
 
 

  
   

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
  
 
  
 
  

 
  
 
  
 
  

 

APPENDIX B-1 

Certificate of Notice of Application served on the following owners and 
occupiers of land (dated 17th May 2001): 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 



 
 

  
   

  
 

  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

  

 
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
  

 
 
  
 
  
 
  

 
  
 
  
 
  

 
  
 
  
 
  

 

APPENDIX B-2 

Certificate of Notice of Application served on the following owners and 
occupiers of land (dated 27th May 2004): 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

10) 

11) 

12) 

13) 

14) 

15) 

16) 

17) 

18) 

19) 



 
 

 

20) 



 
 

         
   

  
 

  
 

  

 
  
 

APPENDIX B-3 

In addition to the original names included on the Certificate of Notice of 
Application, files show that the following landowners were also consulted: 

1) 

2) 

3) 



 

 
 

    
 

 

APPENDIX D-2 

Chart Showing Claimed Use of Route A-E and D-F 



  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

APPENDIX G 

CONSULTATION RESPONSES 









  
  

  
    

 
 

  
           

               
                 

            
                 

          
                 
               

  
 

 
     

LE/JR/WCA/436 

From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 10 July 2017 10:58:48 

Hi 
Thanks for email re right of way Coombe to Waterside Saltash. 
I am the division member . I fully support this addition . Initially there was some 
concern that there was not a public highway at each end but it is now established that 
there is ( cobbled path behind old Waterside pub is adopted ) 
This was a very well used path but is partially blocked now by a slope and the 

householder puts big boulders on it to deter walkers . 
Because of the great length of time that CC had taken to reach this stage some of the 
residents who filed in forms are dead but that should not be judged a hindrance. 
Kind regards 

Get Outlook for Android 



 
 

 

    
  

 
 

 
   

 
     

 
 

 
     

   
  

   
  

   
 

 
 

      
   

   
   

    
 

    
 

 
 

  
  

       
    

     
 

 
      

  
 

 
   

 
 

 
       

   
 

APPENDIX C-1 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
Proposed Modification of Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way by 
the Addition of a Footpath from Coombe Road to Waterside, 
Saltash 

1) Aim 

This report seeks to detail the topography of the alleged Footpath, it 
should be read in conjunction with the accompanying plan. The report and 
plan are based upon a site survey carried out on 26th February 2008. 

2) Location 

The alleged route starts at Coombe Road, Saltash. It proceeds initially in a 
southerly direction before bearing east, following the northern shoreline of 
an inlet of the River Tamar. The path runs along the High Water Mark of 
the river until reaching a slipway, whereupon the route runs past a 
number of properties before concluding adjacent to a Public House on the 
waterfront on Town Quay. 

3) Description 

A – B The alleged route commences off the southern side of the 
Unclassified County Road U6164, Coombe Road. This section proceeds in 
a south-easterly direction on a naturally surfaced path between the 
property “No 31 Coombe Road” and a creek feeding into the Tamar, 
reaching the High Water Mark of the tidal river at point B. 

B – C The footpath continues, turning to run from west to east along the 
shore line of the River Tamar at the High Water Mark, and passing under 
a viaduct carrying the Penzance-Paddington mainline railway. The route 
runs adjacent to low cliffs, topped by rear of property boundary walls and 
fences, with three boathouses and sets of steps descending to the shore 
from the properties. On this long segment of the alleged path 
(approximately 401 metres) there is a risk of slipping on the surface mud 
and seaweed, and the limitations of mooring chains used to tie up boats 
crossing the way, plus water covering the route at high tide. This section 
ends by reaching a slipway at point C. 

C – D At C the alleged path turns to the north-east, proceeding up a 
gently sloping slipway on a concrete surface. It continues in a north 
easterly direction along an access road serving the properties and boat 
yards situated here. The route concludes by reaching the “Waterside Inn” 
Public House on Town Quay at point D. 

4) Boundaries 

A – B Stone property boundary wall to No 31 Coombe Road to east, 
riverbank with trees and vegetation to west. 



    
 

 
 

       
        

   
 

 
 

 
     

 
      

 
       

 
 

 
   

 
   

 
   

 
  

  
    

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
     

 
      

 
     

 
 

 
    

 
    

 
    

 
 

    
 

B – C Low cliffs along shoreline topped with property boundary walls, 
three boathouses and sets of steps, plus trees and vegetation to north; 
mudbanks and River Tamar (tidal) to south. 

C – D Stone retaining wall, gate-piers, property boundary walls and metal 
gates to north-west. Stone retaining wall, gate-piers, metal gates, block 
walling and boundary block walling of Saltash Sailing Club, plus clubhouse 
to south-east. 

5) Width 

A – B 4 metres maximum, 2.2 metres minimum 

B – C Undefined, 2 metres maximum and minimum (inferred) 

C – D 7.5 metres maximum, 2.8 metres minimum 

6) Obstructions 

A – B None 

B – C None 

C – D None 

7) Limitations 

Limitation from B - C in the form of a slippery surface of tidal mud and 
seaweed 

Boat mooring chains across the way at boathouse to rear of No 17 
Coombe Road, at Grid Ref SX430584 

8) Surface 

A – B Natural, with stones 

B – C Natural, with rock, tidal mud and seaweed 

C - D Concrete, tarmac, and compacted sand and gravel 

9) Approximate length 

A – B 45 metres 

B – C 401.5 metres 

C – D 149 metres 

10) Signs/Notices 
“Caradon District Council, Clean it up sign” at A 



 
     

 
 

   
 

    
 

  
 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990, 
Department of Environment Circular 15/92 Publicity of Planning 
Application notice at A 

“Strictly No Parking” sign at D 

“CDC No Parking” sign at D 

“Streamline Project, CCTV Division, 
Warning images on this site are being recorded for the purposes of crime 
prevention and public safety” at point D 



 
 

 
 

Photograph 1 

Photograph 2 



 
 

 
 

Photograph 3 

Photograph 4 



 
 

 
 

Photograph 5 

Photograph 6 



 
 

  
 

Photograph 7 

Photograph 8 



 
 

 
 

Photograph 9 

Photograph 10 
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Photograph 12 
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Photograph 14 
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Photograph 16 
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Cornwall Council 

Report to: A Delegated Powers Decision to be made by 
the Natural Environment Manager 

Date: 31 July 2017 

Title: Application for a Modification Order to add a 
Footpath from Coombe Road to Waterside, 
Saltash 

Portfolio Holder(s) Environment & Public Protection 

Divisions Affected Saltash East 

Relevant Overview And Scrutiny Committee: 

Scrutiny Management Committee 

Key Decision: N Approval and 
clearance obtained: 

Y 

Urgent Decision: N Implementation 
Date: 

06/09/2017 

Author: Role: Countryside Access 
Records Officer 

Contact: 



Recommendations: 

 
 
 

  
 

  
 

             
           

            
         

 
            

           
           

            
       

 
             

          
          

       
 
 

 
 
 
 
  

Cornwall Council 

• That an Order be made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 to modify the Definitive Map and Statement by 
adding a Public Footpath from Coombe Road to the foreshore and a 
Public Footpath from Waterside to the foreshore in Saltash. 

• That the Order be confirmed by Cornwall Council as an unopposed 
Order if no objections or representations are received to the Order; 
or, if objections or representations to the Order are received that 
they be submitted by Cornwall Council to the Secretary of State with 
a request that the Order be confirmed. 

• That an Order not be made under Section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 to modify the Definitive Map and 
Statement by adding a Public Footpath over the foreshore adjacent 
to Coombe Road and Waterside in Saltash. 



 
 
 

  
 

  
 

             
           

           
              

 
             

              
           

          
 

           
           

              
    

 
           

             
           

            
               
             

          
           

 
              

                
         

            
         

             
             

              
            

       
           

          
  

 
         

       
          

            
           

  
 

            
           
            

Cornwall Council 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

• The purpose of this report is to consider an application to modify 
the Definitive Map and Statement by the addition of a Footpath 
from Coombe Road to Waterside in Saltash. The claimed route is 
shown as A-E and D-F on the plan at APPENDIX A-1 to this report. 

• The available evidence of use of the way on foot between sections 
A-B, C-E and D-F on the report map is considered to be sufficient to 
give rise to the presumption that a Public Footpath has been 
established under section 31 of the Highways Act 1980. 

• There is no evidence available to indicate that landowners had 
taken sufficient overt action to demonstrate to users that they did 
not intend to dedicate a right of way over sections A-B, C-E and D-F 
of the claimed route. 

• It is therefore considered that the available evidence shows that 
those parts of the claimed route have been dedicated as a right of 
way on foot by virtue of Presumed Dedication at statute. The 
evidence shows that sections A-B, C-E and D-F have been used as 
of right by the public for a period of 20 years prior to 2001 when 
the public’s right to use the way was brought into question by the 
applicant submitting an application to modify the definitive map and 
statement in accordance with section 31 of the Highways Act 1980. 

• While the available evidence of use of the way on foot of section B-
C is no different to sections A-B, C-E and D-F, a right of way is not 
considered to have been established, because on balance the 
character of the route is not capable of giving rise to the 
presumption that rights have been dedicated for the following 
reasons: (i) there is no clearly defined way on the ground; (ii) the 
claimed route lies at or below the Mean High Water Mark and as 
part of the foreshore this is tidal meaning it is covered by water up 
to half of every day, which also results in the surface constantly 
changing; (iii) additionally numerous obstructions across the 
claimed way in the form of boathouses, boats and mooring ropes 
mean that people will have inevitably strayed and meandered over 
the land. 

• In determining the application, officers have also examined 
documentary evidence, particularly the incremental value duty 
records, supported by the tithe records and definitive map record. 
It is considered that these records do not provide any evidence to 
support the claim that a public footpath subsists over the alleged 
route. 

• In conclusion the report recommends that an Order be made under 
section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981to add the 
claimed ways to the definitive map and statement on the basis of 



 
 
 

  
 

          
           

           
             

       
 

            
          

            
           

          
              
             

 
 
 

  
 

             
           

        
 

               
  

 
            

           
          
              

 
            

 
 

               
     

 
           

           
            

            
            
            

          
  

 
         

           
          

 

to confirm it if it is opposed. 

• 

Cornwall Council 

the occurrence of an event. Namely, that the available evidence 
shows that a Public Footpath is reasonably alleged to subsist along 
sections A-B, C-E and D-F. It also recommends that the Council 
confirms the Order if it is unopposed or asks the Secretary of State 

The report further recommends that that an Order not be made 
under section 53(2)(b) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981to 
add the claimed way over section B-C to the definitive map and 
statement on the basis that the available evidence shows a Public 
Footpath cannot be reasonably alleged to subsist because the way 
is of a character that public use could not give rise under Section 31 
of the Highways Act 1980, or at common law to the presumption of 
dedication. 

1. BACKGROUND 

1.1. The purpose of this report is to consider an application to modify 
the Definitive Map and Statement by the addition of a Footpath 
from Coombe Road to Waterside in Saltash. 

1.2. The route of the alleged Footpath is shown on the Map set out at 
APPENDIX A. 

1.3. On 17th May 2001 Saltash Town Council submitted an application to 
modify the Definitive Map and Statement under Section 53 of the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 by adding a Public Footpath 
(shown as Route A-E and D-F on the attached map in APPENDIX A). 

1.4. The application was supported by 18 Public Rights of Way evidence 
forms. 

1.5. Use of the way on foot was claimed by all 18 witnesses for varying 
periods between 1938 and 2001. 

1.6. The applicants certified that the requirements of Paragraph 2 of 
Schedule 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 have been 
complied with by serving Notice of the Application on the Land and 
also every owner and occupier of the land. A first Certificate of 
Service of Notice served on 17th May 2001 was followed by a 
second Certificate of Service of Notice served on 27th May 2004. A 
list of owners/occupiers from both certificates is set out at 
APPENDIX B. 

1.7. Photographs illustrating the route, showing its physical condition 
and including a description of the topography of the way provided 
by the applicant are set out at APPENDIX C-1. 



 
 
 

  
 

             
          

 
         

 
    

 
               

         
 

            
        

 
            

            
              

           
         

     
 

      
 

               
             

            
              

    
 
                

        
 

     
 

             
            

           
 
               

           
            
             

            
           
  

 
              

           
   

 

Forms of Evidence 

Cornwall Council 

1.8. Additional photos from a further site visit showing the way at high 
tide are also provided set out at APPENDIX C-2. 

2. EVIDENCE OF USE IN SUPPORT OF THE APPLICATION 

2.1. 

2.1.1. A total of 18 copies of written Forms of Evidence were submitted by 
users of the way to support the application. 

2.1.2. Copies of these Forms of Evidence, showing the claimed frequency 
of use are set out in APPENDIX D-1. 

2.1.3. The witnesses have not been interviewed, but information has been 
taken from the Forms of Evidence which have been signed by each 
witness to the effect that "I hereby certify that to the best of my 
knowledge and belief the facts that I have stated are true" 
accompanied by annexed maps detailing the precise routes, which 
have also been signed. 

2.2. Bar Chart of Claimed Use 

2.2.1. A bar chart summarising the use claimed by witnesses is set out at 
APPENDIX D-2. In respect of use of the alleged route on foot the 
bar charts show 18 people claimed to have used the route for 
varying lengths of time with 15 having used it for a period in excess 
of 20 years. 

2.2.2. Use of the way on foot continued at least up until 2001 the date 
evidence forms were submitted with the application. 

2.3. Permissive & Private Use 

2.3.1. Where witnesses identify they have used the alleged route with the 
permission of the landowner, or in exercise of a private right their 
evidence cannot be used in support of the claimed public right. 

2.3.2. In answering the question ‘has your use of the way ever been in 
exercise of some private right, such as visiting someone who lived 
along the route, going to your own land or property, or delivering 
goods’ two users explicitly claim to have used at least part of the 
way across the foreshore in exercise of a private right because they 
own property over which the claimed way crosses (Witnesses 1 & 
10). 

2.3.3. An additional user (Witness 11) also claims to have used the route 
for private purposes, delivering boat parts to a landowner on the 
claimed way. 



chart of claimed use. 

users 

2.4. 

 
 
 

  
 

           
               

    
 
             

              
           

           
 

    
 

            
              

            
            

              
              

              
              

            
           

       
 

  
 

           
           

          
 

 
              

            
            

          
           
          

       
 
             

              
          

              
                

        
 
            

           
             

           
          

Cornwall Council 

2.3.4. Evidence from these three witnesses must therefore be discounted 
and the years they have used the way is recorded in red on the bar 

2.3.5. Identifying for what purpose they had used the alleged way three 
(Witnesses 8, 9 & 12) indicate they had used it for visiting 

family, but do not elucidate that they had relations that actually 
lived on the way, so their evidence should still be considered. 

Frequency of Use 

In order to be satisfied about whether there has been sufficient use 
of the way by the public, it is necessary to consider not only the 
number of users but also how often witnesses claim to have used 
the path. APPENDIX D-1 shows of the 15 users whose evidence can 
be considered 3 (Witnesses 4, 5 & 17) claim to have used it less 
frequently than once a month, a further 4 (Witnesses 2, 6, 7 & 18) 
had used it approximately once or twice a month, but 8 had used it 
on at least a weekly basis, with several (Witnesses 9, 13, 14 & 15) 
having used it more often than that, sometimes even twice a day. 
Taken together with the evidence of the numbers of witnesses, use 
on foot is substantial and continuous. 

2.5. Inconsistencies 

2.5.1. While there are no glaring inconsistencies, patterns of responses 
indicate there may have been some assistance, or help for users 
completing their forms of evidence, which it is necessary to 
highlight. 

2.5.2. Asked how wide is the way at its narrowest point, almost all 
witnesses identify the narrowest part of the route as being ‘7 Feet’ 
which is a very specific figure and in circumstances where it wasn’t 
included, a measurement appears to have been added later. None 
indicates where this point is, or how that conclusion was reached, 
although two witnesses who access the route for private purposes 
do identify the way as being tidal. 

2.5.3. Answering the question on the User Evidence Form that asks ‘Did 
you receive any instructions as to the use of the way by the public’ 
almost every witness responds in very similar terms indicating that 
they were told that it was a right of way, or have always understood 
it to be a right of way, but do not indicate who had said that to 
them, or the basis for holding that opinion. 

2.5.4. Maps accompanying the Forms of Evidence were all identical. No 
user has attempted to draw the route they have used themselves, 
but each witness has relied on a map supplied with a route already 
drawn, which raises the prospect there was some assistance in their 
production. However, all the witnesses signed them to identify that 



 
 
 

  
 

             
     

 
       

 
           

            
           

            
         

          
 

   
 

           
         

             
           

       
            

              
 

 
           

          
 

 
            

            
           

             
           

         
     

 
           

           
            
            

       
 

         
            
         

         
 

          
        

          

Cornwall Council 

was the route they had used, so it is necessary to accept their 
content at face value. 

2.6. Additional Evidence In Support Of Application 

Further evidence in the form of an historical document, namely a 
copy of a conveyance dated 1926 from the Admiralty to the Saltash 
Gas & Coke Company has been submitted by the applicants in 
support of the application by users. Details are set out at APPENDIX 
D-3 and any relevant evidence arising from this supplementary 
material is considered in the Documentary Evidence section below. 

3. LANDOWNER EVIDENCE 

3.1. With the identity of all affected landowners provided by the 
applicant, a letter of consultation, inviting the identified landowners 
to confirm they were the owner, or occupier of the land over which 
the alleged ways run and also requesting that they complete a 
Landowner/Occupier Evidence Form and/or submit comments in 
regard to the application was sent to each of the persons certified 
by the applicants to be an owner and/or occupier of the land in July 
2003. 

3.2. Following submission of a second Certificate of Service of Notice 
from the applicant a further consultation was conducted in June 
2005. 

3.3. Upon identifying that part of the claimed route crossed land below 
the Mean High Water Mark that according to Land Registry has no 
registered owner and since any portion of the foreshore is vested, 
freehold, in the Crown or a Crown grantee, in this case the Duchy, 
except where the Crown can be shown to have parted with 
ownership, another consultation was conducted with the Duchy of 
Cornwall in July 2017. 

3.4. In addition to ensuring all landowners had been contacted and 
provided an opportunity to alert the Council to actions they had 
taken to prevent a right of way being dedicated, consulting with the 
Duchy of Cornwall was important as Section 31 of the Highways Act 
1980 does not apply to the Crown. 

3.5. Responses in the form of completed Landowner/Occupier Evidence 
Forms can be found in APPENDIX E-1, which also contains copies of 
letters and supporting documents written in response to the 
application from landowners directly affected by the claim. 

3.6. The landowners and/or occupiers have not been interviewed. The 
information has been taken from the Landowner/Occupier Evidence 
Forms which have been signed by each landowner/occupier to the 



 
 
 

  
 

             
         

 
          

            
 

            
      

           
             

           
            

   
 

             
      

        
           
            

            
             

  
 

         
           
             
             
             
      

 
              

     
          
         

          
             

    
 

        
             

           
    

 
           

             
           

 
            

             
   

Cornwall Council 

using the way on foot 
do not believe the way to be public. They also claim 

effect that "I hereby certify that to the best of my knowledge and 
belief the facts that I have stated are true". 

3.7. Reports of the Landowner consultation are presented in property 
order from point A on the route through to point E/F. 

3.8. Despite having seen and been aware of members of the public 

not to have taken any action by way of obstruction or notices to 
prevent public rights from accruing, but they also concede on the 
landowner evidence form that they do not own land over which the 
alleged way runs. 

3.9. After completing the pro-forma to say that they did not own land 

rights down to Mean High Water (MHW) and had since that time 
moored a boat in the creek. The mooring lines and possibly the 
boat itself cross, or rest on, the line claimed as footpath in this 
application. 

3.10. became the new owner of and had 
been living there a year when submitted a landowner evidence 
form in 2008. In contrast to the previous owners, did claim to 
own land over which the alleged way runs and in fact believed the 
way to be public having seen people using it on foot, something 
has taken no action to prevent. 

concerns about the claimed footpath the only other relevant 
information she provided related to the fact boats have been 
moored over the way with ropes up to the cliff which people are 
likely to trip over. 

3.12. The landowner of has seen members of 

exchanged words with a woman who objected to having to climb 
under mooring lines. 

3.13. Although has taken no deliberate action to prevent rights 
from accruing he claims to have regularly kept a boat on his beach 
across the alleged way which in effect represents an obstruction. 

3.14. He also disagrees with the claim that the minimum width of 
passage stated as being 7 feet. At ‘spring tides it is only possible 
wearing waders’. 

over which the footpath passes, 
indicated that they had been advised by 

their solicitor when they purchased the property in 1983 they had 

3.11. In a letter to the Clerk of Saltash Town Council (the applicant) 
says that she had never 

stopped anybody walking round the beach. Although she had many 

the public using the way on foot and indeed has on one occasion 



support this claim. 

3.16. The landowner of 
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3.15. understands there to be a public 
right of way along the foreshore having seen people using it on foot 
since she lived there and further understood it to have existed for 
hundreds of years as a cart track, but presents no evidence to 

indicates 
he is aware and has seen members of the public using the way and 
having stopped and turned back people using the way on occasions 
when tidal conditions were unsafe, but gave no dates indicating 
when this might have been. 

3.17. identifies he has not kept notices, nor obstructed the 
route in any other way so as to prevent rights accruing. However, 

, due to steeply sloping uneven rock and 
very slippery sea growth and is tidal. Above is inaccessible garden 
and below is beach and mud. The tidal flow makes the whole route 
unusable for some 50% of any 12 hours and is up to two metres 
deep’. 

High Water (MHW) mark that is not inundated by the sea and as a 
consequence of constant deposition of sediment, no tracks picking 
out a route along this part of the way exist. 

3.19. While raising concerns about safety and, allied to that, trespass 
through private gardens, the result of people being caught out by 
lack of familiarity with incoming tides, a not unknown occurrence, 
no evidence showing that they did not wish to dedicate a right of 
way has been provided. 

stopped and turned people back they did erect a ‘Private’ sign at 
the entrance to their garden in August 2001. This was presumably 
not intended to refer to the claimed route, but to prevent the public 
from gaining access to their garden. 

further note in accompanying correspondence 

3.22. Furthermore, as a consequence of ‘mud mooring’ which on the 
‘fosse’ within their ownership they are entitled to do, this would 

he does question the claim writing that: ‘the marked path, is never 
useable 

3.18. This is further explained in subsequent correspondence from 
who describes the fact even at the point of the lowest 

tides (neap) there is never any part of the route below the Mean 

3.20. The owners of the property known as 
are also aware and have seen members 

of the public using the way on foot, but though they have not 

3.21. 
that due to tides and rock promontories and boathouses which 
cross the MHW mark the route of the claimed path is not fixed. 
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leave mooring ropes crossing and therefore obstructing the 
proposed path. 

3.23. In further letters questions the evidence contained in 
the statements submitted by witnesses none of whom declared that 
they had known of any obstructions preventing use of the way. In 
fact according to the landowner the claimed way as it is marked on 
the plan ‘is and has always been obstructed by boats, mooring 
ropes, boatsheds and at least one jetty’. 

3.24. According to the proposed route of the footpath where 
it is shown along the MHW line is also physically inaccessible in 
places because it encounters near vertical rock slopes and steep 
banks. Although this contradicts his statement in para 3.20 where 
he said he had witnessed people using the route. 

3.25. Similar concerns about walkers being stranded on the incoming tide 
and the unsuitability of a footpath which is not clearly defined, is 
not available for 3 hours either side of high tide, and is slippery, 
rocky and covered in seaweed are also repeatedly mentioned. 

showing the claimed route is out of date. It is his opinion based on 

properties in question. 

3.26. While mostly referring to concerns that are not relevant to the 
accrual of rights, namely safety, security and privacy, 

alongside identifying that the path is 
only available at low tide had issues with the fact that the map 

observation that only a minority of ramblers actually use the 
driveways of in preference to the 
foreshore at this location, a reflection of the map not showing the 

3.27. fails to say whether he has kept notices, or obstructed the 
route in any other way so as to prevent rights from accruing. 

3.28. owner of the property known as also takes 
issue with the accuracy of the map which does not include either 
her property, or that of the neighbouring landowner and 
also omits . Further, she also refers to the 
fact the claimed path can only be accessed at low tide. 

3.29. During the consultation process was sold and the new 
owner in his first landowner evidence form in 2003 
indicates that he believes the way to be public having witnessed 
members of the public using the way on foot, though he reverses 
this on a second landowner evidence form in 2005 indicating that 
he didn’t consider the way to be public. 

3.30. In his comments accepts that the path between 
Coombe Road and The Waterside has probably been established by 
use, but the exact route is less well defined, varying considerably 
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depending on tide and conditions of the foreshore, and also noting 
from his observations over 18 months the majority of users remain 
on the beach at times when the route is accessible, up to the 
Saltash Sailing Club and do not cross the two properties on the 
foreshore. 

3.31. Although writes that the informed 
him they had stopped and turned back people using the way and 
his immediate neighbor had also notified the public that their 
common drive was private, no specific example or dates when this 
occurred is provided. 

3.32. While a ‘Private’ notice was erected on the entrance drive to the 
two properties according to this seems to have 
appeared between 2003 and 2005, but neither landowner of 

mentions that they kept notices at other times, or 
deliberately obstructed the route in any other way so as to prevent 
rights from accruing. 

3.33. The principal concern of is that the map 

true or accurate record of the coastline to which the application 
appertains. Since the map was published significant development 
has changed the coastline so substantially that the proposed path 
does not follow it at all. 

their properties as this he considers was the intention of the 
applicant to ‘follow the coastline’, but objects to the route passing 
through their ‘front gardens’. 

used in the application is out of date and therefore fails to provide a 

3.34. Further, the out-of-date map makes it impossible to determine if 
the proposed route is going across the properties of 

and his immediate neighbor have no 
argument if the right of way was added to the beach in front of 

3.35. also notes that outside of a few hours per day the tidal 
range makes the route inaccessible and the Council should be alert 
to the particular dangers as a consequence of this. 

3.36. All other matters arising in the evidence supplied by landowners 
relate to issues, such as privacy, security and dangers that are not 
relevant to whether rights have been established. 

supplying copies of the relevant conveyances, the reported 
that they had no details of the current owners. 

3.37. Responding to the landowner consultation of July 2017 the 
confirmed that the ‘foreshore subject to the proposed 

new path is no longer in the ownership of 
having been conveyed in 1899, 1900 and 1905’. While not 

3.38. Applicant Comments on Landowner Evidence 



 
 
 

  
 

 
           

            
             
           

 
 
         

          
           

           
             

 
            
          

             
          
            

 
          
               

   
 

   
 

    
 

         
           

              
         
             

           
 

   
 

             
        
        

             
           

          
         

          
            
            

           
 

In replying to the landowner responses a letter from the 
applicant set out in APPENDIX D-3 notes that ‘the precise direction 

since the publication of the map which Saltash Town Council has 
provided. 

3.38.2. 

Any obligation that walkers have felt to detour via the beach 

and a chain carrying the sign ‘Private’ in front of the property that 

Cornwall Council 

3.38.1. 

and course of the route marked in red has had no material change 

In addition to Saltash Town Council providing signed 
evidence to demonstrate that users of the path have consistently 
walked the same route, this route is clearly defined in sections 
where seaweed has been worn away by feet and walkers cannot 
stray far from this route because of the muddy nature of the creek. 

3.38.3. 
in front of is a result of verbal challenge 

has arisen recently, but use of the route continued unchallenged 
and without deviation for at least 20 years prior to the application. 

3.38.4. In practical terms users have consistently followed the route 
at the top of the beach to maximize use of the tidal path and to 
avoid the mud. 

4. DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE 

4.1. Small-scale Historical Maps 

Extracts from the Thomas Martyn map (1748/1749) and Greenwood 
Map (1826/1827) are set out at APPENDIX F-1 and F-2 respectively. 
Because the scale of the maps is relatively small it is not possible to 
identify historical routes marked with any degree of accuracy, 
although there does not appear to be a route within proximity of the 
claimed way in Saltash at the date these maps were published. 

4.2. Tithe Map 

4.2.1. Around the early 1840's the majority of parishes were surveyed by 
Tithe Commissioners. They produced detailed, large scale parish 
maps and accompanying schedules, which identified titheable lands, 
but not highways, or their status. The Tithe Map cannot be used as 
definitive evidence of public rights, but the maps do mark roads 
quite accurately, and taken in conjunction with the schedule, can 
provide useful supporting evidence. Tithes were not payable on 
public highways, and these are sometimes shown in a special 
colouring on the map. Where the evidence from the tithe record is 
uncertain it can only be used in support of, or conjunction with, 
other more compelling evidence of the public nature of the way. 



 
 
 

  
 

             
              

          
 

     
 

              
            

           
            
            

         
            

        
 
             

         
              

            
            

            
            

         
           

            
           
           

       
 

             
         

         
          
             

            
            
             

     
 
              

        
          
         

           
 

 
             

              
     

 

The Finance Act 1910 

Cornwall Council 

4.2.2. An extract from the Tithe Map and Tithe Apportionment Register for 
the Parish of Saltash is set out at in APPENDIX F-3. The claimed way 
does not appear in any form on the Tithe survey. 

4.3. 

4.3.1. With the intention of charging tax on any increase in value of 
property sold or inherited, a survey was carried out by the Valuation 
Department of the Inland Revenue under the Finance Act 1910. The 
task of the valuers was to provide information for tax purposes, to 
plot and record every piece of land, give every land holding a 
number, and provide ownership and occupation details for valuation 
purposes. Two parts of the Act were pertinent to highways and are 
now relevant for rights of way purposes. 

4.3.2. First, Section 35 of the Act provided for excluding public vehicular 
roads from adjoining landholdings. Second, their concern with rights 
of way was in order to assess tax relief which was available for land 
crossed by footpaths and bridleways. In Section 25 of the Act while 
assessing the value of the land, deduction was made inter alia for 
“the amount by which the gross value would be diminished if sold 
subject to any public rights of way”. In view of the financial 
implications, many landowners would have been anxious to ensure 
that public highways were correctly recorded on the plans and all 
rights of way properly identified in the Field Book. Indeed as such 
deductions allowed for the existence of public rights of way, the 
valuations required by the Finance Act 1910 can be highly relevant 
where highway status is in issue. 

4.3.3. The fact almost all individual pieces of land in private ownership 
were recorded (identified by coloured boundaries) enables one to 
deduce valuable information about the existence of untaxed public 
roads which were generally excluded from the parcels of private 
land. But this does not mean that it should be assumed that roads 
included, or part included, in a hereditament were not to be subject 
to carriageway rights. However, if a lane or track was excluded from 
the taxable landholdings, it is likely that it was considered to be a 
public road at the time. 

4.3.4. The plans used an Ordnance Survey base map, but it is the 
annotated hereditament numbers and boundaries that are of 
potential evidential value. Evidence from Finance Act maps can be 
supported by evidence from the Valuation Book (colloquially knows 
as the ‘Domesday’ Book), Forms 37 (Valuation field notes) and Field 
Books. 

4.3.5. Extracts from the valuation map are provided at APPENDIX F-4. 
They fail to show any kind of highway was present at the time over 
the claimed route. 



 
 
 

  
 

    
 

             
             

           
             

       
 

             
          

           
           

           
           

           
              

           
     

 
           

        
 

   
 

              
            

           
         

          
 

 
             

          
            

          
            
          

          
      

 
            

          
         

 
              

             
          

         
           

 

Ordnance Survey Maps 

Cornwall Council 

4.4. 

4.4.1. It is well established that Ordnance Survey maps do not provide 
evidence of the status of a right of way, but merely record the 
physical features at the time of survey. They are however very 
useful in confirming the existence of a way at a particular date and 
the type of use along the way. 

4.4.2. Ordnance Survey maps including: the OS 25 inch County Series of 
England and Wales 1894 & 1907 editions (approx 1:2500 metric 
equivalent); OS Six-inch maps of England and Wales 1888 & 1908 
editions; smaller scale maps such as OS 1:25,000 maps of Great 
Britain 1947 edition; OS One-inch to the mile England and Wales 
Revised New Series 1911, New Popular Edition 1946 and the 7th 

Series 1964, reveal there may have been access to the foreshore 
over the part of the way shown between A-B on the report map, but 
otherwise give no indication that a path of any description was 
present over the claimed way. 

4.4.3. Extracts from Ordnance Survey and Bartholomew’s maps at various 
scales are set out in APPENDIX F-5. 

4.5. Definitive Maps 

4.5.1. In the early 1950s Parish Councils were required to carry out a 
survey of all the public rights of way in accordance with the 
provisions of the National Parks & Access to the Countryside Act 
1949 (the 1949 act) with an accompanying descriptive Statement 
describing the relevant features and the termination points of each 
way. 

4.5.2. Following the Parish Survey, the County Council prepared the Draft 
and later Provisional Maps. The 1949 Act contained provisions which 
allowed anyone to object to what was included in or omitted from, 
the Draft Map and Statement. If any representation or objection 
was so made, section 29 of the Act required authorities to consider 
the objection or representation, appoint a person to hear the 
objector, and then determine whether any modification of the map 
or statement should be made. 

4.5.3. Extracts of the relevant documents for Saltash including the Parish 
Survey, Draft Provisional, and current editions of the Definitive Map 
and Statement are set out at APPENDIX F-6. 

4.5.4. They show that Saltash Parish Council made no attempt to record a 
right of way over the claimed route at any stage during the survey 
process and during the periods of consultation that followed, nobody 
considered the route to have been inadvertently excluded and 
therefore applied to have the way claimed recorded at that time. 



 
 
 

  
 

   
 

             
       
          

 
            

        
 
              

         
           

           
     

 
  

 
         

           
  

 
           

          
     

 
           

          
    

 
         

        
       

 
             

            
            

          
               

            
          

         
          

 
       

            
  

 
       

          
            

4.6. Aerial Photographs 

4.6.1. Although unable to infer information about the status of a way 
aerial photographs can sometimes provide useful topographical 
detail on the existence, character and delineation of tracks.. 

4.6.2. Extracts of relevant aerial photos from c1946, 1988, 1995 and 
2005 are set out at APPENDIX F-7. 

Cornwall Council 

4.6.3. With the exception of the route between C-D on the report map, 
where there is clearly defined vehicular track, the aerial 
photographic record appears not to show any kind of distinct way 
proximate to the MHW mark, or any distinguishable routes at all 
across the foreshore. 

5. CONSULTATIONS 

5.1. Consultations with the local councils, the prescribed organisations, 
statutory undertakers and other bodies were carried out on 14 July 
2003. 

comments can be found in APPENDIX G-1. 

5.5. reported that he was one of the local residents who had 
regularly walked the path since the late 1970s and was aware of 
others who had also used it. He mentioned that there was a 
somewhat misleading sign outside the property at the eastern end, 
but did not say what it said, but added that at times it had been 
difficult to negotiate the slipway in front of that house as a 
consequence of debris. He gave no indication whether the debris 
was natural, deposited by the receding tides, or manmade, 
deliberately left as an obstruction by the property in question. 

supported the modification order application and 
reported having used the route on many occasions over the past 20 
years. 

5.7. fully supported the modification order application 
indicating that initial concerns about whether there was a public 
highway at each end had been allayed by the cobbled path behind 

5.2. After a change to the elected local member , a 
further consultation was carried out with the new County Councillor 

on 4 November 2005. 

5.3. Following a further change to the elected local member another 
consultation was carried out with the current County Councillor 

on 3 July 2017. 

5.4. Responses to the consultation were received from: 
and The Ramblers Association. Copies of their 

5.6. 



 
 
 

  
 

         
           

             
      

 
             

          
          

             
 

       
         
            

           
 

  
 

          
 

               
            

            
           

          
 
              

     
 
                

         
 
            

      
 
            

        
 
              

      
             

     
 
               

             
         

           
      

 
              

          

5.9. 

Cornwall Council 

the old Waterside pub being adopted. also pointed out 
that the path was well used although large boulders appearing to 
partially block a slope seemed like a deliberate action on the part of 
a householder to deter walkers. 

5.8. As a consequence of the length of time it has taken Cornwall 
Council to reach a determination in this case, thought 
that some of the witnesses who submitted statements are now 
dead, but added that should not be judged a hindrance in the case. 

indicated that The Ramblers Association fully 
supported the application and although the route was impassable 
sometimes at high tide were reliably informed it was a path well 
used by local residents, which it had been for many years. 

6. ANALYSIS 

6.1. Date That Public Rights Were Brought Into Question 

6.1.1. To establish that a right of way subsists under Section 31 of the 
Highways Act 1980, it is necessary to determine a date that public 
rights were brought into question so that a period of 20 years 
immediately prior to this date can be calculated over which public 
use of the way can be shown to have occurred. 

6.1.2. In July 2000 Witness 10 reported a recent sign had appeared at 
stating it was ‘Privately Maintained’. 

6.1.3. At the same time in 2000 Witness 10 was also told by the new 
owners of that the way was not public. 

6.1.4. In May 2001 Saltash Town Council submitted an application to 
modify the Definitive Map and Statement 

6.1.5. In August 2001 the owners of erected a ‘Private’ 
sign at the entrance to their garden. 

6.1.6. A ‘Private’ sign appears to have been installed at the entrance to 
sometime between submitting a landowner evidence 

form in 2003 which makes no mention of any notice and 2005 when 
the landowner records its presence. 

6.1.7. Failing to mention the notice referred to in July 2000, indicates the 
landowner did not intend it to apply to the path, but the property 
itself. On balance its ambiguous wording ‘Privately Maintained’ is 
also unlikely to represent sufficient challenge to use to bring the 
right of way into question. 

6.1.8. By not identifying that they had stopped users of the path, the 
owners of failed to corroborate the evidence that Witness 



6.1.10. 

post-dating receipt of the application, the Highways Act 1980 
(as amended by the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 
Act 2006) advises that the date when a legally valid application is 
made should be treated, for the purpose of deliberations, as the 
date upon which public rights were brought into question. In this 
case application was made for routes A-E and D-F in 2001. 

‘Private’ signs identified by the owners of and 
of properly made modification order application 

 
 
 

  
 

               
             

            
 
       

            
           

         
            

       
 

          
          

         
          

         
         
            

           
           
           

 
              

         
           

             
     

 
    

 
            

              
            

       
 
             

         
            

    
 
           

            
  

 
             

          
 

   
 

in 2001, the 

Cornwall Council 

10 claimed to have been told the way was not public in 2000. It is 
also noted that Witness 10 as a landowner enjoyed a private right of 
access over part of the way, so there evidence must be discounted. 

6.1.9. is the only landowner to 
report firsthand that he stopped and turned back users of the way, 
but omitted to include any dates when this might have been. 
Furthermore, the remaining user evidence which has been produced 
makes no mention of any challenge by way of, for instance, physical 
barriers, verbal restraint or warning notices. 

In the absence of evidence that shows landowners had 
taken direct action to challenge public rights before the submission 

6.1.11. The relevant period of use by members of the public, as of 
right and without interruption, to establish public rights by 
presumed dedication under Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980 is 
therefore 20 or more years prior to the date when rights were called 
into question in 2001. 

6.2. Evidence of Use 

6.2.1. While the number of evidence forms (18) submitted by witnesses 
claiming use of the alleged way on foot is not large, the extent and 
regularity that witnesses claim to have used the lane over the whole 
20 year relevant period is considerable. 

6.2.2. Adding to the evidence of use submitted in support of the 
application most landowners who completed an evidence form also 
made explicit reference to the fact that they had seen people using 
the foreshore on foot. 

6.2.3. Furthermore, in responding to a formal consultation two Councillors 
responsible for the ward record in writing that they had used the 
way themselves. 

6.2.4. Taken in isolation evidence of use would therefore be sufficient to 
show the way has been dedicated as a public footpath. 

6.3. Landowner Evidence 



 
 
 

  
 

          
           

        
  
            

           
   

 
          

          
             

           
              

          
             
           

               
      

 
            

             
          

           
           

            
          

           
       

 
            

        
            
          

           
            
          

            
           

   
 
             

              
                

 
            

            
            

          
            

          

accrual of rights. 

Cornwall Council 

6.3.1. Most landowners affected by the modification order application 
responded to appeals for evidence of actions taken to prevent rights 
on foot by way of use from accruing. 

6.3.2. Despite the levels of response, it appears no landowner could 
provide evidence of deliberate action they had taken to prevent the 

6.3.3. Nonetheless, several landowners made useful comments that would 
benefit from further consideration. Principal among these is the fact 
that large sections of the way over the foreshore are at, or below, 
the Mean High Water mark meaning tides make the way impassable 
for long periods every day. This was confirmed by a site visit on 20 
October 2016 shown in photographs set out in APPENDIX C-2. 
Nearly 2.5 hours after high tide, parts of the claimed way were still 
under water too deep to wade through. The applicant does not 
contest that the way is tidal, even referring to it as a tidal path in 
their comments on the landowners evidence. 

6.3.4. Landowners bring to attention the fact repeated inundation by the 
tide means there is no defined route to follow and any route that 
does form is regularly washed away. By contrast the applicant 
disputes this saying sections of the way can be clearly delineated 
where footfall has worn a route through the seaweed. Site visits 
have confirmed that there is no obvious way that users have taken 
repeatedly and the nature of a foreshore subject to considerable 
variations in tidal flow means that any route that may become 
established is likely to be temporary. 

6.3.5. Landowners also point out that stretches of the route are 
characterised by activities associated with its foreshore location. 
They allege that boat houses, boats and mooring ropes all cross and 
have therefore obstructed the claimed way throughout the period of 
claimed use, a fact confirmed in photos taken by the surveying 
authority on two separate site visits (set out in APPENDIX C). In 
defending these claims (set out in APPENDIX D-3), the applicant 
reports that the route circumvents the boat houses, but there is no 
mention of other obstructions that have been shown to exist over 
the way. 

6.3.6. Furthermore, by providing a map with the route already marked in 
red that users have signed to confirm is the one they used, there is 
no indication of the precise line each user has taken on the ground. 

6.3.7. Accepting concerns raised by landowners regarding the date of the 
base map used by the applicant to show the route being claimed 
and the fact that the landscape has changed since it was published, 
a consequence of recent development, particularly in respect of that 
part of the claimed route between C-D on the report map, close 
inspection confirms the route shown on the plan accompanying the 
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forms the drive and slipway of properties known as
and not the foreshore in front of the buildings. 

the route adacent to

user evidence forms follows the accommodation track which now 

6.3.8. Furthermore, land over the foreshore, more particularly sections of 
does not appear 

to have a registered private owner according to Land Registry. 
Usually in such circumstances the general rule is that soil of the 
foreshore and the bed of arms and estuaries of the sea, and of tidal 
navigable rivers, so far as the tide ebbs and flows, is prima facie in 
the ownership of the Crown. However, this is subject to exceptions 
where the Crown can be shown to have parted with ownership, 
which the Duchy of Cornwall has confirmed it has in this case. 

6.3.9. Landowners also mention that current use of the foreshore, by 
providing access to private beach areas by implied permission, or 
‘general permissive consent’ as the Crown refers to use of its land 
below the MHWM, a result of the practical impossibility of 
preventing access and the common law principle that there is no 
public right of access to the foreshore, while not a perfect 
arrangement, is considered infinitely better and more representative 
of the type of use, than a single path established as of right. 

6.4. Documentary Evidence 

6.4.1. While a limited number of historical documents show a route has 
existed as a physical entity over the claimed way between A-B, C-E 
and D-F on the report map, they do not provide evidence as to their 
status, or whether they benefitted from public access. 

6.4.2. The claimed route over the foreshore between B-C on the report 
map is not depicted on any historical document. 

7. CONCLUSIONS 

7.1. In deciding whether to make an Order under Section 53(2)(b) of 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 it is necessary to consider 
whether an ‘event’ has taken place which would require the 
authority to make the Order. In this report the ‘event’ that has 
been considered is under Section 53(3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 namely the discovery of evidence which 
shows that a right of way which is not shown on the definitive map 
is reasonably alleged to subsist along the line of route A-E and D-F 
on the report map. The ‘event’ will have taken place if it can be 
demonstrated that the evidence shows that public rights have been 
shown to exist: 

• under Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980. 
• at Common Law by showing that the landowner at some time 

in the past dedicated the way to the public either expressly, 



 
 
 

  
 

          
           

   
            

         
            

           
        

 
              

            
      

 
           

             
            

   
 

             
              
            

 
             

           
            

           
         

          
          
             

            
          

 
            

           
         

            
            

            
   

 
            

           
             
            

 
              

              
             

   

way. 

7.2. 

Cornwall Council 

the evidence of the dedication having been lost, or by 
implication making no objection to use by the public of the 

• having regard to Section 32 of the Highways Act 1980 which 
states that a court, or other tribunal, before determining 
whether a way has, or has not been dedicated as a highway 
shall take into consideration any map, plan or history of the 
locality or other relevant document tendered in evidence. 

For the purposes of Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980, it is 
considered that public use on foot was brought into question by the 
submission of an application in 2001. 

7.3. No relevant evidence was produced that demonstrated a lack of 
intention to dedicate a right of way on the part of a landowner 
during the relevant 20 year period prior to the right being brought 
into question. 

7.4. Under Section 31 of the Highways Act 1980 and at common law, 
the public right of way must be shown to follow a defined track and 
not be an area over which the public have wandered at large. 

7.5. It is not disputed that the foreshore has been used, evidence from 
landowners also attests to this and such use involved passage from 
B-C on the report map, and in the reverse direction. However, the 
topography of the way, with no clearly defined route, there being 
numerous obstructions in the form of boathouses, boats and 
mooring ropes and the constantly changing surface of an intertidal 
zone mean that people will have inevitably strayed and meandered 
over the land which is therefore on balance not of a character that 
public use could give rise under Section 31 of the Highways Act 
1980, or at common law to the presumption of dedication. 

7.6. Having considered and weighed up the available evidence set out in 
this report for the accrual of public rights, balanced against the 
evidence provided by landowners and consultees, it is concluded 
that public rights on foot are reasonably alleged to subsist over the 
route between A-B, C-E and D-F on the report map. This satisfies 
the test for an ‘event’ in section 53(3)(c)(i) of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981. 

7.7. To reflect the evidence it is considered that the Council should 
make a Definitive Map Modification Order to add sections A-B, C-E 
and D-F on the report map to the definitive map and statement for 
the former district area of Caradon as a Public Footpath. 

7.8. It is considered that if the Order made by the Council is unopposed, 
it should be confirmed by the Council and if the Order is opposed, it 
should be forwarded to the Secretary of State with a request that it 
be confirmed. 
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7.9. Having further considered and weighed up the available evidence 
set out in this report for the accrual of public rights, it is concluded 
that the route between B-C on the report map is of a character that 
public use could not give rise under Section 31 of the Highways Act 
1980, or at common law to any presumption of dedication which 
therefore fails to satisfy the test for an ‘event’ in section 53(3)(c)(i) 
of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. 

7.10. Consequently, public rights on foot cannot be reasonably alleged to 
subsist over route B-C on the report map and the Council should 
not make a Definitive Map Modification Order to add this section to 
the definitive map and statement for the former district area of 
Caradon as a Public Footpath. 



 
 

 

    
  

 
 

  
 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C-2 

Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
Proposed Modification of Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way by 
the Addition of a Footpath from Coombe Road to Waterside, 
Saltash 

Photographs from a Site Visit on 20 October 2016 presented 
chronologically between 09.39AM & 11.54AM. 

High Tide – (Time 9:31; Height 5.69m) 



  
 

  
 

Photograph 1 (09.39AM) 

Photograph 2 (09.40AM) 



  
 

  
 

Photograph 3 (09.40AM) 

Photograph 4 (09.41AM) 



  
 

  
 

Photograph 5 (09.41AM) 

Photograph 6 (09.50AM) 



 

  
 

   

Photograph 7 (10.06AM) 

Photograph 8 (10.15AM) 



 

  
 

  

Photograph 9 (10.16AM) 

Photograph 10 (10.16AM) 



 

 
 

  

Photograph 11(10.16AM) 

Photograph 12 (10.18AM) 



 

  
 

  

Photograph 13 (10.18AM) 

Photograph 14 (11.31AM) 



 

  
 

  

Photograph 15 (11.31AM) 

Photograph 16 (11.32AM) 



 

  
 

  

Photograph 17 (11.33AM) 

Photograph 18 (11.33AM) 



 

   
 

 
   

Photograph 19 (11.33 AM) 

Photograph 20 (11.34 AM) 



 

 
   

 

 
   

Photograph 21 (11.34 AM) 

Photograph 22 (11.34 AM) 



 

 
   

 

 
   

Photograph 23 (11.36 AM) 

Photograph 24 (11.36 AM) 



 
   

 

 
  

 

Photograph 25 (11.42 AM) 

Photograph 26 (11.52 AM) 



 

  
 

 
   

Photograph 27 (11.53 AM) 

Photograph 28 (11.53 AM) 



 

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photograph 29 (11.54 AM) 



  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

APPENDIX D-1 

USER EVIDENCE FORMS 











































































  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

APPENDIX D-1 

USER EVIDENCE FORMS 











































































 
 
 

  
 

 

 

APPENDIX F-1 

Thomas Martyn Map 1748/49 



 
 
 

  
 
 

 

APPENDIX F-2 

Greenwood Map 1748/49 



APPENDIX F-3 

Tithe Map Extracts [St Stephens by Saltash] c1840 
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APPENDIX F-4 

Valuation Map Extract Cornwall XLVI.5 (1910) 
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APPENDIX F-4 

Valuation Map Extract Cornwall XLVI.5 (1910) 
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APPENDIX F-5(i) 

OS 25 inch England & Wales 1st Edition Cornwall XLVI.5 (1894) 
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APPENDIX F-5(ii) 

OS 25 inch England & Wales 2nd Edition Cornwall XLVI.5 (1907) 



 
 

        
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F-5(iii) 

OS Six-inch England & Wales 1st Edition Cornwall XLVI.5 (1888) 



 
 
 

        
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F-5(iv) 

OS Six-inch England & Wales 2nd Edition Devonshire CXVII.SW (1908) 



 
 
 

       
 
 

 

APPENDIX F-5(v) 

Ordnance Survey 1:25,000 maps of Great Britain 1st Edition SX 45 (1947) 



 
 

       
   

 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F-5(vi) 

OS One-inch to the mile, England and Wales, Revised New Series Sheet 348 – 
Plymouth (Hills) (1911) 



 
 

   
  

 
 

 

 
 

APPENDIX F-5(vii) 

OS One-inch to the mile, England and Wales, New Popular Edition Sheet 187 
Plymouth (1946) 



 
 
 

       
 

 

 

APPENDIX F-5(viii) 

OS One-inch to the mile, 7th Series Sheet 187 – Plymouth (1964) 



 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

APPENDIX F-5(ix) 

Bartholomew’s ‘Half Inch Maps’ of England & Wales Sheet 36 South Devon 
(1903) 



 
 

   
 

 

 
 

APPENDIX F-6 

Definitive Map [Saltash] – Parish Survey (Extract) 



 
   

 
 

 
 

 

Definitive Map [Saltash] – Draft Provisional (Extract) 



 
        

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Definitive Map [Caradon] – Current 5th April 2001 (SX 45NW Extract) 



 
 
 

   
 
 

 
 

 

 

APPENDIX F-7 

Aerial Photo of Saltash – 1946 (Detail) 
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Aerial Photo of Saltash – 1988 (Detail) 
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Aerial Photo of Saltash – 1995 (Detail) 



  
 

 

 

Aerial Photo of Saltash – 2005 (Detail) 



  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

APPENDIX E-1 

LANDOWNER EVIDENCE FORMS 













































































































 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
  

 
                     
 
                              

 
 

 
                                

 
  

 
                                

 
  

 
    
    

   
   

   
 
                                     

  
 
                                                                 
 
 
 
                                                                                                  

Saturday 22nd October 2016 

Definative Map Officer, 
Pyder House, 
Pyder Street, 
TRURO 
Cornwall TR1 1XU 

For the attention of . 

Dear 

With reference to our ‘chance’ meeting and subsequent 
conversation concerning the proposed footpath along the beach outside my property 
on the waterfront in Saltash. 

I must admit, I was quite surprised to hear that this ‘proposed’ 
footpath was; yet again, under review as I had been led to believe, due to its 
‘impassability’ and potential danger had been ‘shelved’! 

Owning this property and being a ‘sailor’ for over 20 years, I have 
a great respect for the ocean. Here in Saltash, we have two (2) ‘high’ waters in 24 
hours (12 hour cycle) and subsequently the same ‘low’ waters, which vary every day, 
thus some are in the hours of daylight, others during darkness. At ‘high’ water, the 
ocean comes up to the retaining wall, making the ‘beach’ along the waterfront totally 
in accessible other than by boat. At ‘low’ water, the waterfront is accessible, 
however, due to the nature of the sea bed; being a quagmire of ‘mud’ the risk factor 
of adults, children and animals getting ‘stuck’ on a rising tide is enormous and during 
the hours of darkness; as there is no lighting whatsoever, could be fatal. 

I do hope this explanation has been helpful and if any further 
comments are required, do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours Sincerely, 
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USER SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 
















