public or private) along or 

near the line of the claimed route.  

 
6.2 Summary of documentary research carried out by the Council  
 
 Various Ordnance Survey maps from 1875 onwards were consulted and there is no 

indication of a path, track or other way (public or private) along or near the line of the 

claimed route. The nearest paths now being recorded as Nottingham footpath 371 

(from Kingsdown Mount, to the east), Broxtowe footpaths 34, 82 and 104 (to the 

south on the higher ground, which includes the Robin Hood Way) and Broxtowe 

bridleway 33 (running along Sandy Lane, to the west).   

 

6.3 An aerial photograph dated 1940 shows two worn desire lines running east – west 

across the land. At this time, there were fewer trees so the lines are clearly visible 

for the full length and the northern line follows closely the line of the claimed route. 

An aerial photograph dated 1992 shows a number of worn desire lines possibly 

indicating many routes with one desire line running east – west which again follows 

closely the line of the claimed route. A 1997 photograph and a 1999 photograph both 

have similar desire lines, but due to tree growth, it is not possible to see the full length 

of these lines. Collectively these show that some form of regular activity, possibly 

created by the public waking or by livestock (such as horses) took place in order to 

create these desire lines. 
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7.0  Evidence from the landowner(s) demonstrating no intention to dedicate a public right 
of way  

 
Is there sufficient evidence that during the relevant 20 year period (1975 to 

1995) the landowners had no intention to dedicate a public right of way along 

the claimed route and was this communicated clearly and overtly to the 

public? 

 

7.1  The current landowner acquired the land in 2018 prior to which the land was owned 

by the Willoughby family. The Willoughby family, deposited various Statutory 

Declarations pursuant to Section 31(6) of the 1980 Act with the first such deposit 

being made in 1995 and the last in 2012.  These declarations enable a landowner to 

acknowledge any existing public rights of way over their land, and at the same time 

confirm that they have no intention to dedicate additional public rights of way. Such 

declarations do not work retrospectively so if a public right of way had already been 

established (through an act of dedication by the landowner) prior to lodging the first 

declaration in 1995, these public rights would not be affected and would still exist, 

unless stopped up or diverted by an Act of Parliament or other legal event. There is 

no evidence that the claimed route has been formally stopped up or diverted.  

 

7.2 Evidence from the current landowners, NG8 2RJ Ltd, included 10 statements from 

people living in the area from the 1950’s through the 1960’s, 1970’s and 1980’s. Most 

of these statements provide similar accounts of the boundary fence, asserting that a 

boundary fence has been in place since at least the 1960’s and had been vandalised 

and cut open on numerous occasions. Some of these statements also refer to signs 

placed along the boundary fence stating “Private Property” or “No Trespassers”. One 

statement refers to a telephone conversation with Mr Willoughby in 2005 who 

confirmed that the land was private and the author of the statement was trespassing.  

 

7.3 The current landowners have also provided historic documents to rebut any 

evidence of an intention to dedicate and to show there were no historic public rights 

acknowledged over the land. These include:- 

a) undated photographs showing a boundary fence which appears to be in a 

poor state;  

b) a notice of one of the Statutory Declaration’s attached to the fence, but due 

to the quality of the photographs, it is not possible to read the date on the 

notice; 

c) an extract from the Land Registry Official Copy of Title (NT282310), which, at 

paragraph 8(b) includes a requirement that “within one calendar month [from 

the 4th May 1964 the landowner is]………..to erect and forever thereafter to 

maintain a fence constructed of concrete posts and a six foot chain link 

wire…….along the southern or south western boundary of the land……except 

at such places on the boundary as are the sites of public footpaths”;  
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d) an extract from a 1925 land auction catalogue. Within the catalogue, Lot 336 

refers to a footpath over land adjoining the land affected by the claimed route, 

but there is no reference to a footpath, or other public way, over Lot 337 which 

relates to the land affected by the claimed route. Although no public ways are 

referenced, this could be due to the auctioneers not knowing that the public 

were using an “unrecorded” route (i.e. a route not formally recorded or 

acknowledged as a footpath or other public way at the time) and did not 

therefore include reference to it within the sales documents;  

e) various ordnance survey maps covering the period 1883 to 2019. None of 

these show any indication of a path, track or way over the land (public or 

private) along or near the line of the claimed route.   

 

7.4 The Council has also considered its departmental records relating to the relevant 

area. In 2005, the Council received an application (“the 2005 application”) for a 

definitive map modification order to add a public footpath running in a southerly 

direction from the end of Richborough Place to the definitive map and statement. 

The 2005 application affected the same land owned by the Willoughby’s as the 

current 2019 application. The records for the 2005 application showed that during 

the 1960’s and 1970’s, when the houses and road were built on Richborough Place 

and the adjoining land, Richborough Place had a similar chain link fence erected 

which separated this road, and the other adjacent new estate roads, from the 

Willoughby’s land. During the investigations into the 2005 application, the Council 

received a number of representations opposing any form of public access from the 

end of Richborough Place.  

 

7.5 Based on the available information at the time, the Council approved the 2005 

application and a modification order was made and published in 2007. However, 

during the statutory consultation period for the made order, a number of objections 

were received and additional information was made available to the Council that was 

not made available during the investigations, before the order was made/published. 

This additional information included  

 

a) the boundary fence at the end of Richborough Place being vandalised, repaired 

and vandalised again. (This was confirmed by Hofton Builders who built the 

houses and associated road infrastructure and repaired the fencing on a number 

of occasions);  

b) signs placed on the fence stating “Private Property – Keep Out”;  

c) the Willoughby family patrolling the land and carrying out fence repairs.  

 

7.6 In total 16 objections to the 2005 application referred to either the fencing, vandalism 

and/or signs. One other point to note is that one of the users of the claimed footpath 

who submitted a UEF referred to horses being kept on the land before the houses 

on Richborough Place were built. Whilst the two applications are separate, and are 

considered on their own merits, this information suggests there was a boundary 

fence during the 1960’s and early 1970s of a similar type to that referred to by the 
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current landowners, local residents and by a number of users for the footpath 

claimed in 2019. The opposed 2007 order will be submitted to the Secretary of State 

for determination in due course.  Based on the additional evidence, the Council will 

request that the opposed Order is not confirmed. 

 

7.7 During March 2020, I discussed the land and fence with a member of the Willoughby 

family who lived in the family home on Sandy Lane from 1972 until 1983. He 

confirmed that the original fence was erected by Hofton builders during the 1960’s 

and 1970’s and ran along Sandy Lane and from the end of Kingsdown Mount, along 

the boundary of the land and across the entrances to the claimed footpath. During 

the 1960’s (when the family brought the land) there was an open cast mine on part 

of the land, so the land was fenced, and when the open cast mine closed, the family 

kept horses on the land, and kept the land fenced. The fence was vandalised on 

many occasions and repaired only to be cut open again. There were “Private Land” 

signs placed on the fence.  

 

7.8 During May 2020, I discussed the history of the land with a former local Broxtowe 

Borough Councillor who has lived in the area since 1975. He indicated that the land 

running along Sandy Lane had a boundary fence which was in poor repair and had 

numerous gaps that the public used to access the land from at least 1975. He  could 

not recall the fence being repaired or any signs saying “Private Property” or “No 

Trespassers” or similar. He also recalled a conversation with one of the Willoughby 

family during which the poor state of the fence was discussed. The Willoughby’s 

were not prepared to keep repairing the fence.         

 
8.0  Councils comments on the user evidence 
  
8.1 Was the public’s use of the claimed route “as of right” (without force, secrecy 

or permission) and without interruption for a period of not less than 20 years 

ending in 1995? 

 

8.2 Users (1), (3), (4), (5), (6) and (8), local residents, the previous landowners and the 

current landowners all refer to a fence, during certain periods, from at least the 

1960’s (albeit, in the early days the fencing may have been primarily for livestock 

purposes) and that the fence was periodically vandalised to create gaps and then 

repaired. There is evidence, including one from a second hand account, and one 

within the statements provided by the current landowners, that the public were 

challenged and told not to use the land. Two users could not continue their journey 

due to the fence. Contrary to this, there are accounts from other users who do not 

recall a fence or “private land / property” signs, and state the land was always open 

and accessible. Users (1), (2), (4) and (8) would often deviate to the higher adjacent 

footpaths and therefore did not use the whole length of the claimed route throughout 

the periods of claimed use.  
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8.3 If the land was fenced, even for certain periods, during the relevant 20 year period 

(1975 to 1995) (for example, the periods between when the fence was cut open, 

repaired and cut open again) the land could have only been accessed during these 

periods by force and the fence would have interrupted the public’s enjoyment of the 

claimed route. 

 

8.4 The Land Registry title document referred to in paragraph 7.3(c) above placed an 

obligation on the landowner to fence and forever thereafter maintain a 6 foot wire 

mesh fence indicating an intention for the land to be kept private. There is some 

evidence that the landowners attempted to meet this obligation albeit not 

successfully.  

  

8.5 Is there sufficient evidence to demonstrate that during the 20 year period the 

landowner(s) had no intention to dedicate a public right of way over the land 

on the line of the claimed route? 

 

8.6  The Statutory Declaration(s) and the references to the fence, the “Private Land” / 

“No Trespassers” signs and the landowners verbally challenging the public referred 

to in the evidence are all actions taken by the landowner that clearly and overtly 

demonstrate they had no intention to dedicate a public right of way along the claimed 

route. The member of the Willoughby family who deposited the Statutory 

Declaration’s since 1995 (and up to 2012) has died so could not provide an account 

of the history of the land or the public’s use.   

 
8.7 Alternatively, is there sufficient evidence to satisfy the inference of dedication 

under common law?  

 

8.8 Unlike the “20 year” statutory provision under Section 31 of the 1980 Act, under 

common law, there is no start or end point on which to assess the public’s use. It is 

not sufficient to simply demonstrate use by the public for a long period of time. The 

common law approach must consider whether the landowner was content for the 

public’s use to continue and/or whether the landowner acquiesced in the public’s 

use, and therefore whether dedication of a public way could reasonably be implied 

from the facts as a whole. The public’s use must also be “as of right”. 

 

8.9 The actions by a landowner to show no intention to dedicate must be clearly and 

overtly communicated to the public. As set out above, the landowner had taken 

actions since the 1960’s to communicate this to the public, including erecting and 

occasionally repairing the fence, lodging Statutory Declarations, placing signage 

along the fence and at times verbally challenging the public’s use. When the fence 

was in good repair, or directly following its repair, at the very least, the fence most 

likely interrupted the public’s enjoyment of the route.   

 

8.10 As detailed above, six of the ten users (over half) who claim 20 years or more use, 

refer to fencing at some point during 1975 and 1995 and two of these could not 
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continue their journey due to the fence. For these reasons, I do not consider it 

necessary to consider the evidence for an inference of dedication under common 

law in any more detail.  

 

8.11 The judgement in the Poole v Huskinson 1843 case is relevant here. “A single act of 

interruption by a landowner is of much more weight, upon the question of intention, 

[to dedicate a public right of way] than many acts of enjoyment [by the public]” 

 
9.0 Councils Decision  
 

Bearing in mind the matters summarised in paragraph 6.0 to 8.11 above, the Council 

is not satisfied on the balance of probabilities that dedication can be presumed or 

implied and has determined that a modification order shall not be made.  

 

10.0 Appeal against decision not to make an Order, Schedule 14 Paragraph 4(1) Wildlife 

and Countryside Act 1981  

 

When a Council decides not to make a modification order the applicant may, at any 

time within 28 days after receiving the notice of the decision, serve notice of appeal 

against that decision on the Secretary of State and the Council. Further information 

can be obtained from the Planning Inspectorate at www.gov.uk/appeal-right-of-way-

decision.  

 

Should you wish to discuss any of the above, please contact me on 0115 8765246 

or by email john.lee@nottinghamcity.gov.uk.    

 
Yours sincerely  

 

 
John Lee  
Public Rights of Way  

http://www.gov.uk/appeal-right-of-way-decision
http://www.gov.uk/appeal-right-of-way-decision
mailto:john.lee@nottinghamcity.gov.uk

