
 
Meeting of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum 

To be held on Tuesday 15 June 2010 
1.15pm at Yoredale, Bainbridge 

 
Meeting to Commence at 1.15pm 
 
1. Welcome 

2. Apologies 

3. Approval of minutes, and matters arising (not on the agenda) 

4. Public Question time – three minutes per speaker (those wishing to speak should 

make themselves known to the Secretary at the start of the meeting or in advance 

of the meeting)  

5. Future Forum Meetings 

- Agenda Items 

- Dates  

6. Survey of Landowners and Managers 

7. North Yorkshire Local Transport Plan 

8. Public Rights of Way Annual Report 2009/10 (will be circulated at the meeting) 

9. Signing of ‘other routes with public access’ 

10. Report back from Advisory Groups: 

 Access on Foot Advisory Group 

 Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group 

 Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group 

11. Secretary’s Report (Items for note and consideration by Forum Members) 

12. Update on members’ activities (Brief reports of activities relating to the Forum) 
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Unapproved Minutes 
Annual General Meeting of the Yorkshire Dales Local Access Forum 

Held on Tuesday 23 February 2010  
Yoredale, Bainbridge 

 
 

Present: Michael Bartholomew (MB) – Chair, David Bartlett (DB), Andrew Colley (AC), 
David Gibson (DG), Neil Heseltine (NH), Guy Keating (GK), Michael Kenyon (MK), Robert 
Mayo (RM), Ken Miller (KM), Stuart Monk (SM), Jerry Pearlman (JP), Malcolm Petyt (MP), 
Mike Stephenson (MS), Alistair Thompson (AT), Pat Whelan (PWh), Phillip Woodyer (PW). 
 
YDNPA Officers present: Alan Hulme (AH), Rachel Briggs (RB) – LAF Secretary, Kathryn 
Beardmore (KB), Jon Avison (JA), Meghann Hull (MH). 
 
The meeting started at 1.15pm. 
 
 
1. Election of Chair and Vice Chair 
 
JA began the meeting by explaining the process for election of Chair.   
 
DG proposed MB.  This was seconded by PW.  No further nominations were received.  MB 
spoke to the meeting.  There were no questions. 
 
MB was elected as Chair of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum for a year. 
 
MB then asked for nominations for Vice Chair.   
 
DG nominated PW.  This was seconded by AC.  No further nominations were received.  
 
PW was elected as Vice Chair of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum for a year. 
 
 
2. Welcome 
 
MB welcomed Neil Heseltine (NH), Stuart Monk (SM) and Mike Stephenson (MS) to the 
meeting, as new members of the YDAF.  He then asked for the new members to introduce 
themselves. 
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3. Apologies 
 
Apologies were received from Jon Beavan (JB) and Stephen Butcher (SB). 
 
 
4. Approval of Minutes 
 
The minutes of the previous meeting were approved as a true record of the meeting. 
 
Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 
There were several matters raised: 
 
(a) The issue of the YDAF not receiving consultations from Natural England and 
DEFRA was raised by KM.  DG said that this was partly due to the fact that there is 
currently no regional LAF contact for the Yorkshire and Humberside region and so 
consultations are not being circulated from a central point.  Defra have now agreed that 
until a regional secretary is appointed, consultations will be sent straight to the individual 
LAF secretaries in this region.   
 
(b) KM also raised the issue of uncertainty over the National English Access Forum 
(EAF) and asked for the YDAF to offer assistance to Duncan Graham from the Cumbria 
LAF who is seeking continued support from Natural England for the National Forum.  This 
was supported by members. 
 
MB to write to Duncan Graham to offer the support of the YDAF with his 
representation at the EAF. 
 
(c) MP asked for legal clarification regarding item 10 of the minutes, page 3.  In relation 
to unclassified unsurfaced roads (UURs) Doug Huzzard (DH) from North Yorkshire County 
Council (NYCC) had spoken about the 2026 definitive map cut off date and said that ‘in his 
view, they [UURs] would not lose whatever public rights they may have.  After 2026, if the 
date is enforced, they would not be able to be entered on the definitive map, and would 
remain as ORPAs (other routes with public access).’  MP’s concern was with the use of 
the phrase ‘in his view’ and wanted the legal view on this matter. 
 
RB to seek legal clarification on the issue of the 2026 definitive map cut off date and 
UURs. 
 
DG informed members that DH had been to a meeting of the North Yorkshire LAF and had 
now amended this view.  The position is that any public rights over UURs not shown on 
the Definitive Map by 2026 (the cut off date) would be lost and not recorded.  KB said the 
YDNPA recognised this and it was the reason why the YDNPA had undertaken DMMOs 
for routes such as Gorbeck Road.  JP added that the Trail Riders Fellowship (TRF) had 
produced a very informative report on this issue a few years ago.  
 
(d) There was a discussion as to how members should deal with urgent consultations 
that sit outside the dates of the full meetings of the YDAF.  The example given was the 



 3

recent consultation for a fence to be erected on open access land on Whernside Common.  
The consultation was received by RB who gave members the following options: 

1. To deal with the consultation via email. 
2. To call a special meeting of the YDAF which could be based around a site visit to 

agree the YDAF’s response. 
 
Due to the inclement weather in January 2010, members chose to respond to the 
consultation via email.  The response can be seen in the annex to the minutes. 
 
MP thought that the process worked well and added that the Lake District LAF deal with all 
public path order consultations in this manner.  The responses are then included in the 
papers for the full meeting to ensure that they are kept within the public domain.  KB 
thought that was the pertinent point and suggested that when consultations are dealt with 
outside of the meeting, that the responses be put in the Secretary’s Report.  It was agreed 
that this was a good way forward. 
 
Members agreed that when consultations cannot be dealt with within the timescale 
of a full meeting of the YDAF, RB will send the information round to all members of 
the YDAF as well as members of the relevant advisory group where appropriate.  
The response will then be submitted in the Chair’s name.  In exceptional 
circumstances, a special meeting of the YDAF will be held to discuss consultations.  
All responses of consultations will be included within the Secretary’s Report. 
 
 
5. Public Question Time 
 
There were no public questions. 
 
 
6. Future Forum Meetings 
 
Dates of meetings 
 
Dates for meetings during 2010 are: 

15 June - Yoredale, Bainbridge – 1.15pm. 
19 October – Venue TBC – 1.15pm 
 

Future Agenda Items 
 
Future agenda items include: 

• A presentation by JB on dogs and access. 
• An officer from Lancashire County Council to be invited to talk about access for all 

and, in particular, Trampers. 
 
MB asked members if they would like to be consulted on definitive map modification 
orders.  Members agreed to leave this to the Access on Foot Advisory Group to deal with. 
 
MB asked members to send any further agenda items to himself or RB. 
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7. Review of nominated LAF members of groups linked to the Yorkshire Dales 
Access Forum 

 
MB went through each of the groups listed in the report and the YDAF reviewed the 
representative for each group in turn. 
 
Access on Foot Advisory Group 
 
MB thought that NH’s contribution to the Access on Foot Advisory Group would be well 
received.  NH agreed to attend the meetings. 
 
NH, DB and MK to represent the YDAF on the Access on Foot Advisory Group. 
 
Access for All Advisory Group 
 
Members were satisfied with PW, MB, AC and PWh representing the YDAF on the 
Access for All Advisory Group. 
 
Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group 
 
Members were satisfied with AT, MK, KM and PWh representing the YDAF on the 
Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group. 
 
Air Sports Advisory Group 
 
Members were satisfied with JB representing the YDAF on the Air Sports Advisory 
Group. 
 
Water Sports Advisory Group 
 
Members were satisfied with AC and PW representing the YDAF on the Water Sports 
Advisory Group. 
 
Caves and Crags Access Advisory Group 
 
GK expressed a concern with the make up of the Cave and Crag Access Advisory Group.  
He felt that there were too many YDNPA officers in attendance and not enough members 
representing caving and climbing.  RB agreed to look into recruiting more members to the 
group. 
 
Members were satisfied with MK and JB representing the YDAF on the Caves and 
Crags Access Advisory Group. 
 
Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group 
 
Members were satisfied with PWh, JB, MB and KM to representing the YDAF on the 
Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group, as well as their individual interests. 
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Cumbria Countryside Access Partnership Board 
 
As the Chair of the YDAF, it was noted that MB should continue to represent the YDAF on 
the Cumbria Countryside Partnership Board. 
 
 
8. Report back from Advisory Groups 
 
Access on Foot Advisory Group 
 
DG presented the minutes of the Access on Foot Advisory Group. 
 
KM raised the issue of the British Standards for gaps, gates and stiles and asked that this 
be looked at by the relevant advisory groups. 
 
RB to ensure the relevant advisory groups look at the British Standard for gaps, 
gates and stiles. 
 
JP asked if the details of the infrastructure on access land had been made public yet.  AH 
said that the information became live on the website at the end of December 2009.  This 
can be viewed at http://www.yorkshiredales.org.uk/openaccess-infrastructure.htm 
 
JP asked if all members could view the list of long term obstructions that would be going to 
the next meeting of the Access on Foot Advisory Group.  It was agreed to send this round 
all members. 
 
RB to send the list of long term obstructions to all members of the YDAF for 
information. 
 
 
Access for All Advisory Group 
 
PW presented the minutes from the Access for All Advisory Group.   
 
PWh offered to attend meetings of the NFU and Young Farmers to encourage landowners 
to adopt accessible features on any public rights of way that may cross their land. 
 
 
Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group 
 
KM presented the minutes of the Bridleways and restricted Byways Advisory Group. 
 
PWh asked if the issue of accessing Ministry of Defence (MoD) land at Catterick could be 
revisited at a later date.  It was agreed that this would be a good idea. 
 
RB to raise the issue of access to MoD land at Catterick at a future meeting of the 
Bridleways and restricted Byways Advisory Group. 
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DG added that Richard Brookes, Access Officer from the Defence Estates, would be 
addressing the North Yorkshire LAF at its next meeting on Thursday 25 February. 
 
 
Cave and Crag Access Advisory Group 
 
GK presented the minutes from the Caves and Crags Access Advisory Group.   
 
GK added that he had an issue with the accuracy of the minutes.  He said that he had 
been misquoted, and was worried, for the minutes were in public circulation.  KB 
apologised, and suggested that, to avoid this happening in future, minutes be circulated to 
all members of the advisory groups for comments on accuracy and then re-circulated 
before they become public ‘unapproved’ minutes.  The minutes will remain unapproved 
until the next meeting of the advisory group where they can be formally ‘agreed’, or 
modified, in the normal manner. 
 
 
Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group 
 
MP presented the minutes from the Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group.   
 
 
Water Sports Advisory Group 
 
MP asked that annex 3 of the minutes of the full meeting of the YDAF on 23 September 
2009, in relation to access to water, be formally noted. 
 
All members formally noted and agreed to the YDNPA legal clarification on the issue 
of access to water within the Secretary of State Guidance. 
 
 
9. CRoW Act Statutory Review and Reassessment of Restrictions and 

Exclusions – consultation 
 
AH gave a presentation to explain the review of the CROW Restrictions before the Forum.  
The options considered for each of the exclusions and restrictions was for them to: 

• remain unchanged,  
• for them to be revoked or  
• for them to be varied.  

 
Members debated each of the consultation reports: 
 
(a) Grassington Moor and Askrigg Common 
 
Grassington Moor and Askrigg Common were taken together as they are both restrictions 
for dogs to be kept on a short lead from 1st August until 10th December. 
 
GK asked if the current restrictions were effective.  AH confirmed that the areas had been 
monitored and that they seemed to work i.e. dogs are kept on short leads. 
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Some members felt that the signage was unclear and that it should specify that where 
dogs are to be kept on a short lead, this means 2m.   
 
Members were unanimous in their recommendation that the dog restrictions on 
Grassington Moor and Askrigg Common remain unchanged but that the signage be 
revisited. 
 
(b) Holgates Pasture 
 
The outline direction for the exclusion of dogs from Holgates Pasture due to the presence 
of suckler cows and calves was debated. 
 
NH’s view was that if the farmer felt there was an issue with the behaviour of his suckler 
herd and dogs, that this should be acknowledged and that therefore, the direction should 
remain unchanged.  KM was in agreement with this and added that there have been 
numerous incidents of suckler cows attacking dogs and people this last year. 
 
DG posed the question that if the direction had never been used, why was it required at 
all?  He also wondered what sort of precedent it set to other landowners, his concern 
being that more applications for similar directions may start coming in.  AT agreed with 
DG’s point and added that he thought the direction should be removed. 
 
Members were asked to vote for the direction remaining unchanged or the direction being 
removed.  The results were six votes to keep the direction unchanged, six votes to remove 
the direction and three abstentions. 
 
Members could not reach agreement with regards to a recommendation on the 
outline direction for the exclusion of dogs at Holgates Pasture.  The vote was six 
members in favour of keeping the direction unchanged and six in favour of 
removing the direction.  Three members abstained from the vote.  The chair felt that 
the use of his casting vote would not be helpful. 
 
There was then a discussion with regards to signage of the parcel of land.  The 
presentation by AH had showed a sign on the gate depicting a bull which was deemed 
misleading.   
 
MP said that as a walker with a dog, he would respond more to a sign saying that dogs are 
excluded due to the presence of suckler cows and calves.   
 
There was a discussion with regards to the use of signs within the YDNP and it was 
agreed that members did not wish to see a proliferation of signs but that in this instance, 
the bull in field sign should be removed and replaced with a more specific sign warning of 
the dangers of suckler cows and calves. 
 
AH to look at the signage at Holgates Pasture. 
 
 
(c) Quarry Wood 
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The restriction of the public from Quarry Wood was debated by members. 
 
The point at issue is a legal one: if a landowner has a long history of charging for 
admission to a parcel of land, going back well beyond the CROW Act, his or her land is 
exempt from the provisions of the act.  In the case of Quarry Woods, a fee for public 
admission has been levied since the nineteenth century.   Some members regretted that 
this is the case, but the legal point is insuperable.  
 
Members were unanimous in their recommendation that the restriction to exclude 
people from Quarry Wood remain unchanged. 
 
 
(d) Wood End 
 
The direction for the complete exclusion of CROW rights at Wood End, Hubberholme, was 
debated. 
 
MB thought that the direction should remain unchanged but was concerned about access 
to the access land above the Wood End parcel.  AH said that he had tried to negotiate 
access previously but that the landowner had not agreed to it.  MB asked that AH try 
again. 
 
Members were unanimous in their recommendation that the direction to exclude 
people from Wood End remain unchanged.  
Members recognised that access from Hubberholme to the access land above Wood 
End was a separate matter, but asked AH to find a means of access, if possible, to 
the access land from somewhere near this location. 
 
 
(e) Fire Prevention Directions 
 
AH went through the options for how fire prevention directions could be dealt with.  All 
members were in agreement that these should be dealt with by the YDNPA, as with the 
current method. 
 
Members were unanimous in their recommendation that the YDNPA, as the relevant 
Authority, deal with non-application directions (outline) on behalf of the landowners. 
 
 
10. Cumbria Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
 
MB presented the paper on the Cumbria Rights of Way Improvement Plan annual work 
programme and asked for members’ formal agreement to the plan. 
 
Members agreed to the annual work programme for March 2010 to April 2011 of the 
Cumbria Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 
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11. Possible boundary extension to the Northern and Western boundary of the 

Yorkshire Dales National Park – consultation 
 
MB presented the paper on the proposed boundary extension to the Yorkshire Dales 
National Park Authority.  He took each candidate area of the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park separately, and said one of the key factors for the LAF to consider was whether the 
three areas’ access opportunities would benefit from management by the National Park 
Authority: 
 
Yorkshire Dales West 
 
As a resident of this area, MP declared an interest.  He added that, although the Ranger 
Services within Cumbria County Council have improved over the past few years, he felt 
the area’s rights of way would benefit greatly from being in the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park.  He also noted that the landscape was very similar to that of other areas in the Park, 
particularly around Dentdale and Whernside and so was worthy of inclusion.  Members all 
agreed that this area had stunning natural beauty and good opportunities for recreation. 
 
Members of the YDAF were in strong agreement that the Yorkshire Dales West area 
should be included within the boundary of the Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
 
Yorkshire Dales North 
 
Members of the Forum were particularly enthusiastic about this area, to include the Howgill 
Fells in the Yorkshire Dales National Park. Members all agreed that this area had stunning 
natural beauty and good opportunities for recreation. 
 
Members of the YDAF were in full agreement that the Yorkshire Dales North area 
should be included within the boundary of the Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
 
Orton Fells 
 
KM said that he thought this area was more akin to the Yorkshire Dales National Park than 
the Lake District National Park.  
 
AT asked what the general opinions were of officers from the YDNPA and the Lake District 
National Park Authority (LDNPA).  JA said that the YDNPA would be happy to have the 
Orton Fells area included within the boundary of the Yorkshire Dales National Park, and 
the LDNPA were neutral at this stage. 
 
MS asked about the opinions of the local communities.  KB said she had been to all but 
one of the local consultation meetings and that local communities were keen to receive as 
much information as possible about what being in a National Park would mean.  Members 
all agreed that this area had similar natural beauty to the Yorkshire Dales National Park 
and good opportunities for recreation. 
 
Members of the YDAF were in full agreement that the Orton Fells area should be 
included within the boundary of the Yorkshire Dales National Park. 
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DB went on to say that the response from the YDAF with regards to the possible boundary 
extension should add that the increase in area must come with an increase in resources 
for the management of these areas.  PWh added that member representation on the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority should also be increased. 
 
Members were in agreement that the increase in the boundary of the Yorkshire 
Dales National Park Authority should come with an increase in funding and an 
increase in the number of YDNPA members to represent the local communities of 
these areas, with no dilution of the representation of the areas at present in the 
Park. 
 
MP closed the discussion by urging members to respond to the consultation as individuals 
as well as members of the YDAF.  Response forms can be filled in on line at 
www.lakestodaleslandscapes.org.uk 
 
 
12. Gorbeck Road – possible Traffic Regulation Order – consultation under Reg 4 

of the National Park Authorities Traffic Orders (Procedure)(England) 
Regulations 2007 

 
MP declared an interest in this item as the independent chair of the Yorkshire Dales Green 
Lanes Advisory Group (YDGLAG) and as a member of the Access Committee.  He stated 
he would not vote on any decisions and would only take part in the debate to answer 
matters of clarification. 
 
DG began the debate by recommending a permanent, all year round Traffic Regulation 
Order (TRO) be placed on Gorbeck Road.  This would be to avoid any further damage of 
the route and also because the route forms part of the Pennine Bridleway, a National Trail 
promoting use for horse riders and mountain bikers. 
 
AT agreed with DG and added that, as a Dales Volunteer, he walked the route very 
frequently and that it was very well used by walkers, horse riders and cyclists. 
 
JP felt that the YDNPA needed to ensure that a full balancing act had been considered so 
that the TRO could not be challenged by the recreational motor vehicle user groups.  KB 
responded by saying that, at this stage, no balancing act was necessary as no decision 
had been taken.  If a decision were taken for a TRO on Gorbeck Road then a full, detailed 
report explaining how the Authority had considered its duty under section 122 of the Road 
Traffic Regulation Act 1984 would be part of the decision-making process.  For now, at this 
first stage YDNPA were simply asking whether management were needed, and if 
management were needed whether the YDNPA should consider a TRO.  The consultation 
responses were a precursor to any decision. 
 
SM said that he recognised that the route is in need of managing.  He proposed that the 
route be closed during winter (end of October to the end of March).  He suggested that it 
then be monitored for two years and then discussed further after this period.  He added 
that, in his opinion, the information gathered by the YDNPA shows that up to half of the 
traffic on Gorbeck Road is agricultural vehicles.  There had also been no recorded 
accidents on the route and complaints have reduced over the past few years.  He felt that 
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there should be a place for recreational motor vehicle use on routes and that by placing a 
full TRO on Gorbeck Road it was reducing this amenity. 
 
NH commented that agricultural vehicles accessed their land along Gorbeck, out and 
back, from the Langcliffe End, and that agricultural vehicles did not use the Langscar Gate 
end where damage to the route’s surface was evident.  
 
MB confirmed that all members agreed that some sort of management was required on 
Gorbeck Road.  He then asked members to consider the kind of management that was 
required.  There were two options on the table: 

Option 1: A permanent, all year round TRO. 
Option 2: A seasonal TRO from the end of October to the end of March, for two years. 
 

Members briefly debated the two options further.  Then took a vote  The results were: 
Option 1.  10 votes 
Option 2:  3 votes 
Abstentions: 3 votes (including the abstention of the chair) 

 
Members asked that the LAF’s consultation response record the fact that consensus could 
not be reached and the views of a minority of members be also noted along with the 
majority. 
 
Of the members present, ten members agreed that for Gorbeck Road, a permanent 
all year round TRO be made to exclude all recreational motor vehicles.  Three 
members agreed that a seasonal TRO be made (end of October to the end of March) 
to exclude all recreational motor vehicles. 
The recommendation of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum, therefore, is that a 
permanent, all year round TRO be placed on Gorbeck Road. 
 
DG asked SM if he would be prepared to give a presentation on the use of recreational 
motor vehicles in the countryside at a future meeting.  SM agreed to give a presentation at 
a meeting at a later date. 
 
SM to give a presentation on the use of recreational motor vehicles in the 
countryside at a future meeting. 
 
 
13. Secretary’s Report 
 
RB presented a report of items for Members’ consideration and information.  These were: 
 

• Access Committee Dates and Venues. 
o JA reminded members that they were welcome to attend the training session 

offered to members of the Access Committee.  In October the training 
session will be on public rights of way.  RB will forward the details. 

• Yorkshire Dales Access Forum membership. 
• Cumbria Countryside Access Partnership. 
• Yorkshire Dales Access Forum Annual Report. 

o Members welcomed the new style of annual report. 
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14. Update on Members Activities 
 
Members had nothing to add to the meeting. 
 
 
 
The meeting closed at 5.15pm 
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Annex 
 
YDAF response to the Whernside Common consultation 
 
Email sent on 4 January 2010 to Ben Gray of Crescent Estates 
 
 
Dear Ben 
 
I have now had comments from some of the members of the Yorkshire Dales Access 
Forum with regards to your application for a fence on Whernside Moor.  I can confirm that 
there is full support for the application and that no site visit is required.  However, the 
following comments have been made: 
 

1. Plain wire, as per the drawing, be used and that under no circumstance barbed wire 
be used.  

2. Suggestion to have stiles at either end of the fence and then every 200m or so. 
 These could be very simple timber step over platform stiles with a balancing pole.  

3. All gates to remain unlocked for better access.  These would need to be signed if 
cattle are grazing to remind users to close the gates.  

4. That the fence be temporary and that it be removed after five years, as per the 
application drawing.  

 
It has also been suggested that you be invited to talk to the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum 
at a later date to look at the application process and to update members as to how the 
scheme has gone e.g. how well the cattle are reducing the grass and promoting the varied 
flora.  I would suggest you attending a meeting in June if you are in agreement. 
 
Thank you for consulting with the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum and best wishes for 
2010. 
 
Rachel Briggs 
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
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Item No. 6 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

Survey of Landowners and Manager 
 

 
Purpose of this report 
 
The purpose of this report is to: 
(a) Provide members with information concerning a survey of landowners and managers 
(b) Seek members’ views on any actions that should be taken in light of the responses 

received. 
 
Background 
 
At the Local Access Forum meeting in September 2008 it was suggested that a survey of 
landowners and farmers took place with the aim of establishing their views on a number of 
access issues, and in particular what their concerns were with regard to access 
improvements. 
 
The survey 
 
A telephone survey was built in to the budget for 2009/10 and took place in February 2010.  
The report gives more detail on the survey methodology.  Landowners and farmers were 
selected at random and interviewed on a range of topics: 

• Problems arising as a result of public access to land; 

• Solutions to any access issues raised; 

• Views on physical barriers on rights of way; 

• Views on creating or upgrading new rights of way; 

• Awareness of funding available for additional public access; 

• Potential diversification of businesses; 

• Awareness of the Local Access Forum; 

• Support from local National Park Rangers. 

 
Appendix 1 contains the report detailing the responses received. 
 
Questions for the YDAF 
 
The views of the YDAF on the survey’s findings are sought. 
 
 
Mark Allum 
Access Officer Projects 
May 2010
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1.0 Introduction 

 

The Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority commissioned CN Research to 

carry out a survey of the Landowners and Managers within the Yorkshire Dales 

National Park to examine issues to do with public access to land.   

 

2.0 Background 

 

The survey was requested by the Local Access Forum. This is a statutory body 

made up of individuals with a broad range of interests who provide advice to the 

YDNPA on issues to do with improving public access to land. They are keen to 

develop a better understanding of the concerns of land manages with regard to 

improvements to public access such as the replacement of stiles with gates, or 

upgrading a footpath to a bridleway. 

 

3.0 Aims & Objectives 

 

The survey objectives were to assess: 

 

• Problems arising as a result of public access to land 

• Solutions to any access issues raised 

• Views on physical barriers on rights of way 

• Views on creating or upgrading new rights of way 

• Awareness of funding available for additional public access 

• Potential diversification of businesses 

• Awareness of the Local Access Forum 

• Support from local National Park Rangers 
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4.0 Methodology 

 

A telephone survey was carried out with 161 Landowners/Managers within the 

Yorkshire Dales National Park randomly selected from a data base of 805 

Landowners/Managers provided by Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority.   

 

All telephone interviews was carried out in CN’s Computer Assisted Telephone 

Interview (CATI) suite at its premises by experienced interviewers who are all 

trained to Market Research Society guidelines.   A mixture of shifts and times 

enabled interviewers to try calling between 9.30am to 8.00pm in order to contact 

Landowners and Managers.  Interviewers made a minimum of five call backs on 

each Landowner or Manager in order to obtain an interview.  

 

161 interviews were undertaken and this provides a confidence interval of plus or 

minus 6.9% at the 95% confidence level.  
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5.0 Executive Summary 

 

• 89% of the Landowners and Managers surveyed have public rights of way 

crossing some of their land.  Just over half (52%) have designated open 

access land.   

 

• Those with designated open access land have concerns as a result of the 

public having access to their land.  Some concerns, were leaving gates 

open, litter being left and people straying from paths - were backed up by 

personal experience.  Whereas some were perceived problems such as 

worrying of stock by dogs and being sued. These were concerns 

mentioned that had not necessarily actually arisen.  Other issues 

respondents were concerned about included people climbing over walls, 

dogs and trespassing.   

 

• 11% of the sample thought the National Park Authority can help to reduce 

open access issues by increasing signage/notices. 

 

• Landowners/managers were divided on the issue of replacing ladder stiles 

with gates. A third of the sample showed a preference for keeping ladder 

stiles, with 27% saying that gates get left open and ladder stiles keep the 

livestock where they were meant to be, 6% did not want ladder stiles 

replaced with gates and 1% said stiles were easier to see than gates.  

However, nearly half of respondents were happy to see gates used to 

improve access provided that they were stock proof and well maintained, 

and 6% did not mind either way.   

 

• A third of landowners/managers (32.5%) believed that creating new rights 

of way or upgrading existing rights of way should be considered as long as 
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it was appropriate for the land, rights of way were safe, discussed with 

landowners first and appropriately funded.  Over a third (37%) showed 

reluctance to creating new rights of way or to upgrading existing rights of 

way, saying there were enough bridleways already. 12% said this would 

not be possible on their land.   

 

• 38.5% would not agree to a proposal for a new or upgraded right of way 

on their land.  23% of the sample said their land was not suitable for such 

a proposal.  10% would consider the proposal.  Others would be prepared 

to agree if livestock and/or land were not affected, if it was beneficial to the 

public, funded, or if footpaths/bridleways were improved and/or observed 

by the public. 

 

• Three fifths of landowners/managers could not think of any other issues 

related to access that the National Park Authority should offer further 

advice or guidance on.  One in ten would like to see clear signposting on 

rights of way, showing where the public could and could not go.  One in 

ten advocated education for the public on: access, Countryside Code, 

respecting the area, littering and how to behave around livestock. 

 

• Seven out of ten landowners/managers were in an agri-environment 

scheme.   

 

• Over six out of ten landowners/managers were aware of the payments 

available for additional public access through the Higher Level 

Stewardship Scheme.  Around four out of ten were unaware of these 

payments. 

 

• Over a third of the landowners/managers have considered diversifying 

their business. 
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• 19% of the sample have considered diversifying into holiday cottage 

letting and 9% have considered bed and breakfast. The main reason given 

for considering diversification was an extra money stream.  The main 

reason for not considering diversification was due to being too busy or 

being happy with the current business, not wanting to diversify.   

 

• Half of the landowners/managers have heard of the Local Access Forum 

and over a quarter would consider applying to be part of the Local Access 

Forum. 

 

• A fifth of the sample would not consider applying to be part of the Local 

Access Forum because they did not have the time.  14% say they did not 

know anything about it and 12% are not interested.   

 

• Nine out of ten landowners/managers knew how to contact a National 

Park Ranger and half have had contact with a National Park Ranger in the 

past year. 

 

• Nine out of ten would rate the support from their National Park Ranger as 

good (30%) or very good (61%).  Only 7% regarded the support as poor. 

 

• 85% of respondents have managed their land for over 20 years.  Over two 

thirds were male and over two thirds were aged 55+.  1 respondent 

refused to give their ethnic group, but the other 160 were white.  Around a 

third of the respondents owned/managed 10 to 100 hectares of land.  

Three out of ten managed 200 or more hectares and just under a fifth 

managed 100 to 200 hectares.  One in six managed 10 hectares or less. 
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6.0 Key Findings 

 

6.1 Public rights of way and open access 

 

Around a third of the respondents owned/managed 10 to 100 hectares of land.  

Three out of ten managed 200 or more hectares and just under a fifth managed 

100 to 200 hectares.  One in six managed 10 hectares or less, see Chart 1 and 

Table 1. 

 

89% of the landowners and managers have public rights of way crossing some of 

their land.  Just over half (52%) have designated open access land.  All 3 

postcode areas have a similar distribution of open access land amongst 

respondents, see Table 3. 

 

Chart 1 
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Table 1 

 

Base

 

Approximately how
many hectares of land
do you own/manage...

10 hectares or less

10 to 100 hectares

100 to 200 hectares

200 or more hectares

161

 

26
16.1%

52
32.3%

37
23.0%

46
28.6%

 

 

Table 2 

 

Base

 

Do any public rights
of way cross any of
your land?

Yes

No

161

 

143
88.8%

18
11.2%

 

 

Table 3 

 

Base

Base

Postcode Area:

DL BD LA

Is any of your land
designated as open
access land?

Yes

No

161 53 68 40

    

83
51.6%

26
49.1%

35
51.5%

22
55.0%

78
48.4%

27
50.9%

33
48.5%

18
45.0%
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The 83 people that have designated open access land were asked about issues 

arising as a result of the public having access to their land.  Some of the 

concerns, such as leaving gates open, were grounded in personal experience of 

the landowner/manager.  28% saw gates being left open as an issue and in the 

last 12 months 35% said gates had been left open on their land.  6% were 

concerned about litter being left and 8% said litter had been left on their land.  A 

quarter (25%) were concerned about people straying from paths as an issue, and 

exactly 25% said people had strayed off paths on their land.   

 

Some perceptions of issues were worse than the actual occurrences.  25% were 

concerned about the worrying of stock by dogs, but only 19% said this had 

occurred on their land.  4% showed a concern for liability and being sued, 

however this had not happened to any sample members in the last 12 months.  

See Charts 2 and 3. 

 

Chart 2 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

 

Fire
1

Loss of privacy near buildings
1

Parking blocking access
2

Stock attacking members of the public
2

Liability and being sued
4

Litter being left
6

People straying from paths
25

Worrying of stock by dogs
25

No issues arising
28

Gates being left open
28

Other
39

What issues do you see arising because of public access to your land?

 

Other issues respondents were concerned about included people climbing over 

walls, dogs and trespassing, as shown in the table below. 
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Other: 
  Count 
People climbing over walls 8 
Dog fouling 4 
People letting dogs off leads/Dogs on land 3 
Trespassing 3 
People entering fields with livestock in them 2 
Too many people 2 
People getting lost 2 
People on bikes 2 
People accessing land where Grouse shooting is carried 
out 2 
People parking/driving cars anywhere on land 2 
Livestock getting mixed up 2 
People digging on the land without permission 1 
Hard to place cattle because of Open Access land 1 
People damaging fences 2 
People are unable to access the piece of open access 
land  1 
Total 37 

 

Chart 3 
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Other: (more than one answer could be given) 

  Count 
People climbing over walls 12 
People letting dogs off leads/Dogs on land 6 
Dog fouling 3 
People on bikes 3 
People damaging fences 3 
Trespassing 2 
People digging on the land without permission 2 
Too many people 1 
People damaging crops 1 
Motorbikes on bridleways 1 
People accessing land where Grouse shooting is carried out 1 
People parking/driving cars anywhere on land 1 
Livestock getting mixed up 1 
Hard to place cattle because of Open Access land 1 
Total 38 

 
In what ways do you think the National Park Authority can help to reduce 
these issues from occurring? 
 
11% of the sample thought the NPA can help to reduce these issues by 
increasing signage/notices. 
Table 4 

  Count 
% of 

sample 
More signage/notices 18 11% 
Do not think the Authority can help reduce these issues from occurring 7 4% 
Ensure people keep dogs on lead 6 4% 
Educate people about the area/countryside codes 6 4% 
Enforce rules/Make public aware of the rules 6 4% 
Don't know 5 3% 
More stiles 4 2% 
Ban dogs on land 3 2% 
Encourage people to stay on the footpaths 3 2% 
Speak to/work with landowners 3 2% 
Installing gates that shut themselves (e.g. spring shut) 3 2% 
It is not a big issue 3 2% 
Ensure people do not let their dogs foul on the land 2 1% 
Reverse Public Access to some areas 2 1% 
Prohibit scrambling bikes/no bikes on footpaths 2 1% 
Widen footpaths 1 1% 
More public toilets available to walkers  1 1% 
Ensure Open Access land has proper access 1 1% 
Inspect what digging has been done and try to correct it 1 1% 
Total 77 49% 
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6.2 Views on physical barriers on rights of way 

 

The National Park Authority is working to reduce physical barriers on 

rights of way, particularly close to settlements (e.g replacing ladder stiles 

with gates).  What are your views about this? 

 

Landowners/managers were divided on the issue of replacing ladder stiles with 

gates. A third of the sample showed a preference for keeping ladder stiles, with 

27% saying that gates get left open and ladder stiles keep the livestock where 

they are meant to be, 6% did not want ladder stiles replaced with gates and 1% 

said stiles are easier to see than gates.  However, nearly half of respondents 

were happy to see gates used to improve access provided that they were stock 

proof and well maintained, and 6% did not mind either way..  See Table 5 for a 

summary of responses. 

 

Table 5 (Base=160) 

  Count Percent
Gates get left open - Ladder stiles keep livestock where they are meant to 
be 43 27% 
Happy with this/Prefer gates 41 25% 
Self shut/spring loaded gates 12 7% 
Gates are good idea for walkers or those who are less mobile 10 6% 
Don't mind either way 9 6% 
Do not want ladder stiles replaced with gates 9 6% 
I do not have ladder stiles 7 4% 
Happy with gates as long as they are stock proof 6 4% 
Kissing gates 5 3% 
Happy with gates as long as people shut gates behind them 5 3% 
Leave as they are 4 2.5% 
Stiles/gates need maintained 4 2.5% 
The YDNPA should help towards costs involved 3 2% 
It depends on the circumstances whether a gate or stile should be used 3 2% 
Happy with gates as log as they are maintained 2 1% 
Stiles are easier to see than gates 2 1% 
It should be established who is responsible for the stiles/gates that the 
authority has provided 2 1% 
Total 167  
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6.3 Views on creating or upgrading new rights of way 

 

Where it would help public safety, or increase convenience or pleasure for 

the public, the National Park Authority sometimes looks to create a new 

right of way, or upgrade an existing right of way eg footpath to a bridleway 

so that it can be used by horse riders and cyclists as well as walkers.  What 

are your views about this? 

 

Over a third (37%) showed a reluctance to creating new rights of way or 

upgrading existing rights of way, saying there were enough bridleways already. 

12% said this would not be possible on their land.  A third (32.5%) were happy 

with the idea as long as it was appropriate for the land, rights of way are safe, 

discussed with landowners first and appropriately funded.  See Table 6 for a 

summary of responses. 

 

Table 6 (Base=161) 

  Count Percent 
Do not agree with this/Not happy with this 34 21% 
There are enough bridleways already 26 16% 
Would not be suitable/possible on my land 19 12% 
Happy with this/Good idea 18 11% 
Cyclists should not be allowed/Cycling damages the land 18 11% 
Depends on the circumstances/OK if appropriate 16 10% 
Horses damage the land 12 7% 
As long as they consult/discuss with landowners first 11 7% 
Leave footpaths/bridleways as they are 5 3% 
Already created new/upgraded right of way on my land 4 2.5% 
As long as the rights of way are safe 4 2.5% 
Paths/bridleways need maintaining 3 2% 
Good as it will encourage more people to use the 
paths/bridleways 2 1% 
Gates need to be kept shut 2 1% 
Need an alternative if paths/bridleways are closed 2 1% 
As long as appropriately funded 2 1% 
Don't mind 1 1% 
Total 179  
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In what circumstances would you agree to such a proposal on your land? 

 

38.5% said they would not agree to a proposal for a new or upgraded right of 

way on their land.  23% of the sample says their land was not suitable for such a 

proposal.  10% would consider the proposal.  Others would be prepared to agree 

if livestock and/or land were not affected, if it was beneficial to the public, funded, 

or if footpaths/bridleways were improved, see Table 7. 

 

Table 7 (Base=161) 

  Count 
% of 

sample 
Would not agree to such a proposal 62 38.5% 
Not applicable/Not relevant or suitable for my land 37 23% 
Would be willing to discuss/consider it 16 10% 
Depends on the circumstances 7 4% 
If it did not effect livestock 6 4% 
If it was of benefit to the public 6 4% 
If it was financially rewarding 4 2.5% 
If it was funded by YDNPA 4 2.5% 
Already have rights of way/footpaths/bridleways on my land 4 2.5% 
If I had to/If it was forced upon us 4 2.5% 
I would agree to such proposal 4 2.5% 
If people did not damage the land/If people took care of the land 4 2.5% 
There are enough footpaths/bridleways already 3 2% 
If the public stayed on the footpaths/bridleways 2 1% 
If footpaths/bridleways were tidied up/upgraded 2 1% 
If the footpaths/bridleways were safe for the public 1 1% 
Total 166  

 

Are there any other issues related to access that you think the National 

Park Authority should offer further advice or guidance on? 

 

Three fifths of landowners/managers could not think of any other issues related 

to access that the National Park Authority should offer further advice or guidance 

on.  One in ten would like to see clear signposting on rights of way, showing 

where the public could and could not go.  One in ten advocated education for the 
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public on: access, Countryside Code, respecting the area, littering and how to 

behave around livestock. 

 

Table 9 (Base=161) 

  Count 
% of 

sample
No other issues/Can't think of anything 95 59% 
Rights of way needs to be clearly signposted/The public should be more 
aware of where they can and can't go 

20 12% 

Public need educating on access/Countryside Code/respecting the 
area/littering/how to behave around livestock etc 

18 11% 

Dogs should be kept on a lead, especially around livestock 9 6% 
Gates & footpaths need to be maintained 5 3% 
People need to close gates behind them 4 2% 
Landowners need compensation/money for Rights of way through their land 4 2% 
The YDNPA need to provide facilities for the public 2 1% 
Motorbikes/Quad bikes should not be allowed on Rights of way 2 1% 
Sponsored walks should get permission before taking a route 1 1% 
Have had difficulties obtaining information about the Higher Level 
Stewardship scheme 1 1% 
Total 161 100% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

YDNPA Landowners & Managers Survey – March 2010               

  
17

 

6.4 Awareness of funding available for additional public access 

Seven out of ten landowners/managers were in an agri-environment scheme.   

 

Chart 4 
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30
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Are you in an agri-environment scheme?

 

 

Table 8 

 

Base

 

Are you in an agri-
environment scheme?

Yes

No

161

 

112
70%

49
30%

 

 

Over six out of ten landowners/managers were aware of the payments available 

for additional public access through the Higher Level Stewardship Scheme.  

Around four out of ten were unaware of these payments. 
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Chart 5 
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Table 10 

 

Base

 

Are you aware of the
payments available
for additional pu...

Yes

No

161

 

100
62%

61
38%
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6.5 Potential diversification of businesses 

 

Over a third of the landowners/managers have considered diversifying their 

business. 

 

Chart 6 
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Table 11 

 

Base
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What additional business have you considered? 

 

19% of the sample had considered diversifying into holiday cottage letting and 

9% had considered bed and breakfast, see Table 12 for a summary of 

businesses considered. 

 

Table 12 (Base=59, more than one diversification choice was coded) 

  Count 
% of 

sample 
Holiday Cottage(s) 31 19% 
Bed & Breakfast 14 9% 
Café 7 4% 
Caravan/Camp site 7 4% 
We have considered a few things, but decided not to go ahead 3 2% 
Wool shop 1 1% 
Antiques shop 1 1% 
Ice cream van 1 1% 
Farm shop 1 1% 
Sheep dog demonstrations 1 1% 
Shop 1 1% 
Open days and educational visits 1 1% 
Total 69 45% 

 

 

What are the reasons for your answer? 

 

The main reason for not considering diversification was due to being too busy or 

being happy with the current business, not wanting to diversify.  The main reason 

given for considering diversification was an extra money stream, see Table 13. 
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Table 13 (Base=161) 

  Count Percent 
Too busy/Do not have time 24 15% 
Happy with my current business/Do not want to 
diversify 20 12% 
Wanted to diversify to make extra money/income 16 10% 
Already diversified my business 14 9% 
Too old 13 8% 
I am retired/semi-retired 12 7% 
It is difficult getting planning permission 10 6% 
There are too many similar businesses in the area 9 6% 
Not in a good location/Too remote 9 6% 
It would cost to much money to diversify 8 5% 
Health & safety is an issue 5 3% 
Not able to diversify 5 3% 
Not enough demand 4 2% 
We let our land 4 2% 
Do not want to lose privacy 3 2% 
The land is unsuitable 3 2% 
We are in the process of diversifying our business 1 1% 
Facilities in the village aren't as good as they used to 
be 1 1% 
Total 161 100% 
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6.6 Awareness of the Local Access Forum 

 

Half of the landowners/managers have heard of the Local Access Forum.   

 

Chart 7 
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Table 14 

 

Base

 

Have you heard of the
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Over a quarter of landowners/managers would consider applying to be part of the 

Local Access Forum.  Interestingly respondents living in the DL postcode area 

seem more amenable to becoming part of the Local Access Forum, see Table 

15. 

 

Chart 8 
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Table 15 

 

Base

Base

Postcode Area:

DL BD LA

Would you consider
applying to be part of
the Local Acces...

Yes

No

161 53 68 40
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A fifth of the sample would not consider applying to be part of the Local Access 

Forum because they do not have the time.  14% said they do not know anything 

about it and 12% were not interested.  See Table 16 for a full summary of 

responses. 

 

Table 16 (Base=117) 

  Count 
% of 

sample 
Too busy/Do not have time 33 20.5% 
Do not know anything about it 23 14% 
Not interested/Don't want to apply 20 12% 
It is not a problem 9 6% 
I am retired/semi-retired 7 4% 
Too old 5 3% 
It is up to my son/husband/brother 4 2.5% 
No reason/Don't know 4 2.5% 
Land is not effected by rights of way 3 2% 
We are moving/Land is up for sale 3 2% 
The land is rented 2 1% 
Might apply in the future 2 1% 
They don't offer good expenses 1 1% 
Quit being a member due to 'cosmetic 
politics' 1 1% 
Total 117 72.5% 
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6.7 Support from local National Park Rangers 

 

Nine out of ten landowners/managers knew how to contact a National Park 

Ranger. 
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Half the landowners/managers have had contact with a National Park Ranger in 

the past year. 
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Nine out of ten would rate the support from their National Park Ranger as good 

(30%) or very good (61%).  Only 7% regarded the support as poor. 
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The 5 that thought the Ranger support was poor said that nothing was ever done 

about issues mentioned, or slow or biased towards users rather than land 

owners. 

Table 20 

Very poor or poor Count 
Nothing is ever done about issues mentioned 3 
Slow at acting upon issues 1 
Biased towards users rather than land owners 1 
Total 5 

 

The 2 people that said that support was neither good nor poor said they cannot 

get in contact with Rangers out of hours or haven’t had enough contact to be 

able to rate the support. 

Table 21 

Neither good nor poor Count 
Ranger only works Mon-Fri 9am-5pm - cannot get in contact out 
of these hours 1 
Haven't had enough contact to be able to rate the support 1 
Total 2 

 

The 72 people that said support is good, mentioned the ranger being helpful, 

repairs carried out well, problems resolved quickly, knowledgeable and friendly, 

able to contact them and good communication. 

Table 22 (Base=72) 

Very good or good Count 

% of 

sample 

Helpful 19 12% 
Carries out repairs well / Always repairs 
gates/styles/footpaths/signs etc 12 7.5% 
Problems/issues dealt with quickly 10 6% 
Problems/issues are always resolved 10 6% 
Knowledgeable/Questions answered 9 6% 
Friendly 8 5% 
Always able to contact them/Always available 5 3% 
Happy with the ranger 5 3% 
Keeps people informed/Good communication 4 2.5% 
Haven't had enough contact to be able to rate the support 2 1% 
Total 84 52% 
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6.8 Profile 

 

85% of respondents have managed their land for over 20 years.  Over two thirds 

were male and over two thirds were aged 55+.  1 respondent refused to give their 

ethnic group, but the other 160 were white.   

 

Table 23 

 

Base

 

Is the respondent
male or female? <Do
not read out>

Male

Female

161

 

110
68%

51
32%

 

 

Table 24 

 

Base

 

What age are you?

16 - 24 years

25 - 34 years

35 - 44 years

45 - 54 years

55 - 64 years

65 + years

Refused

161

 

2
1%

2
1%

12
7%

32
20%

39
24%

69
43%

5
3%

 

 

 

 



 

YDNPA Landowners & Managers Survey – March 2010               

  
30

Table 25 

 

Base

 

To which of the
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any other white
background

Mixed / White & Black
Caribbean / White and
Black African / White
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mixed background
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Indian / Pakistani /
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Asian background

Black or Black British /
Caribbean / African /
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background
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Chinese group

Other (Please specify)

Refused
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-
-

-
-

-
-
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-

-
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1
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Sample members were taken from across the National Park area, covering the 

three main postcode areas:  DL; BD and LA. 

 

Table 27 
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7.0 Appendices 
 

7.1 Appendix 1 – Questionnaire 

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority                
Public Access Survey 2010

Good morning/afternoon/evening, my name is ........... and I am 
calling from CN Research, we are conducting a survey on behalf of 

the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority which is looking into the 
difficulties and opportunities that land owners experience because 

of public access to their land.  Would you be able to spare a few 
minutes to answer some questions please?

Q1 Interviewer Initials:

Q2 Do you own, lease, or have any legal interest in an area of land in the Yorkshire 
Dales National Park?

Yes ......................................................... 1 Continue, Go to Q3

No........................................................... 2 Thank and end survey

Background Information

Q3 Approximately how many hectares of land do you own/manage/or have a legal 
interest in? 

10 hectares or less.......................................................................................................................... 1

10 to 100 hectares .......................................................................................................................... 2

100 to 200 hectares ........................................................................................................................ 3

200 or more hectares...................................................................................................................... 4

If they can only give you the land in acres, please 
record  the number of acres here:

Q4 Do any public rights of way cross any of your land?

Yes.................................................................................................................................................. 1

No ................................................................................................................................................... 2

Q5 Is any of your land designated as open access land?

Yes.................................................................................................................................................. 1

No ................................................................................................................................................... 2

Q6 If yes, what issues do you see arising because of public access to your land? (Do 
not prompt, tick all that apply)

Worrying of stock by dogs .............................................................................................................. 01

Tampering with machinery.............................................................................................................. 02

Gates being left open...................................................................................................................... 03

Liability and being sued .................................................................................................................. 04

Loss of privacy near buildings......................................................................................................... 05

Stock attacking members of the public ........................................................................................... 06

Litter being left ................................................................................................................................ 07

Fire.................................................................................................................................................. 08

Parking blocking access ................................................................................................................. 09

People straying from paths ............................................................................................................. 10

No issues arising............................................................................................................................. 11

Other ............................................................................................................................................... 12

If other, please specify:
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Q7 In the last year what issues have occurred on your land?  (Do not prompt, tick all 
that apply)

Worrying of stock by dogs .............................................................................................................. 01

Tampering with machinery.............................................................................................................. 02

Gates being left open...................................................................................................................... 03

Liability and being sued .................................................................................................................. 04

Loss of privacy near buildings......................................................................................................... 05

Stock attacking members of the public ........................................................................................... 06

Litter being left ................................................................................................................................ 07

Fire.................................................................................................................................................. 08

Parking blocking access ................................................................................................................. 09

People straying from paths ............................................................................................................. 10

No issues arising............................................................................................................................. 11

Other ............................................................................................................................................... 12

If other, please specify:

Q8 In what ways do you think the National Park Authority can help to reduce these 
issues from occurring?

Improving access

Q9 The National Park Authority is working to reduce physical barriers on rights of 
way, particularly close to settlements (e.g replacing ladder stiles with gates).  
What are your views about this? (Do not prompt)

Q10 Where it would help public safety, or increase convenience or pleasure for the 
public, the National Park Authority sometimes looks to create a new right of way, 
or upgrade an existing right of way eg footpath to a bridleway so that it can be 
used by horse riders and cyclists as well as walkers.  What are your views about 
this?  (Do not prompt)

Q11 In what circumstances would you agree to such a proposal on your land?

Q12 Are you in an agri-environment scheme?

Yes .............................................................. 1 No................................................................ 2

Q13 Are you aware of the payments available for additional public access through the 
Higher Level Stewardship scheme?

Yes .............................................................. 1 No................................................................ 2
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Q14 Are there any other issues related to access that you think the National Park 
Authority should offer further advice or guidance on?

Q15 Have you considered diversifying your business to cater for visitors, through 
accommodation or a cafe for example?

Yes.................... 1 Go to Q16 No ..................... 2 Go to Q17

Q16 What additional business have you considered?

Q17 What are the reasons for your answer?

Local access forum

Q18 Have you heard of the Local Access Forum which includes landowners and gives 
advice to the Authority on access matters?

Yes.................................................................................................................................................. 1

No ................................................................................................................................................... 2

Q19 Would you consider applying to be part of the Local Access Forum?

Yes.................................................................................................................................................. 1

No ................................................................................................................................................... 2

Q20 If no, why not?

Q21 Do you know how to contact your local National Park Ranger?

Yes.................................................................................................................................................. 1

No ................................................................................................................................................... 2

Q22 Have you had contact with your local National Park Ranger in the past year?

Yes ......................................................... 1 Go to Q23

No........................................................... 2 Go to Q25

Q23 How would you rate the support from your National Park Ranger?

Very poor ........................................................................................................................................ 1

Poor ................................................................................................................................................ 2

Neither poor nor good ..................................................................................................................... 3

Good ............................................................................................................................................... 4

Very good........................................................................................................................................ 5

Q24 Please can you tell us why you answered this way?

Profile Information

Q25 Is the respondent male or female? <Do not read out>

Male ............................................................ 1 Female ........................................................ 2
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Q26 What age are you?

16 - 24 years ................................................................................................................................... 1

25 - 34 years ................................................................................................................................... 2

35 - 44 years ................................................................................................................................... 3

45 - 54 years ................................................................................................................................... 4

55 - 64 years ................................................................................................................................... 5

65 + years ....................................................................................................................................... 6

Refused........................................................................................................................................... 7

Q27 To which of the following groups do you belong?

White/ British/ Irish or any other white background ........................................................................ 1

Mixed / White & Black Caribbean / White and Black African / White and Asian / Any other mixed 
background ..................................................................................................................................... 2

Asian or Asian British / Indian / Pakistani / Bangladeshi / Any other Asian background ................ 3

Black or Black British / Caribbean / African / Any other black background..................................... 4

Chinese or other ethnic Chinese group .......................................................................................... 5

Other (Please specify) .................................................................................................................... 6

Refused........................................................................................................................................... 7

If other, please specify:

Q28 How long have you owned/managed your land?

Less than 1 year ............................................................................................................................. 1

Over 1 year but less than 3 years ................................................................................................... 2

Over 3 years but less than 5 years ................................................................................................. 3

Over 5 years but less than 10 years ............................................................................................... 4

Over 10 years but less than 20 years ............................................................................................. 5

Over 20 years ................................................................................................................................. 6

Don't know ...................................................................................................................................... 7

Q29 Postcode Area:

DL................................................................ 1

BD ............................................................... 2
LA................................................................ 3

Q30 Respondents telephone number (Internal 
checking purposes only)

Thank you for taking part in this survey.                                  
If you would like to validate CN Research as a legitimate market 

research agency, please call the market research society on:       
0500 396 999

 
 



 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

The White House 
Dalston Road 

Carlisle 
Cumbria 
CA2 5UA 

 
Tel: 01228 612272 
Fax: 01228 612601 

 
Email: martin.simpson@cnresearch.co.uk 

 
www.cnresearch.co.uk 
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Item No. 7 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

North Yorkshire County Council Local Transport Plan 
Final Draft Consultation 

 
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
The purpose of this report is to: 

a) Provide members of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum (YDAF) with information 
about the public consultation North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) is currently 
undertaking on its Local Transport Plan (LTP3). 

b) Help members of the YDAF to respond to NYCC’s consultation on the Draft LTP.  
 
 
Background 
 
The LTP is a five year statutory document prepared by all transport and highway 
authorities which sets out a strategy for the development of transport in a particular area.  
The plan indicates how money will be spent in order to meet local and national targets and 
objectives.  Progress on the plan is reported through an annual progress report. 
 
There are two LTPs that cover the Yorkshire Dales National Park:  Cumbria and North 
Yorkshire.  LTPs have been produced since 2000. The first LTP (LTP1) covered the period 
between 2001-2006.  The second LTP (LTP2) covers the period 2006-2011, whilst the 
third LTP (LTP3) covers the period from 2001-2016 and is the subject of this consultation. 
 
At the meeting of the YDAF on 22 September 20091, members were consulted at a pre 
draft stage on the priorities and issues to be included by NYCC in the LTP3.  A summary 
of all the responses is available at www.northyorks.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=10446.  
Since then, NYCC have prepared the Draft LTP3 and are now consulting on its contents.  . 
A summary of the LTP3 is attached (Appendix 1) and a full copy of the Draft North 
Yorkshire Local Transport Plan can be downloaded from the North Yorkshire County 
Council’s website at www.northyorks.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8332&p=0. The 
consultation period finishes on 23 July 2010.  
 
 
About North Yorkshire’s LTP3 
 
The document is in 2 parts: 

- Part 1: Longer term strategy containing vision & objectives 
- Part 2: Delivery Plan containing funding details and project identification 

process. 
 

                                            
http://www.yorkshiredales.org.uk/item_7_-_ltp3.pdf 



 2

It has similar format to LTP2 but is much more streamlined, focused and reader friendly.  
LTP2 was based around 7 objectives LTP3 has 5 relating to: 

 
1. Local economies 
2. Environment & Climate Change 
3. Safety and Healthier Travel 
4. Access to Services 
5. Quality of Life 

 
It is noticeable that Climate Change is now included as an objective (it wasn’t in LTP2).   
 
Each objective is:  
 

• Structured to provide background, key issues and potential interventions; 
• Derived from national & regional policy, the County’s own Sustainable Community 

Strategy and 1st phase consultation results. 
• Not prioritised in any way – all are afforded the same weight. 

 
At the present time there is great uncertainty around the level of funding available to the 
public sector and the Plan is frank about cutting costs by 30%.  So it is clear that, for the 
foreseeable future, the levels of funding available will be significantly lower than was 
available for both the first and second Local Transport Plans.  This will inevitably have a 
knock on effect on the number and type of schemes and initiatives that can be delivered 
and therefore the outcomes that can be achieved.  In the first instance, spending will be 
steered towards addressing duties i.e. managing and maintaining highway network and 
road safety with improvement last.  Delivery is based around the following process: 
 

• Identifying the problem/issue 
• Identify range of possible solutions 
• Choose best solution 
• Prioritise all problems and solutions countywide 
• Produce and deliver programmes of solutions to fit available budgets. 
 

In terms of references to the National Park, the ‘Vision’ recognises the need to maintain 
and enhance a high-quality environment and cultural assets of the County.  There is 
overall recognition of the significance of designated landscapes (p.25).  National Park 
Authority’s are identified in delivery of services: (p.88): 

 
‘Working alongside partners form the two National Parks and the two Areas of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), the County Council will look to ensure that the 
impact of transport on these specially designated areas is kept to a minimum’.    

 
Regular liaison will continue to take place on both operational issues, such as reducing the 
impact of verge cutting on natural habitats, sing rationalisation through to more strategic 
issues such as the promotion of more sustainable modes of transport in the National Parks 
and AONBs. 
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Questions for the YDAF 
 
The YDAF is asked to consider the questions outlined in Appendix 2  
 
 
Andy Ryland 
Transport and Visitor Management Officer  
May 2010 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This document is a summary of the consultation draft of the third North 
Yorkshire Local Transport Plan (LTP3) which covers the period from April 
2011 to March 2016. LTP3 will replace the current LTP which runs until March 
2011.  
 
The LTP is made up of 2 parts. Part 1 is the longer term Local Transport 
Strategy which sets out the key transport related issues in the County, our 
Objectives for LTP3 and our approach to achieving them. Part 2 is the 
Delivery Plan and sets out further details of what actions we will take to 
achieve the objectives. 
 

PART 1 - LOCAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY 
 

Background 
North Yorkshire is England’s largest county and covers an area of 3200 
square miles. There are approximately 9500km of road, 4500km of footway 
and over 2000 bridges in North Yorkshire. North Yorkshire County Council is 
the local Highway Authority for the county and is therefore responsible for the 
management of most of these roads (excluding Trunk Roads and Motorways 
such as the A1 and A64 which are managed by the Highways Agency). The 
main transport networks (road and rail) are shown on the map below. 

  
 
The population of the county is approximately 600 000 people. Many of these 
people live in one of the 28 main settlements spread around the county but 
there is still a very significant rural population in smaller villages and 
communities. 



Vision, Objectives and Commitment 
Taking into account national and regional transport policies, the County 
Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy, (which is the top level strategy for 
everything that the County Council does) and the results of a first phase of 
public consultation into local peoples priorities for transport, we propose to 
adopt the following Vision, Objectives and Commitment.  
 
 
 

Although none of the objectives is afforded a higher priority than the others 
the County Council must take into account our statutory duties to manage and 
maintain the highway network and to address road safety. We must therefore 
always give a priority to fulfilling our statutory duties over exercising other 
powers we have to improve the highway network. We therefore intend to 
adopt an approach where we will always consider and fund measures to 
Manage and Maintain the network ahead of providing Improvements. We will 
also ensure that we provide sufficient resources and funding to fulfil our road 
safety duties.  

North Yorkshire Local Transport Plan (2011-2016)  
 

Vision  
 

To contribute towards the County Councils top level strategy Sustainable 
Community Strategy vision of: 

 
North Yorkshire is a place of equal opportunity where all can develop their full 
potential, participate in a flourishing economy, live and thrive in secure 
communities, see their high-quality environment and cultural assets maintained 
and enhanced, and receive effective support when they need it 

 
Objectives 

By: 
 
• supporting flourishing local economies by delivering reliable and efficient 
transport networks and services. (local economies) 
 
• reducing the impact of transport on the natural and built environment  and 
tackling climate change. (environment and climate change) 
  
• improving transport safety and security and promoting healthier travel. (safety 
and healthier travel) 
 
• promoting greater equality of opportunity for all by improving peoples access 
to all necessary services. (access to services) 
 
• ensuring transport helps  improve quality of life for all. (quality of life) 
 

Commitment 
Which can be achieved through our commitment to: 

 
Manage, Maintain and Improve transport networks and services 



Objectives 
 
Local Economies 
There are two main purposes for this objective.  These are to ensure transport 
helps the recovery of areas of the county with weaker economies (e.g. parts 
of Scarborough, Selby, Whitby and Skipton) and to maintain and grow the 
stronger economies (e.g. Harrogate, Hambleton). In both cases this is best 
achieved through making sure that the transport network is properly managed 
and maintained to allow easy transport to and between these economies. 
Where possible this will be supported by improvements to the network to 
reduce the economic impact of congestion in the larger urban areas (e.g. 
Harrogate and Scarborough) and to improve longer distance transport links 
(e.g. from York and the A1(M) to Ryedale and Scarborough). We will also 
work with neighbouring transport authorities to maintain and improve transport 
links especially into York, West Yorkshire and the Tees Valley.  
 
Environment and Climate Change 
There are three main purposes for this objective. These are to address the 
problems of climate change, to reduce transport related air quality problems 
and to protect the natural and built environment from the impact of transport. 
Whilst the overall contribution of transport in North Yorkshire to climate 
change is very small we do need to encourage people to change their travel 
behaviour by reducing  the number of trips they make and by using types of 
transport (public transport, cycling, walking) which produce less greenhouse 
gasses. However we need to balance this aim against the need for people to 
travel for their day to day business and recognise that in a rural area like 
North Yorkshire the private car is often the only feasible means of transport. 
The same travel behaviour changes will also reduce the amount of other 
pollutants from vehicles and help improve air quality at locations in North 
Yorkshire where poor air quality may lead to health problems for people.  
 
Safety and Healthier Travel 
Road safety is a statutory duty for the County Council. Although significant 
improvements have been made, with over 500 people still killed or seriously 
injured each year on roads in North Yorkshire improved road safety remains a 
high priority. Analysis of accident records has allowed us to identify high risk 
locations, routes and groups of road users and to target our actions 
appropriately. We will continue to use a range of methods of improving road 
safety based around the three ‘E’s’ of Education (informing people how they 
can improve road safety), Enforcement (enforcing traffic laws) and 
Engineering (maintaining or improving roads and footways at known accident 
sites). We also propose to add a new fourth ‘E’ of Engagement which is 
working together with local people to make roads safer. We also propose to 
continue to promote healthier types of ‘active’ travel such as walking and 
cycling. This not only reduces congestion and air pollution but can often 
improve people’s individual health and help reduce obesity. 
 
Access to Services 
Although most people in North Yorkshire have good access to the services 
they need (education, employment, healthcare and food shopping)  there are 



still a significant number who experience difficulties due to either personal 
circumstances (e.g. age, disability, cost), location (e.g. remote rural areas a 
long way from services) or most often a combination of both. Working with 
partners such as bus companies and community transport operators we will 
seek to maintain and where possible improve transport services and 
infrastructure to help people to access the services they need. We will also 
continue to help provide more services locally so that people don’t need to 
travel as far. 
 
Quality of Life 
It is hard to fully define Quality of Life but it is clear that transport, can have 
both a positive and negative impact on everyone’s day to day life. Through 
making progress towards achieving the four other objectives we will make a 
positive attempt to improve the quality of life of residents and transport users 
in North Yorkshire. 
 

PART 2 - DELIVERY 
 

Funding 
The funding for delivering the LTP is classed as either capital funding, which 
in broad terms can only be used for maintaining and improving transport 
infrastructure and revenue funding, which can only be spent on day to day 
maintenance, such as snow clearing, gully emptying, minor pot hole repairs 
and on supporting bus services. Most of the capital funding is provided 
through the government.  Revenue funding is raised from Council tax (approx 
25%) and government grants (approx. 75%).  Due to cuts in public spending 
early indications are that we will probably need to reduce funding for the LTP 
by about 30% compared with what we currently spend. Over the next 5 to 10 
years there therefore are likely to be significant reductions in the money that is 
available to deliver the LTP. 
 
Whilst we will continue to try to make better use of the money we do have 
available through efficiencies and better ways of working the level of savings 
that we will need to make will inevitably lead to significant cuts in what we can 
do. As previously discussed the County Council has statutory duties to 
manage and maintain the network and to address road safety issues. We will 
always ensure that we fulfil these ‘duties’ before we consider funding other 
improvements to the network and services. 
 
Delivering Schemes    
In order to ensure that we effectively use the money we have available 
through efficiencies and better ways of working the County Council has 
adopted the following approach to delivering schemes: 
 
Identify the transport problems/issues  Identify a range of possible solutions 

 Choose the best solution to the problems/issues  Prioritise all the 
problems/issues and their chosen solutions countywide  Produce and 
deliver programmes of solutions to fit the available budgets. 
 
 



Problem Identification 
The first step in this process is problem identification. For highway 
maintenance this will continue to be based on a series of annual network 
surveys which identify the sections of roads and footways / cycle tracks that 
are most in need of maintenance works. For other schemes and initiatives we 
propose to use a range of different methods. These include analysis of road 
accident records, analysis of traffic, air quality and congestion data and 
different ways of asking residents and transport users what they think the 
main issues are. This includes proposals to set up of a small number of local 
transport forums which will meet twice a year to allow people to discuss their 
local transport needs with the County Council and other transport providers. A 
major transport issue in North Yorkshire over the next 10 to 20 years is likely 
to be the extra traffic generated by the anticipated growth in housing and 
population in the County. The County Council is already working with the local 
planning authorities (district councils) and developers to identify the likely 
scale of the problems, to identify necessary highway and transport 
improvements and to try to identify both the public and private funding that will 
allow the improvements to be delivered as and when they are needed.      
 
Selection of Solutions 
For each problem identified there are likely to be a number of different 
solutions available. For highway maintenance the selection of the most 
appropriate solution is fairly straight forward and usually depends on the type 
of the maintenance problem that exists. For example slippery roads will 
probably require some type of surface treatment to restore skid resistance, a 
road with minor pot hole damage will probably only require patching to make it 
waterproof whereas a more deep seated structural failure will require fully 
reconstructing. Other problems identified through the problem identification 
processes described above are likely to have a wider range of solutions 
available. For example we may be able to reduce congestion in a town centre 
by changing the timings of traffic signals, by stopping inappropriate car 
parking on the road, by improving a junction or even by building a new road.  
To make the best use of the funding available when deciding upon the most 
appropriate solution we will always use “manage and maintain” types of  
solution before the improvement options,.   By addressing 80% of the 
identified problem for 20% of the cost it allows us to use the remaining money 
to address other problems. 
 
Scheme Prioritisation and Programming 
The County Councils highways programme will continue to be made up of 3 
elements, one for highway maintenance, one for bridge and structure 
maintenance and one for other transport improvements. The highway and 
bridge maintenance elements is based on the maintenance need so that the 
sections of highway (road or footway) that most need maintenance get the 
highest priority. The programme is tailored to the budget available. For other 
transport improvements all solutions are prioritised based on their relative 
contribution to all of the LTP 3 Objectives. So for example a solution that 
improves road safety and reduces congestion is likely to score better and 
therefore be programmed earlier, than a solution that only improves road 



safety. The County Council will have a two year rolling programme of highway 
works that matches the available budget. 
 
Indicators and Targets 
Throughout the time period of the LTP we need to ensure that the schemes 
and initiatives we deliver on the ground actually contribute towards making 
progress against the LTP objectives and also assess how well we are 
maintaining the highway network. In order to do so the County Council will 
undertake a rigorous performance management regime. The principle of this 
regime is that we will seek to answer some Key Performance Questions using 
a range of relevant indicators and targets that represent what we are trying to 
achieve through LTP3. These will be monitored by the County Council on a 
regular basis (quarterly or annually as appropriate) to identify progress.   If 
insufficient progress is being made appropriate remedial action will be 
identified to get back on track. Progress against indicators and proposed 
remedial action will also be reported on an annual basis for discussion at the 
Local Transport Partnerships. The main indicators we propose to adopt are 
shown below. 
Objective / 
Theme 

Key Performance Questions 
 

Key Outcome Indicators   
 

Local 
Economies 
 
 
 

 
 

• How well does transport contribute 
towards supporting and sustaining local 
economies? 
• How well are we reducing congestion in 
the main urban areas? 
• How well are we improving connections 
between local, regional and national 
economies? 

• Bus punctuality in Harrogate and 
Scarborough  
• Bus patronage on key corridors  
• Local journey time, journey time reliability 
and congestion Indictors*  

Environment 
and Climate 
Change 

• What are we doing to improve or 
reduce our impact on the environment? 
• How much have we reduced transport 
related carbon emissions in the County? 
• How much have we improved Air 
Quality in key locations? 
What are we doing to adapt to climate 
change? 

• Recycled materials used in highway 
operations 
• Air Quality Management Area pollutant 
levels 
• Road Transport emissions of CO2 per km 
travelled 
• Carbon footprint of highway maintenance 
and improvement works by NYCC*  

Safety and 
Healthier 
Travel 

• How much have we reduced road 
casualties in North Yorkshire? 
• Have much have we reduced the 
perception of road danger? 
How much has transport contributed to 
improving people’s health? 

• To reduce the number of people killed in 
road collisions  
• To reduce the number of people seriously 
injured in road collisions  
• To reduce the number of children and 
young people (<18) killed or seriously 
injured in road collisions  
• Mode share of journeys to school 

Access to 
Services 

• How easy is it to access the services 
they need? 
• How much are we improving people’s 
access to service through better 
transport? 
•  How much are we improving people’s 
access to service through local provision 
of services?  

• NI 177 Local bus service patronage 
• Ease of peoples ability to access key 
services* 
 

Quality Of 
Life 

By achieving the other key LTP3 objectives we will be working towards improving the 
quality of life for residents and transport users in North Yorkshire. 

Highway 
Maintenance 

• How well are we maintaining the road 
and footway network? 
• How well are we maintaining 
structures? 

• Improve or maintain condition of the   
carriageway on Cat. 2 (Strategic Routes)  
• Improve or maintain condition of the   
carriageway on Cat. 3a and 3b (Main and 
Secondary Distributor) roads  
• Improve or maintain condition of the 
footway on the most used (Cat. 1, 1a and 2) 
pedestrian routes.  



 
Local Transport Plan 3 (LTP3)  

Questionnaire 
 
The Local Transport Plan (LTP) is a document that the Government requires all local transport authorities 
to produce. North Yorkshire County Council is the transport Authority responsible for transport in North 
Yorkshire.  
 
North Yorkshire County Council’s third LTP (LTP3) will set out our plans and strategies for maintaining and 
improving all aspects of the local transport system over the period 2011 to 2016. LTP3 will replace our 
second LTP (LTP2), which finishes in March 2011. 
 
To help us understand what people in North Yorkshire want to see in the LTP3 and to continue to provide 
the highest quality service to residents and transport users in North Yorkshire, we would like you to answer 
the following questions. If you have any further comments please feel free to supply them on additional 
sheets. 
  
Please base your responses on what you think you would like to see in the future (from March 2011). 
 
PLEASE USE CAPITAL LETTERS AND MARK THE APPLICABLE BOXES WITH A CROSS 
 
Q.1 Do you understand what the LTP3 is trying to achieve? 

Yes  No  Unsure  
Please tell us your reasons below: 

 

 
Q.2 Do you agree that the proposed objectives and priorities we have suggested are about right 
            for… 

a) your local area? 

Yes  No  Unsure  

Please tell us your reasons below: 
 
 

b) North Yorkshire as a whole? 

Yes  No  Unsure  
Please tell us your reasons below: 

 
 

c) Is there anything that should be given greater consideration? 
 
 
 



Q.3 Broadly, what do you think will be the three main challenges for transport in North Yorkshire 
in the next five to ten years? For instance, the need for a more extensive transport network, 
seasonal factors, limited funding or any other consideration. 

1 
 
 

2 
 
 

3 
 
 

 
Q.4 Do you think the types of solution we are proposing are the right ones to help achieve our 

objectives and priorities?  
Yes, all of them  Not at all  
Yes, some of them  Unsure  
Please tell us your reasons below: 

 

 
 

Q.5 Are there any other types of solution you think we should consider? 

Yes  No  Unsure  

Please tell us your reasons below: 

 

 

 
Q.6 Do you agree with our proposal that we should spend more on the management and 

maintenance of the existing network and services as a higher priority than making transport 
improvements?  

Yes  No  Unsure  
Please tell us your reasons below: 

 
 

 
Q.7 If you would like to make any other comments that you would wish us to consider in 

developing our plans and strategies for maintaining and improving all aspects of local 
transport, please detail these below: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Q.8 Your response…  
On behalf of an organisation  As an individual  
Organisation Name: 
 
Contact Name: 
 

Post Code: 



Equality monitoring questions 
 
We want to make sure that the services we deliver do not unfairly discriminate against anyone. We also 
want to make sure that the right services are reaching the right people at the right time. To help us make 
sure that we are doing this correctly it would be helpful if you could answer the following questions about 
yourself. 
 
You do not have to answer these questions. It will not make any difference to the service you receive if you 
choose not to answer them. The information you provide will be made anonymous. No personal 
information, such as your name or address will be used in collating statistical data. 
 
However, by answering the questions you will help us to make sure that our services are fair and 
accessible to everyone. If you are replying on behalf of an organisation you do not need to complete 
these equality monitoring questions. 
 
PLEASE USE CAPITAL LETTERS AND MARK THE APPLICABLE BOXES WITH A CROSS 
 

 
  

 

1. What is your gender?  

Male  

Female  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.         What is your age group  

16-19     20-29  

30-39     40-49  

50-64     65-74  

75-84     85+  

 
 
3.      What is your ethnic group? Please select one option from A – E  to best describe your ethnic group 

or background 
A White  

B Mixed / multiple ethnic groups  

C Asian / Asian British  

D Black / African / Caribbean / Black British  

E Other ethnic group (please specify) 
 

 

 
 
4.        Do you consider yourself to be a disabled person or to have a long-term, limiting condition? 

A Yes   

B No  

How would you describe the nature of your impairment or condition? 
 

 
 

Thank you for taking the time to answer our questions. Your views are important to us. 
 
 
 



 
Please return your completed questionnaires to 

LTP Team, North Yorkshire County Council, DL7 8BR, or email ltp@northyorks.gov.uk  

by Friday 23rd July 2010 

If you have any queries or wish to send comments, please contact... 
 
LTP Team 
Tel: 08458 727374 
Fax: 01609 779838 
Email: ltp@northyorks.gov.uk 
 
 
 
If you would like this information in another language or format such as braille, large print or audio 
please ask us. 
Tel: 01609 532917 
Email: communications@northyorks.gov.uk 

Local Transport Plan 
North Yorkshire County Council 
Business and Environmental Services 
County Hall 
Northallerton 
DL7 8AH 

 
 
 
 

mailto:ltp@northyorks.gov.uk
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Item No. 8 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

Public Rights of Way Annual Report 2009/10 
 
 
Purpose of this report 
 
To present the Rights of Way Annual Report to members, which outlines progress made 
on public rights of way maintenance over the period April 2009 to March 2010.  
 
 
Background 
 
As part of the Delegation Agreements with North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) and 
Cumbria County Council (CCC), the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority (YDNPA) is 
required to produce an Annual Report on progress in relation to works conducted on rights 
of way within the two Authority areas, by May of each year.   
 
The proposed report is divided into our specific areas of responsibility and Members may 
wish to pay particular attention to section 5.0 - Ease of Use Results 2009/10. 
  
Two new indicators have been agreed by the English National Parks Joint Improvement 
Group, which were collected by all the English National Parks for 2009.  These two 
indicators combined give the new Ease of Use indicator for the English National Parks. 
These are: 
 

• Percentage of rights of way that are easy to use which follow the exact definitive 
line. (This year’s result is 81%). 

 
• Percentage of rights of way that are easy to use which may not follow the exact 

definitive line. (This year’s result is 10%). 
 

Combining the two indicators gives an actual result from the 2009 Ease of Use survey 
of 91% for the National Park.  
 

In addition Members may like to note that our corporate plan objectives for 2009/10 were: 
 
• Carry out works to nine significant river crossings. 
• Repair 4km of previously engineered routes. 
• Carry out engineering works to a further 2.6km of eroded routes. 
• Reduce the number of places where a right of way is not indicated where it 

leaves a metalled road from 53 to 35. 
• Maintain and improve the rights of way infrastructure so the percentage of 

furniture in condition 1 increases from 94% to 95%. 
• Remove 20 obstructions. 
• Continue to implement the Pennine Way Maintenance Report in conjunction with 

Natural England. 
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• Develop a programme of at least five events to promote use of the Pennine Way 
• Launch the Three Peaks Project to aid maintenance of the Three Peaks routes. 
 

In addition we have continued to secure funding through Natural England for the 
management and development of the Pennine Bridleway and Pennine Way National 
Trails. 
 
 
On-going monitoring 
 
In 2006 we produced a detailed five year maintenance plan and set up an in-house rights 
of way monitoring system based on Mapinfo, our GIS IT system.  This system is proving 
invaluable, and whilst it still has the occasional wrinkle to iron out, it gives us a very clear 
understanding of the scale of works necessary to fulfil our responsibilities in relation to the 
future management and enhancement of the PRoW network.    
 
We have also developed the system further to include information about works we have 
carried out on Green Lanes/Unclassified Unsurfaced Roads, which are not covered by the 
public rights of way delegation agreements.   
 
 
Conclusion 
 
During 2009/10 we have continued to deliver significant outputs in relation to the 
maintenance of stiles, gates, signs and footbridges, as well as maintaining and repairing 
over 6km of footpaths and bridleways.  
 
It has been a busy and demanding year, and as the Maintenance Plan recording system is 
proving invaluable we are confident that we are on target to deliver the five year 
Maintenance Plan. 
 
 
Action for the YDAF 
 
That Members note the report. 
 
 
 
Alan Hulme  
Ranger Services Manager 
 
25th May 2010  
 
 
Background documents: 
 
Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority (2006) Public Rights of Way Maintenance Plan 
2006 to 2011. 
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Helicopter Lift, Plover Hill, Pen Y Ghent 



 
Appendix 1 PROW Annual Report 2009 10 Final 

2

1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 The Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority has delegated Highway Authority 
responsibilities for 2123 km of Public Rights of Way (footpaths, bridleways, byways open 
to all traffic and restricted byways) within the National Park. The Delegation Agreements 
are with North Yorkshire County Council (1879km) and Cumbria County Council (244km).   
 
1.2 The Delegation Agreements cover a broad range of functions that allow for the 
management of public paths on the ground and for the maintenance of the Definitive Map.  
These can be summarised as follows:  

• Signposting of public paths 
• The maintenance and improvement of public paths 
• The maintenance of river crossings 
• Traffic Regulation and Temporary Closure Orders 
• Public Path and Definitive Map Modification Orders 
• Enforcement and protection of public rights 
• Duty to review update and maintain the Definitive Map 
• Management and development of National Trails in conjunction with Natural 

England. 
 
1.3 Key Achievements 09/10 
 
Public Rights of Way 
 

• 662 improvements to public rights of way infrastructure stiles, gates and signposts; 
• 118 bridges maintained or replaced; 
• 4.085km engineered paths maintained (not including Pennine BW works); 
• 4.6km of new engineered paths created (not including Pennine BW works), 

 
Pennine Way 
 
The Pennine Way Steering Group meets twice per year with representatives from Natural 
England, Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority including the Member Champion for 
Recreation Management. GoDales! Officer, Ranger Services, Ranager and Administration 
Support Officer. 

 
• Total funding secured was £28,900 for:   

6.5k for Newfield Riverside Revetment  Works, Airton 
9.9k for Shunner Fell, Surafcing and Drainage Works 
6.5k for Malham Cove Footpath Extension 
6k for replacement of Quad Bike 

 
• Works completed on Newfield Revetment, Shunner Fell and Malham Cove 

extension. New Quad Bike purchased. 
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Pennine Way Revetment, Newfield, Airton 

 
Pennine Bridleway 
 
The Pennine Bridleway Steering Group also meets twice per year with representatives 
from Natural England and the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority.  During 2009/10 
the following progress was made on implementation of the route through the National 
Park: 
 

• Discussions regarding a Creation Agreement to continue the Bridleway south 
through the centre of Long Preston. Section length is approximately 0.3 Km.  

• A planning application was submitted to raise the parapet height of the Railway 
Bridge at Stainforth to comply with a Network Rail requirement. On completion of 
the work, the route across the bridge will be available.  

• Planning permission for 2.74 km (3.25%), including a 50m bridleway bridge was 
granted for the route to continue from Selside across Far Moor Common to the 
Horton to High Birkwith road. All legal works were completed and construction 
works are due to start in summer 2010.  

• The final 0.9% of the route at Swineley Cowm was completed through the Definitive 
Map Modification Order process.    

• Planning permission for a new 1.54 km of route between Garsdale Station and the 
Moorcock Inn was granted and the construction works on this section are nearing 
completion. 

• A legal agreement was completed in 2009 to continue the route (1.78 km) from the 
Moorcock Inn to link to the Lady Anne Highway (Yorehouse section). Construction 
works on this section are nearing completion. Approximately 1.2 km (1.5%) of this 
new creation does not need any physical work on the ground. This has added 
approximately 1.2% to the available Pennine Bridleway route.  

 
Three Peaks 
 
The Three Peaks Project this year has undertaken the following work: 
 

• 700m of resurfacing of the Three Peaks route, Brackenbottom, Pen Y Ghent 
• 1,070m resurfacing of the Gaping Gill route, Ingleborough 
• Launch of the Friends of the Three Peaks 
• Launch of Corporate membership of the Three Peaks Project 
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• Launch of the merchandise of the Three Peaks Project 

 
Definitive Map 

 
Progress regarding the continuous review of the Definitive Map and public path orders has 
been as follows: 

 
Orders Made and Confirmed : 

• Diversion Order FP 19 Ingleton 
• Diversion Order FP 102 Hawes 
• Modification Order up-grading BW 12 Horton-in-Ribblesdale to 

Restricted Byway and BOAT 
 
Orders Confirmed : 

• Diversion Order FP 16 Flasby-w-Winterburn   
Confirmed by SoS  -  Written Reps. 

• Diversion Order FPs 25 & 28 Bainbridge 
Confirmed by SoS  -  Public Hearing 

• Diversion Order FPs 7 & 8 Coverham-w-Agglwthorpe 
Confirmed by SoS  -  Written Reps 

• Modification Order up-grading BW 56 Dent to Restricted Byway and 
adding new Restricted Byway 
Confirmed by SoS  -  Written Reps 

• 2 Public Path Creation Orders  -  Pennine Bridleway at Farmoor, 
Horton-in-Ribblesdale 
Confirmed by Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 

 
Other Orders: 

• Omnibus Legal Event Order for Craven 
• 8 Temporary Closure Orders 

 
 

2.0 National Park Management Plan 
 
2.1 The importance of the Public Rights of Way network to recreational users and local 
communities is recognised in the National Park Management Plan: 
 
Access and Recreation Section 
 

Aim 
‘ There will be opportunities for access and recreation in the National Park for 
people of all ages and abilities and from every sector of society to enjoy the special 
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qualities of the Yorkshire Dales and derive a sense of well-being from their 
experiences.’ 
 
Principle.  
The public rights of way network and other recreational infrastructure will be 
managed to improve and extend opportunities for enjoyment and understanding of 
the National Park’s special qualities, while ensuring those qualities are conserved 
for future generations. 

 

Objective AR1 National Park Management Plan 
Manage and improve the network of public rights of way so that 90% are ‘easy to 
use’ by 2010. 

 
 
3.0 Corporate Plan 09/10  
 
3.1 The National Park Authority’s Corporate Plan 2009/10 sets out a programme of works 
and measures to assist in achieving the aims of the National Park Management Plan.  
 
3.2 The following are specific performance indicators and actions which were identified for 
2009/10 in relation to the PROW network 
 
Performance Indicators 05/06 

Actual 
06/07 
Actual 

07/08 
Actual 

O8/09 
Actual 

09/10 
Target

Actual
09/10 

% of public rights of way that are 
signposted where they leave a 
metalled road 

91.5% 94% 91% 96.8% 97% 96% 

% of rights of way that are easy to 
use 

86% 83% 77% 88% 90% 91% 

 
Other specific actions for 2009/10 were: 
Action 09/10 NYCC CCC Total Achieved 
Works to 9 significant river crossings 10 1 11 Yes 
Repair 4km of previously engineered routes 4.085km   Yes 
Carry out engineering works 2.6km of eroded 
routes (condition 3) 

4.6km   Yes 

Reduce the number of places where a PRoW 
is not indicated where it leaves a metalled road 
from 53 to 35 

 
17 

 
1 

 
18 

 
Yes 

Maintain and improve the rights of way 
infrastructure so that the % of items in 
‘condition 1’ remains at 95% 

 
94.1% 

 
93.8% 

 
94.5% 

 
No 

Remove 20 obstructions 40 11 51 Yes 
Continue to implement Pennine Way 
Maintenance Report in conjunction with Natural 
England 

Yes N/A N/A Yes 
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Stone Pitching in Progress, Plover Hill, Pen Y Ghent 

 
 
3.4 Performance Indicators 2009/10 
 
Results are taken from the Yorkshire Dales Access Recording Database unless stated. 
The individual county figures are in relation to the networks of PRoW within each individual 
areas. 
 
Performance Indicator Target NYCC CCC YDNPA 
% of Rights of Way that are Easy to Use 2009 90% 92% 89% 91% 
% of Rights of Way that are signposted where 
they leave a road 

97% 97.5% 96.4% 97.3% 

% of infrastructure stiles gates and signs in 
‘condition 1’ 

95% 94.1% 93.8% 94% 

% of River Crossings in ‘condition 1’ 89% 85% 89.9% 88.5% 
% of length of Pennine Bridleway that is open    93.4% 
% of Rights of way accessible for wheelchairs 0.5%   0.59% 
% of rights of way that are accessible for people 
with limited ability 

5.0%   5.0% 

 
‘condition 1’ In good order and will last up to three years 
 
 
4.0 Resources  
 
4.1 In 2009/10 there were 9.1 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) members of staff working on 
PROW Maintenance and 3.6 FTE on the Definitive Map with an annual capital budget of 
231.6k (63k income) and 13.25k (4.5k income) respectively. In addition there are a further 
3 externally funded posts. These are: 
 
Pennine Way Ranger 
The Authority receives 75% funding from Natural England for the Pennine Way Ranger  
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Pennine Bridleway Project Officer and Pennine Way Technician 
The Authority receives 100% funding from Natural England for the Pennine Bridleway 
Project Officer and Technician posts.  
 
In addition the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority also supports: 
 
Community Warden 
A Community Warden was also employed on a part-time basis for the parishes of Austwick 
and Lawkland. The scheme is partly funded by YDNPA in recognition of some of the 
maintenance and enhancement works agreed in advance and carried out by the warden in 
relation to PROW in the parishes. 
 
Dales Volunteers 
In total a further 474 days of practical works and 482 day of surveying on the PROW 
network have been carried out by Dales Volunteers to date, this equates to nearly 4.5 full 
time equivalents.  

   
Dales Volunteers assist with Public Rights of Way maintenance 

 
 
5.0 Ease of Use 09/10 Results 
Target NPMP  90% of rights of way that are ‘easy to use’ in 2010. 
 
5.1 The target has been achieved with an actual result from 2009 ‘Ease of Use’ Survey of 
91% for the National Park.  
 
5.2 Two new indicators were agreed by the English National Parks, Joint Improvement 
group which were collected by all the English National Parks for 2009 these two indicators 
combined give the new ‘Ease of Use’ indicator. These are: 
 

• % Percentage of rights of way that are Easy to Use that follow the exact definitive 
line 

 
• % Percentage of rights of way that are Easy to Use that may not follow the exact 

definitive line 
 
5.3 Each year’s survey randomly selects a number of paths, making up 5% of the overall 
network (in total approx 117km surveyed in 2009). Half of the routes (approx 2.5%) are 
surveyed in May with the remainder surveyed in November. The ‘Ease of Use’ figure is 
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then calculated from the length of routes which pass the ‘Ease of Use’ definitions as 
agreed by the English National Parks, Joint Improvement Group. 
 
5.4 However, we have continued to collect BVPI 178 ‘Ease of Use’ on behalf of the 
Highway Authorities, North Yorkshire and Cumbria County Council Highway Authorities 
these are taken from the results from the first indicator. Percentage of rights of way that 
are’ Easy to Use’ that follow the exact definitive line. 
 
5.5 There is a slight but subtle difference between the two indicators which have given a 
truer picture of the state of Public Rights of Way networks in the English national parks, 
and address the anomalies that previously occurred in collation of data between national 
parks. 
  
2009 Ease of Use Results 
 NYCC CCC YDNPA 
‘Easy to use’ and follows the Definitive Line (BVPI 178) 82% 75% 81% 
‘Easy to use’ and does not follow Definitive Line 10% 14% 10% 
National Parks Joint Family Indicator ‘Ease of Use’ YDNPA 92% 89% 91% 
 
 
6.0 Signing 
 
Target. 97% of public rights of way that are signposted where they leave a metalled 

road in 09/10. 
 
6.1 Target has not been achieved this year with a result of 96% signposted from a 
metalled road (source ‘Ease of Use Survey’ 2009). However, the Access Recording 
System indicates a total of 97.8% in situ, which equates to an approximate 1% increase on 
last years overall findings.  
 
6.2 In total, 18 new roadside signs have been erected since the end of March 08 and 
although we have not reached our target of 97% according to the national ‘Ease of Use 
Survey’ the Access Recording System for the whole park indicates a figure of 97.8% of all 
signs in situ.  
 
6.3 In addition, a further 46 directional signs were replaced where they leave metalled 
roads, indicating designation (FP/BW), distance and destination. 
 
Signposts from a Metalled Road (Ease of Use 2009) 
Cumbria   Signposting total sites surveyed 26 (25) in place   96% 
North Yorkshire Signposting total sites surveyed 85, (82) in place 96% 
 
Yorkshire Dales National Park Access Recording System 
Signposts from a metalled road 
 Total Present Missing % in situ 
YDNPA 1692 1657 35 98% 
NYCC 1442 1416 26 98% 
CCC 250 241 9 96% 
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Roadside signpost being erected 

 
 
7.0 General Maintenance 
 
7.1 The following is a brief breakdown of the main areas of works carried out during 
2009/10 in relation to the maintenance of stiles, gates and signage along the PRoW 
network. 
 
7.2 It is worth noting that ladder stiles in the National Park continue to be removed, a 
further 36 ladder stiles have been replaced, reducing the overall number from 559 to 523 
in 2009/10. We have also increased the number of hand gates by 39 from 939 to 978. 
These works continue to improve the accessibility of the overall network for a range of 
users. 
 YDNPA TYPE 

Total improved Total in park 

Ladder Stile 8 523 
Timber Step Stile 39 858 
Stone Step Stile 69 1221 
Stone Squeeze Stile 105 1683 
Fieldgate > 5ft 138 2811 
Handgate < 5ft 59 978 
Kissing Gate 9 162 
Boardwalk 2 40 
Signpost (directional on route) 66 1724 
Waymarker post 68 376 
Information Sign  8 298 
Roadside Signpost Absent 18 35 
Roadside Signpost Present 46 1657 
Steps 5 191 
Culvert 4 540 

Total 662 12809 
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New gate erected on Burtersett Bridleway 

 
 
7.3 River Crossings (includes bridges and stepping stones) 
 

 
Both Rangers and Dales Volunteers have made a concerted effort around the park in 
relation to bridge and river crossing maintenance. 
 
 

 
Healaugh Stepping Stones 

 
 
8.0 Major Projects 
 
8.1 Under the delegated duties the National Park Authority has responsibility for surface 
condition of routes. Each year projects are identified by Rangers for specific works which 
either improve ‘Ease of Use’ or enhance a route. The projects listed are those with a 
capital expenditure of greater than1K and in most cases are significantly more 
 
 

Cumbria CC NYCC YDNPA TYPE 

repair/replaced/ 
erected 

repair/replaced/ 
erected 

Total 
improved 

Total in 
park 

Bridges 6 112  683 
Stepping Stones 0 3  11 

Total 6 115  694 
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Route Works Undertaken 
North Yorkshire County Council  
Plover Hill, Public Footpath, Pen Y Ghent 150m stone pitched steps 
Kirk Gait, Public Footpath, Kirkby Malham 40m new wooden steps 
Newfield, Public Footpath 100m new path surfacing 
Hebden Gill, Public Footpath 30m riverbank revetment 
Lodge Lane, Public Bridleway, Settle 300m new path surfacing 
Flasby Fell, Public Bridleway 1,650m drainage and re-profiling 
Appletreewick, Public Footpath, Dales Way 370m new path surfacing 
Burtersett, Public Bridleway 400m new path surfacing 
Braidley, Public Bridleway 600m new path surfacing 
Horsehouse, Public Bridleway 100m new path surfacing 
Carlton Moor, Public Bridleway  300m new path surfacing 
Janet’s Foss, Malham 30m riverbank revetment  
Dykelands, Airton 30m stoner flagging 
Horse Head Bridleway 500m new subsoil path 
  
Brackenbottom, Public Footpath, Pen Y Ghent, 700m re-surfacing of Three Peaks route 
Gaping Gill, Public Footpath, Ingleborough 1,070m re-surfacing  
Moor End, Public Bridleway 400m drainage works 
Bolton Abbey, Public Footpath 200m re-surfacing 
Re-surfacing of BOATs Upper Wensleydale 700m re-surfacing 
  
Pennine Way  
Shunner Fell 1,000m re-laying of flags, drainage and re-

profiling 
Newfield, Public Footpath, Airton 15m riverbank revetment 
  
Pennine Bridleway  
General Maintenance  Small projects on several sections of route 
Garsdale and Yorehouse Section 2,100m currently under construction 
  
Bridges  
Carleton Beck Replaced existing footbridge 
Hebden Suspension bridge Repairs from structural survey 
Crakemmor Covert, Airton New footbridge 
Reeth Bridge Repairs to footbridge and abutments 
Marrick Replaced footbridge on Coast to Coast route 
Healaugh Stepping Stones Repairs to stepping stones 
Barney Beck Stepping Stones Repairs to stepping stones 
Starbotton Footbridge Repairs to footbridge 
Clapdale Bridge, Clapham Replaced existing footbridge 
Kirk Syke, Airton  New footbridge 
Holme Bridge, Gargrave Replaced existing footbridge 
  
Cumbria County Council  
Occupation Road Bridleway, Dent Drainage, stone fords and culvert works 
Public Footpath   River Rawthey new path surfacing 
Public Footpath Beck House riverbank revetment 
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Although not formally part of the Delegation Agreement, the Authority has also completed 
works to Green Lanes and Unclassified County Roads with the authorisation of the 
appropriate County Council on the following routes: 
        
Route Works Undertaken 
North Yorkshire County Council  
Green Lanes/Unclassified County Road  
Mastiles Lane, Bordley 75m new route surfacing 
West Cam Road, Hawes 3,100m drainage, stone ford and culvert works 
Marsett Bottoms, Bainbridge 350m stone fords and surfacing 
Dawson Close, Halton Gill 750m stone ford and drainage works 
Dubbing Garth Lane, Grinton  180m surfacing and drainage works 
Melmerby Moor, Melmerby 500m drainage and re-profiling  
Cumbria County Council  
Bluecaster, Sedbergh 150m drainage and surfacing 
  
 
Route between Stalling Busk and Marsett, U230. (Marsett Bottoms) 

  
Before       After  
 
River reinstatement work carried out by Raydale Project. 
 
9.0 Pennine Bridleway 
 
9.1 Within the boundary of the Yorkshire Dales National Park the length of the Pennine 
Bridleway is 78 km. The vast majority of the route 72.9 km (93.4%) is now available to the 
public. On completion of the work from Garsdale to Yorehouse section a further 2.1 km 
(2.7%) will be suitable for use.  
 
 
10.0 Access For All 
 
10.1 During 2009/10, using the standards from ‘By All Reasonable Means’, we continued 
with the audit of the public rights of way network to assess accessibility of routes, taking 
into account gradient, surface type, cross fall, width and barriers.   
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11.0 Obstructions 
 
11.1 In total 51 obstructions have been dealt with these consist of 10 long standing 
obstructions which have been removed from routes in North Yorkshire and 3 in Cumbria 
by the Ranger Service.  
 
12.0 Work Programme 20010/11 
 
12.1 The Corporate Plan for 20010/11 will include the following objectives, performance 
indicators and action plan actions relating to rights of way management. 
 
12.2 Proposed actions Corporate Plan 20010/11 
 
Public Rights Of Way 
Maintain and improve the rights of way network: 
a) maintain the number of places where a right of way is not signposted where it leaves a metalled road 

at 97%  
b) carry out works to twelve  significant river crossings (including new bridges at Mossdale, Upper 

Wharfedale and Waterside, Dales Way, Cumbria) repairs to Slei Gill Footbridge , Swaledale and 
Tarney Force, Upper Wensleydale) 

c) carry out engineering works to a further 2.6km of eroded routes, including significant works to Horse 
Head Bridleway, Upper Wharfedale, Thumpton Gill Bridleway,Carlton Moor, Flasby Fell Bridleway, 
Dockra and Craven Way Bridleways.  

d) repair 0.4km of previously engineered routes including significant works on the Dales Way 
Footpathat Grassington 

e) maintain and improve the rights of way infrastructure so that the percentage of infrastructure in 
‘condition 1’ remains at 95% 

f) remove 20 short-term obstructions 
Pennine Way: 
a) implement actions from the Pennine Way Maintenance Report 
b) deliver a programme of at least five events to promote use and enjoyment of the Pennine Way 
c) develop and implement major maintenance projects on Pen y Ghent and Fountains Fell 
Three Peaks Project 
a) develop and deliver a programme of at least 15 events promoting the Friends of the Three Peaks 

scheme 
b) develop and deliver a programme of at least 5 events for members of the Friends of the Three Peaks 

and 1 event for corporate Members 
c) repair 2.4 km of routes on Bruntscar Footpath, Whernside and Crina Bottom, Ingleborough 
d) sign up a further 15 new corporate members 
Access for all 
a) through user groups, such as the Disabled Ramblers, ‘road test’ Access for All routes identified 

through the rights of way audit 
b) produce a public information guide on Access for All in Ribblesdale 
c) with the help of Dales Volunteers, continue with the extension to the audit to include other public 

access routes available for people with limited mobility (eg green lanes and other tracks on Open 
Access land). 

d) improve a further 21km of rights of way to reduce barriers for those with limited mobility and a further 
1km for wheelchair users 

e) work with the Access for All Advisory Group, to identify priority routes for improvement to submit for 
possible external funding 

Definitive Map 
Keep the definitive map under continuous review and reduce the number of outstanding applications: 
a) resolve 40 anomalies  
b) process six cases to decision 
c) complete 90% of unopposed Path Order Applications within nine months from date of receipt 
d) take three opposed Orders to the Secretary of State for decision  
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Pennine Bridleway 
Continue a programme of works to the Pennine Bridleway: 
a) implement parapet extensions to Railway bridge Stainforth section 
b) implement the route from Borrins to Dalemire Barn and  Construct Far Moor Bridge 
c) implement the 5-year maintenance plan for open sections of the Pennine Bridleway route and 

maintain engineered sections in condition 1 
 
Further information regarding the report is available from: 
 
Alan Hulme,                        email       Direct Line 
Ranger Services Manager   alan.hulme@yorkshiredales.org.uk   01756 751647 
Colvend, Hebden Road 
Grassington 
North Yorkshire BD23 5LB  
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Item No. 9 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

Signing of Other Routes with Public Access 
 
 

Purpose of this report 
 
The purpose of this report is to seek members’ views on the signing of ‘other routes with 
public access. 
 
 
Background 
 
There are four sorts of public rights of way open to the public.  They are pretty well-
understood by the public, and the signage in the Park is good.  They are: 
 
1.  Footpaths - pedestrians only. 
2.  Bridleways - pedestrians, cyclists and horses. 
3.  Restricted Byways - pedestrians, cyclists, horses and horse-drawn carriages.  
4.  Byways Open To All Traffic - pedestrians, cyclists, horses, horse-drawn carriages and 
motor vehicles. 
 
On the whole, a sign at the roadside indicating the start of one of these sorts of right of 
way will be understood by the general public. 
 
However, there is a further category, the ORPA (‘other route with public access’), on which 
the public’s rights are fundamentally unclear.  This should concern us, for the ORPA 
network constitutes an extensive and valuable resource for public recreation. 
 
 
Other route with public access (ORPA) 
 
ORPAs are marked on Ordnance Survey maps with green dots, and are recorded on the 
Highway Authority’s ‘List of Streets’.  ORPAs are sometimes known as ‘unclassified county 
roads’(UCRs), or ‘unclassified, unsurfaced  roads’ (UURs).  On old Ordnance Survey 
maps they were shown as ‘white roads.’  ORPAs are the responsibility of local highway 
authorities, not rights of way departments.  The key at the foot of Ordnance Survey maps 
says the following about ORPAs; ‘The exact nature of the rights on these routes and the 
existence of any restrictions may be checked with the local highway authority.’  This 
cautious statement is of little use to someone who sees an ORPA on the map and 
wonders whether he or she is allowed to use it.  And if he or she follows the advice at the 
foot of the OS map, the probable, embarrassed answer that will come back from the 
highway authority is that it does not know what rights any particular ORPA bears. All that 
the authority will be able to say for certain is that all ORPAs have rights for pedestrians.  
Beyond that, any particular ORPA may, or may not, have rights for cyclists and 
equestrians, and may or may not have rights for motor vehicles.  Furthermore, the 
authority is likely to say that it is incapable of completing, or maybe even starting, the 
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investigation of the historical records that will establish exactly what rights subsist on each 
of its ORPAs.1   
 
 
Signing 
 
The challenge is to devise a sign that will be genuinely helpful to the public, while staying 
within the boundaries of what is certain about the status of the routes.  The only safe sign 
that has so far gained currency, and which has been tried in some parts of the country, is a 
sign that says, simply ‘Public Way’.  This sign indicates that the route is not one of the four 
sorts of public rights of way, while indicating that the public has rights of some kind on it.  
But it does not, because it cannot, indicate what classes of user have the right to use the 
route – although the hope is that it will assure pedestrians that they can use it.  So far, no 
better solution has been found.  The responsibility for signing ORPAs lies with the 
Highway Authority, not the National Park Authority.  Understandably, our Authority is not 
keen to do work that lies beyond its remit, but it has erected signs on approximately 12 
routes that are either part of national trails, or where the existence and direction of the 
routes needs to be indicated.  An example is the ORPA that forms a section of the route 
that runs from Castle Bolton to Carperby.   A further 30 routes might be considered for 
signage.  Negotiation with NYCC and Cumbria highway authorities would be necessary 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Leaving ORPAs unsigned is unsatisfactory: the public will be discouraged from exercising 
their rights – whatever those rights may be - to use many attractive routes.  But, assuming 
that some form of sign is required, what should it say?  And how many ORPAs need 
signing?   
 
 
Questions for the YDAF 
 
The views of the LAF are sought. 
 
 
Michael Bartholomew 
May 2010     

                                                 
1 In 2005, the Trail Riders’ Fellowship (the organisation representing green lane motorcyclists) produced a 
report arguing that all UCRs, by definition, should be acknowledged as having rights for motor vehicles. 
DEFRA officers rejected the argument and reasserted the view that rights on UCRs have to be investigated, 
route by route, and that no blanket presumption may be made.  Unmoved by DEFRA’s rejection of its 
arguments, the TRF sticks to its guns and continues to advise its members that UCRs may be presumed to 
carry rights for motor vehicles. 
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Item No. 10 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

Report Back from Yorkshire Dales Advisory Groups  
 
 
Advisory Group Meetings 
 
At the May 2007 meeting of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum, a paper was presented on 
the establishment of advisory groups to look at individual recreational activities.  The remit 
of these groups is to: 
 

• exchange information, and provide a formal mechanism for communication and 
raising issues of concern amongst users, the YDAF, and other interests; 

• advise on the management of specific matters. 
 
The following arrangements have been made for the meetings of the groups: 
 
 
Access on Foot Advisory Group  
 
The last meeting of the Access on Foot Advisory Group was on 27 April 2010.  The draft 
minutes of this meeting are in annex 1.  The next meeting will be on 13 October 2010. 
 
 
Access for All Advisory Group  
 
The next meeting of the Access for All Advisory Group will be in June 2010. 
 
 
Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group 
 
The last meeting of the Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group was on 15 April 
2010.  The draft minutes of this meeting are in annex 2.  The next meeting will be on 14 
October 2010. 
 
 
Air Sports Advisory Group 
 
The next meeting of the Air Sports Advisory Group has yet to be confirmed. 
 
 
Water Sports Advisory Group 
 
The next meeting of the Water Sports Advisory Group will be on 22 June 2010. 
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Cave and Crag Access Advisory Group 
 
The next meeting of the Cave and Crag Access Advisory Group has yet to be confirmed. 
 
 
Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group 
 
The last meeting of the Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group was on 20 May 
2010.  The draft minutes of this meeting are in annex 3. 
 
 
 
 
Rachel Briggs 
May 2010
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Annex 1 
Access on Foot Advisory Group 
Held on Tuesday 27 April 2010  

Dales Countryside Museum, Hawes 
 

Present:  
Brian Jones (BJ)   Ramblers Association 
John Brock (JB)   Ramblers Association 
David Gibson (DG)   Ramblers Association 
Malcolm Petyt (MP)   Ramblers Association 
Bernard Ellis (BE)   Ramblers Association 
Jane Gill (JG)   Ramblers Association 
Mick Kenyon (MK)   Yorkshire Dales Access Forum  
Neil Heseltine (NH)   Yorkshire Dales Access Forum 
John Sparshatt (JS)   Long Distance Walkers Association 
 
 
YDNPA Officers present:  
Alan Hulme (AH)   Ranger Service Manager 
Rachel Briggs (RB)   Access Development Officer 
Matt Neale (MN)   Area Ranger (Upper Wensleydale) 
Paul Wilkinson (PW)  Area Ranger (Cumbria) 
 
 
1. Election of a Chair 
 
DG asked if there were any volunteers for the position of Chair.  It was proposed that DG 
continue.  DG accepted. 
 
DG elected as Chair of the access on foot advisory group. 
 
 
2. Welcome and apologies 
 
DG welcomed everyone to the meeting, in particular JG attending her first meeting as RA 
replacement for Howard Medlock, and asked everyone to introduce themselves. 
 
Apologies were received from, David Bartlett (DB), Sue Emmerson (SE), Ken Miller (KM), 
Ernie Robins (ER), Keith Wadd (KW) and Phil Richards (PR). 
 
DG informed members that both JB and ER had resigned from their positions as area 
representatives for the Ramblers Association.  They were both thanked for their input into 
the work of the group and were asked to send RB the contact details for their 
replacements. 
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1. Approval of notes of the last meeting 
 
Approval of the minutes 
 
DG pointed out that Howard Medlock has not resigned from the Ramblers Association, just 
as the area representative for Craven. 
 
MP said that the work on the Pennine bridleway is expected to finish in 2010-2011 and not 
2011 – 2012 as written in the minutes. 
 
The minutes of the last meeting were approved as a true record. 
 
Matters arising from the notes 
 
PW asked members where the barbed wire issue was on the Dales Way.  He was 
informed that it was on the section from Sedbergh to Brigflatts.  PW confirmed that this has 
now been rectified. 
 
 
2. Obstructions – Guldrey Fold 
 
PW gave a very informative presentation on the long term obstruction at Guldrey Fold 
which was well received by members. 
 
There were various suggestions as to how this long term obstruction could be diverted.  
PW thanked members for their comments and said he would look at them. 
 
BJ expressed his thanks to PW and Susan Stott (Definitive Map Officer) for the work they 
had put into the presentation.  He then asked AH if there could be similar presentations in 
the future on other long term obstructions. 
 
AH to consider future presentations on long term obstructions. 
 
 
3. Open Access 
 
Review of restrictions and exclusions 
 
AH informed members that the long term restrictions and exclusions were now at the 
second consultation stage.  It has been agreed to keep the method of closure of parcels of 
land due to fire risk as it is i.e. when the risk is extreme. 
 
 
Infrastructure survey - publicising 
 
AH told members that the open access infrastructure is now on the website at 
http://www.yorkshiredales.org.uk/openaccess-infrastructure.htm.   
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Signage 
 
DG expressed a concern about the misuse of the negative access symbol.  It was agreed 
that the correct use of the symbol would be to say ‘you are now leaving an area of open 
access land’.  DG thought it would be a good idea to have a negative access symbol with 
additional information to the effect that the ‘footpath continues’.  AH asked members to tell 
him where they see signage used inappropriately. 
 
All members to inform AH of any signage issues they come across. 
 
 
Plan for the improved use of access land 
 
BJ presented the paper on the improved use of access land.  He told members that this 
would be going to all access authorities and was confident that the YDNPA could be used 
as a good example of where improvements have been made.  All agreed to this.  DG to 
present it to the next LAF meeting for agreement (see Annex 1).  
 
General update 
 
JS said that the Calderdale Long Distance Walkers Association have had an issue where 
they have been refused landowner consent for a walking event in June on access land.  
AH said he would ask officers at Natural England as he meets up with them on a regular 
basis.  He added that this would be a good item to look at the next meeting. 
 
Organised events on access land to be on the agenda at the next meeting. 
 
 
4. PROW general reports 
 
JB expressed a concern with regards to a footpath diversion at Sorrel Sykes Farm in 
Bishopdale.  He said the footpath emerges on a busy road where it links with another 
footpath further up the road.  He felt that this was a missed opportunity to get people off 
the road as much as possible.  He added that the Ramblers Association will not be 
objecting in principle.  AH responded by saying that YDNPA policy states that users of the 
PROW will be kept off the roads where possible and that he would check this case with 
Nigel Metcalfe, the Area Ranger for Lower Wensleydale. 
 
AH to speak to the Area Ranger about the footpath diversion at Sorrel Sykes Farm, 
Bishopdale. 
 
DG wondered if there would be some planning gain funding available to divert the Dales 
Way off the road near Scargill House in Upper Wharfedale if the large scale planning 
application was granted.  AH said he would investigate this. 
 
AH to look into planning gain funding to divert the Dales Way off the road at Scargill 
House. 
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MP asked if the PROW annual report could be presented at the next meeting.  AH agreed 
to this. 
 
AH to present the PROW Annual Report to members at the next meeting. 
 
 
5. Signage 
 
North Yorkshire County Council Policy 
 
DG informed members that the NYCC signage policy has now been adopted and that the 
North Yorkshire LAF have agreed to it.  He wondered what the YDNPA’s position was on 
the policy.  AH said that it has not been looked at formally by officers as NYCC have not 
issued a formal consultation.  Once consulted, the paper will come to the group. 
 
 
Signage of unclassified unsurfaced roads (UURs) 
 
AH told members that he was aware that Cumbria County Council (CCC) are now signing 
their UURs but is unsure of NYCC and their stance.  DG added that Doug Huzzard has 
published a report of UURs in North Yorkshire and there is no mention of signage.  AH 
said he would speak to both the County Councils about this issue. 
 
AH to speak to CCC and NYCC about the signage of UURs. 
 
 
6. Permissive routes 
 
Mapping 
 
AH confirmed that, with landowner permission and support of the local authority, 
permissive routes can be included on OS maps.  He added that he had, on the Natural 
England website, found details of the walks and rides provided under Countryside 
Stewardship, Environmentally Sensitive Areas and Environmental Stewardship Schemes.  
These can be viewed at www.cwr.naturalengland.org.uk.  MN told members that the 
Rangers have improved links with Natural England staff and that they get notified of all 
Higher Level Schemes. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 
DG asked for British Standard 5709 for gaps, gates and stiles be considered when putting 
infrastructure in on permissive routes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 5

7. Definitive Map 
 
Map Orders 
 
At a previous meeting, AH had agreed to bring possible map orders to the group at an 
early stage so that issues could be ironed out before the official consultation stage.  An 
interesting case has come up on a bridleway on Conistone Moor going over to Nidderdale 
and AH presented the issues to members.  JG didn’t think there would be any objections 
from the Craven area of the Ramblers Association but said she would await the 
consultation. 
 
 
Long term obstructions 
 
AH gave members of the group information on obstructions in Malhamdale, Lower 
Wharfedale and Upper Wharfedale for information.  DG asked if the relevant area lists 
could be sent to the relevant Ramblers Association representative as follows: 
 
JG to receive information for Craven. 
BJ to receive information for Cumbria. 
JB to receive information for Richmondshire. 
 
AH to send information on long term obstructions to the relevant Ramblers 
Association representative. 
 
 
8. Infrastructure and furniture – British standards 
 
DG raised the issue that not all infrastructure that goes in on PROW is to the British 
Standard for gaps, gates and stiles (5709).  AH said that the policy states that we will work 
to BS5709 where we can but that the YDNPA have not formally adopted it.  AH said he 
would remind the Rangers of this standard. 
 
AH to remind the Rangers to work to BS5709 where reasonable. 
 
 
9. Dales High Way 
 
AH explained that the paper before the meeting had come in to the YDNPA asking for 
support.  The development plan also asks that the route be waymarked.  AH noted that 
there are numerous long distance routes in the National Park with the five main routes 
being the Pennine Way, the Pennine Bridleway, the Dales Way, the Ribble Way and the 
Coast to Coast.  He asked members what criteria the YDNPA should be using to judge 
these kind of requests.  It was agreed that members should email AH with suggestions 
and that the issue be looked at again at the next meeting. 
 
All members to email AH with suggestions as to how requests for support on long 
distance routes be judged. 
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10. Member round up 
 
There were no comments from members. 
 

 
11. Any Other Business 
 
The next meeting of the Access on Foot Advisory Group will be on 13 October 2010.  The 
meeting will start at 2.00pm and will be held at the Dales Countryside Museum.  The 
Ramblers Association representatives will meet at 1.00pm for a lunchtime meeting. 
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Annex 2 
Minutes of Meeting of 

Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group 
Held on Thursday 15 April 2010  

Yoredale, Bainbridge 
 

Present: 
Zahra Smedley (ZS) British Horse Society 
Sue Midgley (SM)  British Horse Society 
Rosalyn Suttill (RS)  British Horse Society 
Stuart Price (SP)  Dales Mountain Biking 
John Pitcher (JP)  The Bike Livery 
Jane Baker (JB)  Arkelmoor Riding Centre 
Pat Whelan (PW)  Yorkshire Dales Access Forum 
Ken Miller (KM)  Yorkshire Dales Access Forum 
Rachel Briggs (RB)  Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority  
Mark Allum (MA)  Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority  
Cat Kilner (CK)  Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
Peter Lambert (PL)  Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority 
 
 
1. Welcome and Apologies 
 
Apologies were received from: Brian Lewis (BL), Hannah Fawcett (HF), Mick Kenyon (MK) 
and Alistair Thompson (AT). 
 
 
2. Approval of the Minutes 
 
Page 3, item 5b, KM said there was a few gate issues on the bridleway at Thoresby Lane 
that need to be addressed. 
 
The notes of the previous meeting were approved as a true record of the meeting. 
 
Matters arising 
 
Access to Ministry of Defence land 
 
PW gave an update on the access issues to the MoD land at Hudswell.  Since the last 
meeting, PW has had a meeting with Richard Brookes from the Defence Estates and 
some access has been established.  This is only for members of the British Horse Society 
(BHS) and the British Driving Society (BDS). 
 
 
Link with neighbouring authorities 
 
KM is due to have a meeting with Iain Burgess from Nidderdale AONB in the near future to 
look at access to the Swinton Estate.   
 



 2

MA is due to have a meeting with Iain Burgess regarding more general cross boundary 
routes.  Both agreed to keep the group informed of any progress. 
 
MA and KM to keep members of the Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory 
Group informed of any progress on cross boundary routes. 
 
 
3. Pennine Bridleway update 
 
PL, Pennine Bridleway Project Officer, gave an update on the Pennine Bridleway.  The 
section from Garsdale Station to the Moorcock Inn is coming to completion.  It is hoped 
that this section will be opened during the summer of 2010, which will give the surface 
chance to settle before it is used.  At the moment, the plan is to keep the section from Yore 
House to the Lady Ann Highway as it is, with no work on it at all.  This will be an 
experimental section and, if necessary, will have work carried out on it at a later date.  The 
contractor has been appointed to put in a bridge at Farmoor.  It is hoped this work will be 
carried out during the summer with the works completed before Christmas.  There are still 
some issues with the road crossing at Long Preston, which PL is trying to sort out.  PL 
hopes that the Pennine Bridleway within the Yorkshire Dales National Park will be opened 
in Spring 2011. 
 
Members were asked for ideas of potential link routes from other areas of the National 
Park to the Pennine Bridleway.  The following routes were suggested: 

• Along Wensleydale from Castle Bolton. 
• Through High Green Field to Ribblesdale. 
• Over Shunner Fell to Wensleydale. 
• From the Tan Hill to Kirkby Stephen. 

 
SP asked if the bridleway from Tan Hill to Kirkby Stephen could be looked at as a priority.  
This would require working with Cumbria County Council as the route crosses the 
boundary.  MA said he would ask James Lamb (Area Ranger for Swaledale) if there are 
any plans for this route. 
 
MA to speak to James Lamb regarding the bridleway from Tan Hill to Kirkby 
Stephen. 
 
 
4. Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority – projects 2009/10 
 
MA went through the projects that had been completed on bridleways and restricted 
byways during the last financial year.   
 
 
5. Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority – projects 2010/11 
 
MA went through the projects that have been identified for work on bridleways and 
restricted byways for the current year.  The following comments were made: 
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KM was encouraged to see that the route from Castle Bolton to Askrigg had been 
identified for infrastructure improvements.  He added that this would be a good route for all 
terrain wheelchairs (such as Trampers). 
 
There was some questioning with regards to the improvements to the bridleway going up 
Buckden Pike.  Members thought that, as this bridleway is a dead end, it would be good to 
have a link to the neighbouring bridleway network.  MA said he would look at this but the 
improvements were being carried out primarily for walkers. 
 
MA asked members if they had any other project ideas for the coming year. 
 
SP said he would like to see some improvements at Whitaside. 
 
ZS asked if the stiles between East and West Applegarth could be replaced with gates 
now that the status of the route has changed.  MA said he would speak to James Lamb 
(Area Ranger for Swaledale) about the section within the National Park. 
 
MA asked members to send any further projects to RB. 
 
Any project ideas for 2010/11 to be sent to RB. 
 
 
6. Mountain bike coast to coast route 
 
MA gave a brief introduction to the new coast to coast route that is currently being 
developed by the Yorkshire Dales, North York Moors and Lake District National Park 
Authorities.  MA is hoping that this route will be a complimentary route to the existing, 
more challenging route.   
 
SP expressed his concerns that the new route passes through Wensleydale whereas the 
existing route passes through Swaledale.  He added that his business currently promotes 
the existing route and that the addition of an alternative makes it rather confusing.   
 
Members of the group asked to be kept informed of any progression on this route. 
 
 
7. Parking 
 
KM expressed his concerns with regards to the lack of parking for large vehicles in car 
parks owned and managed by the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority.  RB told 
members that large vehicles are able to park in any of the National Park car parks and that 
there are parking fees for vehicles taking up more than one space.  KM said that it would 
be better to have larger bays marked out, as at Stainforth, as well as providing mounting 
blocks.  KM thought the best car parks to begin with would be Aysgarth Falls and Horton-
in-Ribblesdale.  RB said she would pass this request on to Alan Hulme (AH), Ranger 
Services Manager. 
 
RB to speak to AH with regards to parking facilities within car parks owned and 
managed by the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority. 
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KM then raised the issue of the landowner newsletter, sent to all of the landowners within 
the National Park on an annual basis.  KM asked if an advert, written by the British Horse 
Society, could be placed in the newsletter to ask for potential parking places for large 
vehicles.  RB said she would speak to AH and Sarah Nicholson (Communications Officer) 
about this. 
 
RB to enquire about placing an advert in the next landowner newsletter asking for 
potential parking areas. 
 
 
8. Definitive Map team Quarterly Report 
 
MA introduced the report which gives a quarterly breakdown of casework and other work 
of the definitive map team.  
 
PW asked for the team to be commended as the report shows a lot of work has been 
completed during the last quarter. 
 
KM asked whether the British Standard 5709 is quoted when the definitive map team do 
any diversions etc.  RB said she would find out. 
 
RB to ask the definitive map team whether they quote BS 5709 when carrying out 
diversions etc. 
 
 
9. Any other business 
 
SP expressed a concern about a 100km mountain bike challenge event due to take place 
from Grassington in July.  He added that when a large number of bikes are in the same 
place at the same time there is the potential for a lot of damage.  MA said he had met with 
the organiser to try to influence the route.  He will be keeping an eye on the event. 
 
SP said he had some concerns about the deep tracks on the bridleway from Carperley 
Green.  He said that these are difficult to cycle on.  MA said that most of the traffic on this 
route was agricultural but that he would look at it. 
 
MA to look at the rutting on the bridleway from Carperley Green. 
 
JP asked if the blue bridleway markers could be brightened up as some of them are 
difficult to find.  CK said that the policy now is to replace them only where necessary.  CK 
asked members to let RB know if there were any specific routes where updated markers 
were required. 
 
Members of the Bridleways and restricted Byways Advisory Group to let RB know if 
there are any routes that require clearer markers. 
 
SM asked the mountain bikers within the group if they could add something in their 
literature to educate mountain bikers of the correct way to pass a horse on a bridleway for 
example ring a bell, shout etc.   
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KM asked if officers could resurrect the signs that used to be used when diverting a route 
saying ‘This route has been diverted’.  RB said she would speak to AH about this issue. 
 
RB to speak to AH about route diversion signage. 
 
 
10. Date of the next meeting 
 
The next meeting of the Bridleways and Restricted Byways Advisory Group will be on 14 
October 2010 at Yoredale, Bainbridge.  The meeting will commence at 7.00pm. 
 
 



Annex 3 
Yorkshire Dales Green Lanes Advisory Group Meeting 

20 May 2010 
The Victoria Centre, Settle 

 
 

Notes of Meeting 
 
Present: 
 
Chair: 
Dr Malcolm Petyt, YDNPA Recreation Management Member Champion 
 
Members present: 
Stuart Monk (NYTMAG) 
Jon Beavan (Businessman & LAF) 
Michael Bartholomew (GLA& LAF) 
Pat Whelan (Landowner & LAF) 
Mark Dale (4x4 users) 
 
Officers in attendance: 
Doug Huzzard (NYCC) 
Jon Avison (YDNPA) 
David Gibson (CCC) 
Kathryn Beardmore (YDNPA) 
Mark Allum (YDNPA) 
 
Apologies: 
Nathan Yeo (4x4 users) 
Ken Miller (Horse rider & LAF) 
Neil Hesletine (Farmer) 
 
 
1. Welcome and introductions 
 
Apologies had been received from KM and NH. Apologies were also received 
from Nathan Yeo who is interested in being a member of the group. 
Action: MA to contact and get address so he receives future papers. 
 
 
2. Notes of previous meeting and matters arising 
 
• Other signage.  Signs explaining that people might meet motor vehicles 

were placed on Gorbeck Road and Long Lane byway at Helwith Bridge.  
SM believes one of the Gorbeck signs has been removed. 
Action: MA to check and replace if necessary 
 

• Deadmans Hill.  DH confirmed that NYCC regard this route as a priority 
for management and maintenance. Assessment work of the UUR network 
in Nidderdale AONB is currently happening with the use of volunteers. 



 
• Policy on the management of UURs.  The NYCC draft policy will go out 

to consultation in June/July 2010, with the aim of going to members by the 
end of the year. 

 
• Carlton to Melmerby Moor.  SM has further publicised the TRO on this 

route, and MA confirmed that use has declined.  Some works have now 
also taken place to improve the drainage and re-profile the rutted areas.   

 
• Arten Gill to Widdale Foot.  NYCC have found no record of a stopping up 

order.  Members felt that repair work to the top section should be a priority 
if funding can be found, especially as this route is likely to be more popular 
with the opening of the Pennine Bridleway which it connects to.  

 
• Stockdale Lane.  Government Office for Yorkshire and Humber (GoYH) 

has written to the DMMO applicant telling them that the highest status that 
this route could have is restricted byway (due to the Winchester case), and 
asking if they wish this case to be continued.  YDNPA believe that if GoYH 
proceed the route will remain a bridleway as no historic evidence was 
found to support a carriageway route. 

 
• Harber Scar Lane. The order for this route has been confirmed. The route 

from High Greenfield to the parish boundary in the wood will be BOAT, 
and from this point to Horton-in-Ribblesdale it will be restricted byway. 

 
• Bluecaster route. Works to reinstate the drainage at the Rawthey Bridge 

end are complete. There will be further works to reinstate the drainage at 
the Bluecaster farm end later in the year. 

 
• Dawson Close. Works on the Littondale end to reinstate the ford and 

drain the track are now complete. Members discussed the possible use of 
this route by the less mobile and whether this could lead to conflict with 
motor vehicle use. Members did not feel this was an issue at present. 

 
• Fremington to Hurst.  MA has meetings planned with NY Highways and 

the Area Ranger to look at possible repair works, and the issue of motor 
vehicles leaving the track to ‘play’ in the old mine workings. 

 
 
3. Annual report on green lane management 
 
The annual report, which has been to Access Committee, was received by the 
group. The report was discussed in detail. 
 
DG informed the group that Cumbria Police now had a co-ordinator for issues 
to do with illegal motor vehicle use in countryside areas. 
Action: MA to get contact details from DG  
 
SM informed the group that the TRF are now producing a map of the area 
showing routes for members. This will replace the many old versions of maps 



that many members have been using from various sources. Fundamentally, 
the map shows BOATs and UURs only. 
 
 
4. Electric powered motorbikes 
 
SM presented a short paper on electric powered motorbikes which are now 
becoming commercially available.  These are lighter than the petrol 
equivalents, have a range of 2 to 4 hours, have zero emissions and make no 
noise.  Given these factors SM believed that there was a case for exempting 
such vehicles from YDNPA TROs.  The general feeling within the group was 
that this may be premature as there are currently so few in use. 
 
 
5.  Signage for Arncliffe Cote 
 
MA presented a possible draft text for signs for the Arncliffe Cote route, and 
asked for comments from members.  Members suggested that the amount of 
text should be cut down, and that they be made site specific. It was also felt 
that a map should be provided. 
Action: MA to circulate revised text.  SM/MD to determine if GLASS or 
similar logo can be used. 
 
 
6. Signage on UURs 
 
The majority of UURs in the National Park are not signed or waymarked, 
although there a few examples where they have been because of their 
importance.  Cumbria County Council does sign their UUR network with 
‘Public Way’ fingerposts.    
 
As part of the Hierarchy of Trail Routes work in the Lake District many UURs 
are signed informing other users that they might meet motor vehicles. This 
would presume motor vehicle rights, a practice which NYCC do not support. 
 
Overall, the group felt that the use of ‘Public Way’ would be useful, but that 
any greater clarity was not possible at this stage. 
Action: MB to prepare a paper for YDAF 
 
 
7.  Any other business 
 
Stake Road.  MA circulated a number of photographs of the Stake Road 
route showing areas where 4x4s were leaving the track, and using short cuts 
or parallel routes causing damage to surrounding land. The group felt that 
boulders and short sections of fencing should be used to encourage motor 
vehicles to stick to the track. Signage should also be used to inform users that 
leaving the track is illegal and could lead to restrictions. 
Action: MA to arrange for work, and circulate draft text for approval. 
 



Jon Avison retirement. JA announced his retirement and thanked the group 
for the positive contribution they have made over the last few years, which he 
felt has led to a far better situation on the ground. 
 
Frequency of meetings.  MP asked for the members’ opinions on meeting 
just once a year. There was a strong feeling that meetings should remain 6 
monthly. 
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Item No. 11 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 15 June 2010 
 

Secretary’s Report 
 
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
The following report brings together, in one place, a collection of items for Members 
consideration and information. 
 
 
Access Committee Dates and Venues  
 
Date Venue Time 
8 July 2010 Grassington Town Hall 10.00 
7 October 2010 Yoredale, Bainbridge 10.00 
 
Any member of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum can attend the Access Committee as a 
member of the public.  Please contact Rachel Briggs for a copy of the agenda and 
supporting papers.  Please note, it is not a requirement for members of the YDAF to attend 
Access Committee meetings, so it is not an ‘approved duty’ and LAF members cannot 
claim expenses for attending such meetings. 
 
 
Cumbria Countryside Access Partnership 
 
The following provides a summary of the meetings of the Cumbria Countryside Access 
Partnership.  Copies of the minutes and supporting papers can be requested from Rachel 
Briggs by emailing her at Rachel.Briggs@yorkshiredales.org.uk or phoning on 01969 
652363. 
 
 
Operational Steering Group – 16 April 2010 
 
The agenda consisted of the following items: 

• Feedback from all the Task Groups. 
• The Cumbria Countryside Access Partnership joint work programme. 
• PROW flood recovery. 

 
Improvement Task Group – 24 March 2010 
 
The agenda consisted of the following items: 

• ROWIP 2009-10 annual action plan: quarterly status report. 
• ROWIP delivery group – reports on stalled projects.  Reports on the bridleway 

proposal at Cunsey, Satterthwaite, the footpath creation at Boat House Woods, 
Satterthwaite and the bridleway creation above Derwent Parish.. 

• ROWIP 2009-10 annual action plan – delivery report. 
• ROWIP 2010-11 – draft annual action plan. 
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• Bridleway Strategy – LDNPA work on mapping out bridleways against equestrian 
and bike providers, accommodation, ROWIP projects etc. 

 
If any member would like further information on any items covered please contact Rachel 
Briggs. 
 
 
English Access Forum 
 
See the letter in Annex 1, for discussion. 
 
 
Cumbria Rights of Way Improvement Plan Newsletter 
 
See the attached newsletter in Annex 2 for information 
 
 
Yorkshire and Humberside Regional Local Access Forum 
 
Michael Bartholomew and Phil Woodyer attended the meeting of the Yorkshire and 
Humberside Regional Local Access Forum on 17 May.  The minutes and notes can be 
seen in Annex 3. 
 
 
CRoW Act 2000 Restrictions and Exclusions Update 
 
Under section 27 (3)(c) of the CRoW Act, the relevant authority has a duty to review any 
direction for exclusion or restriction no later than the fifth anniversary of the date of the 
direction - in our case by end of May 2010. 
 
At its meeting on the 23 Feb 2010, members offered their advice in relation to the five 
long-term restrictions/exclusions and twenty outline non application directions for fire risk. 
 
As the relevant authority, the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority has considered 
comments made during both consultation periods and has made the following directions.  
 
Askrigg Common 
To continue the direction to restrict dogs to leads from the 1 August to the 10 December, 
on an annual basis, for a further six year period. The current direction has proved 
successful in managing the sporting interests and dogs on the moor over the last five year 
period. There has been no new evidence to suggest that there has been a change in the 
way the CRoW access land is used or managed since the original direction was made, 
and other alternative management methods are not considered appropriate.   
 
However, comments received during public consultation have highlighted a need to  
review the current signage arrangements. The YDNPA Ranger Service aim to  
identify locations where appropriate signage is required and carry out necessary works in 
conjunction with the owner of the sporting interests. 
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Grassington Moor 
To continue the direction to restrict dogs to leads from the 1 August to the 10 December, 
on an annual basis, for a further six year period. The current direction has proved 
successful in managing the sporting interests and dogs on the moor over the last five year 
period. There has been no new evidence to suggest that there has been a change in the 
way the CRoW access land is used or managed since the original direction was made, 
and other alternative management methods are not considered appropriate.   
 
However, comments received during public consultation have highlighted a need to  
review the current signage arrangements. The YDNPA Ranger Service aim to  
identify locations where appropriate signage is required and carry out necessary  
works in conjunction with the owner of the sporting interests. 
 
Holgates Pasture 
As the relevant Authority, the YDNPA have considered the comments made during both 
consultation periods and have concluded that:  

• The threat of suckler cows with young acting to protect their calves is believed to be 
significantly greater to those visitors accompanied with dogs.  

• Although Holgates Pasture is a large enclosure it is of a very open nature, which 
means that members of the public are visible at all times to livestock. 

• Holgates Pasture is completely enclosed and has no public rights of way running 
through it. 

• Although the area has been subject to Open Access legislation since May 2005, 
monitoring of the site has indicated that user levels are exceptionally low. 

• As access use has remained at an exceptionally low level, the cattle may not be 
used to encountering people with dogs. 

 
The Relevant Authority Guidance Criteria set 10 (chapter 2.5): Other cattle kept on access 
land states; where restriction is justified, this will usually be to exclude people with dogs 
when cows are calving or have calves at foot. 
 
Therefore, because cows and calves are present at Holgates Pasture within a nine month 
period of the year (June to February) and due to the open nature of the site, the national 
‘dogs on leads in the vicinity of livestock’ restriction is believed not to be sufficient in this 
particular case.  
 
The relevant authority has therefore decided that the lowest level of restriction necessary 
is to continue to exclude dogs from Holgates Pasture, only when suckler cows and calves 
are present, at any time between 1 June and 28 February annually for a further six year 
period. The YDNPA Ranger Service also aims to review the signage at the site during this 
time and remind the farmer of his responsibility to activate the restriction when necessary. 
 
Quarry Wood 
To continue the direction to exclude the public from the open access land at Quarry Wood 
for a further six years, to allow the applicant to continue charging the public for entry to the 
land on foot on a permanent basis. There has been no new evidence to suggest that there 
has been a change in the way the CRoW access land is used or managed since the 
original direction was made, therefore, other alternative management methods are not 
considered appropriate.   
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Wood End 
To continue the direction for the complete exclusion of CRoW rights from Wood End for a 
further six years, due to the possible accidental disruption and contamination of the local 
water supply situated on the site.  
 
Whilst this direction to restrict public access remains in place, the YDNPA will further 
investigate the need for an alternative route of access, or other management options, to 
allow access from above Wood End, into Hubberholme. Should the negotiations in relation 
to finding an alternative mean of access not come to fruition, the proposed restriction will 
be revisited in two years. 
 
Fire Restrictions 
To continue the outline non-application direction to exclude the public from open access 
land during extreme conditions when the Fire Severity Index indicates five across all open 
access land.  
 
For full details of the five long-term Exclusions and Restrictions, relevant outcome reports 
for these can be viewed on Natural England’s website at: 
www.naturalengland.org.uk/openaccess 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rachel Briggs 
May 2010 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Dear LAF Chair, 
 
Review of the England Access Forum: 
 
You will be aware from recent correspondence that Natural England and the England 
Access Forum are currently discussing future working arrangements.  This is timely since it 
also corresponds to the decision taken at our formative meeting in May 2008, where we 
agreed to review progress after two years.  We are now seeking your views as the Statutory 
Access Forums.   
 
We recognise the good links between Natural England and LAFs which are developing 
regionally, and which we wish to continue to support. 
 
In seeking your LAF’s views we would be particularly interested in comments on 
 

• The links between EAF and the LAFs through the regional coordinators.   
• The effectiveness of the links between LAFs and Natural England at a national level 

through EAF.  
• The added value that a national body representing LAFs can bring. 
• The options for EAF’s development. 

 
The wealth of experience and knowledge resident within England’s 81 Local Access Forums 
is invaluable and we believe that the England Access Forum has a key role to play 
representing the LAFs at the national level to Government, Natural England and other 
national bodies.  We wish to see the EAF properly resourced, and your responses will help 
us assess what is needed. 
 
Please do let us have your LAF’s views and also any other comments you might wish to 
make.  We would welcome your views by the end of September 2010 please to Andrew 
Mackintosh (Andrew.Mackintosh@naturalenglnad.org.uk), the Natural England secretary to 
EAF.   
 
Yours sincerely 

   
 
 
Duncan Graham CBE    Rob Cooke 
Chairman of England Access Forum  Director Environmental Advice and Analysis 

Duncan Graham CBE 
Chairman of The England Access Forum 



 

 

      Natural England 



The ROWIP projects undertaken by the Countryside Access team during 2009-10 that have either 
been completed or had important initial phases of work undertaken have resulted in the following 
benefits to the public rights of way network: 
• 3km of public footpath created 
• 1.6km of surfacing work 
• 1.5km multi-user route (delivered through Highways) 
• 35km of promoted horse riding routes (delivered 

through the North Pennines AONB) 
• 350m of cleared obstructions 
• 2 written drainage plans 
• Stiles replaced with kissing gates 
• Printed and downloadable material 

Welcome to the first issue of ROWIP News which details some 
of the success stories that Cumbria County Council’s Country-
side Access Team has had during 2009-10 as it continues to 
work with partners to deliver all aspects of the Cumbria 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP). 
The focus of our work during 2009-10 has been to deliver   
projects where a reasonable amount could be achieved at 
relatively small costs; often this has facilitated partnership 
working where partners’ combined efforts have begun to 
make a real difference. 
A multitude of organisations have an active role in countryside access within Cumbria. Many of the    
projects highlighted in this issue would not have been possible without their support and we are        
extremely grateful for all the support received. Partners who helped delivery include the two National 
Park Authorities, Capita Symonds Ltd , CCC Property Services, CCC Highways, Local Parish and Town 
Councils, Carlisle City Council, Allerdale Borough Council, Natural England, The Woodland Trust,     
Cumbria Waste Management Environment Trust, The Ramblers, Nuture Lakeland, Carlisle Angling Club, 
North Pennines AONB, Private landowners, The National Trust, Friends of the Lake District, Community 
Groups e.g. Hincaster Trailway Group and UK Coal. 

Improvement is the name of the game 

Footpaths 2

Bridleways 3
Access for All 4

Information and Interpretation 5

Coastal Access 6
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Value to the network 



This well used local path had 
been the subject of discussion 
at many town council meetings.  

Improvements were required to 
widen and resurface the route 

which has benefited all users, 
particularly those who have a 
pushchair or use a wheelchair.                
Works 4 You Ltd, a not-for-
profit contractor based in   
Cleator Moor carried out the 
work. Works 4 You specialise in 
delivering landscape projects 
with social and environmental 
benefits to the community as 
well as providing work and 
training opportunities for local 
unemployed residents.  

Quote from user: 
“Now the path is much          
improved - this will be of   
benefit to many people who 
regularly walk the route to 
school and work and for        

Council and two private land-
owners the project provides a 
safe off-road link between   
housing on Station Road and 
Penruddock Village. This      
benefits children on the way to 
the school and the local      
community who access village 
services such as the Post Office, 

Working in partnership with the 
LDNPA, Penruddock Parish 

village hall and public house 
whilst avoiding the busy main 
road. 

Penruddock Village footpath 

stepping stone walkway laid 
down. 

 

even more enjoyable for both 
visitors and local people. 
A combination of work within 
the parish programme run 
through our agents Capita     
Symonds and funding internally 
for ROWIP work has seen stiles 
replaced with kissing gates, 
fence lines repaired, users can 
traverse creeks using timber 
sleeper bridges and a           
permanent bog has had a    

This popular riverside route 
alongside the River Eden at   
Armathwaite required a series 
of enhancements to make it 

Armathwaite Riverside footpath 

Bowthorn Road footpath, Cleator Moor 
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A bridleway is now fully open to 
walkers, horse riders and      
cyclists after long-standing    
obstructions were removed. The 
bridleway forms a 1,000 metre 

route out of the valley at Orton 
up over the fell to Great Asby 
Scar and was blocked by stone 
walls. Now five new openings in 
the walls have been created, 
stock proof gates installed and 
signs put in place to re-establish 
the route following negotiations 
between the county council’s 
countryside access team, the 
landowners involved and the 
National Farmers Union. 
Colin Palmer from Cycle Touring 
Club (CTC), said:          

“Cumbria has many brilliant 
bridleways but this is a real 
gem and the ability to cycle it 
without obstructions is giving a 
lot of pleasure to our        
members.” 

Orton Bridleway 

latches along the routes to   
enable riders and cyclists alike 
to enjoy the special qualities of 
the North Pennines. The North 
Pennines AONB Partnership has 
developed three other Pack-
horse Trails elsewhere in the 
North Pennines AONB. Printed 
guides will be available from 

Two new promoted riding 
routes have been created in 
Cumbria thanks to the North 
Pennines AONB Partnership's 
Living North Pennines project. 
As part of the project, Country-
side Access Rangers worked 
with local landowners to install 
new gates with equine friendly 

the Partnership during the   
summer of 2010.  

North Pennines AONB Living North Pennines Project 

provided a tractor with bucket 
for the stone removal. 

 

two separate work party days to 
firstly remove fallen stone from 
the obstructed sunken bridleway 
and cut back overhanging   
vegetation and secondly back 
fill the route with top soil to 
encourage re-grassing.          
The work has provided a more 
pleasant walking and riding   
surface for all users. A big thank 
you must also be extended to 
the landowner who helpfully 

This project utilised the efforts 
of our Countryside Volunteer 
team who under supervision 
from a Countryside Ranger held  

Killington Bridleway 
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The Countryside Access team has been working with partners across Cumbria to identify routes in wider 
Cumbria (outside of the two National Parks) which are suitable for people with limited mobility. 
Wheelchair users, families with pushchairs and the visually impaired will be able to visit and enjoy 
these sites whilst interacting with the natural environment. Four routes were audited and identified as 
'Access for All' during 2009-10, two are highlighted in greater detail below. There are plans to          
undertake similar work during 2010-11 so that a further four routes can be promoted. 
The routes will be promoted on the County Council’s web site where users can view detailed             
descriptions (including gradients, surface conditions and facilities). Each page also provides an option 
to download and print a route description leaflet. All this information is designed to allow users to 
make an informed choice as to whether they think it is within their physical capabilities. Further web 
pages also provide links to what else is available in other parts of Cumbria and further general         
information. 
The four routes highlighted are the work of many organisations who have contributed their time and 
effort including the Cumbria Local Access Forum, the County Council's Countryside Volunteer and    
Property Services team, Allerdale Disability Association and the Woodland Trust. 

woodpecker, redstart and  
coaltit. The site contains some 

Miltonrigg Woods just off the 
A69 near Brampton, Cumbria is 
complex and diverse,      
stretching across some 154 
acres with semi-mature mixed 
woodland. Popular with       
visitors, it provides a habitat 
for red squirrel and roe deer, 
kestrel, sparrow hawk, tawny 
owl as well as great spotted        

steep gradients. Once these 
have been overcome a crushed 
stone surface provides a    
pleasant circular route through 
the woodland which changes in 
appearance through the      
seasons.  
The woodland site is owned and 
managed by the Woodland 
Trust. 

Miltonrigg Woods near Brampton 

round for walkers, wheelchair 
users and those with pushchairs 
and young children. The surface 
material is finely crushed local 
quarry stone which provides a 
hardwearing, compact surface. 
The site is owned by Cumbria 
County Council and managed 
through its Property and        
Resources Team. 
 

tufted duck and mallard. 

The circular walk provides safe 
and enjoyable access all year 

Longlands Lake nestles         
between Egremont and Cleator 
Moor on the West Coast 
of Cumbria and supports an 
abundance of wildlife within a 
variety of habitats, which     
include: broadleaf woodland, 
unimproved grassland and 
aquatic vegetation. The lake is 
important for its bird        
population and breeding      
species include mute swan, 
coot, moorhen, goosander, 

Longlands Lake at Cleator Moor 

Access for All 
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Providing information and interpretation that allows visitors and local 
people to enjoy the countryside responsibly is just as important as 
improving the physical aspects of the network. This information    
provision can be as simple as adding destination and distances to 
fingerposts, promoting countryside access at local events and shows 
or the production of a colour leaflet. The two projects below provide 
a snapshot of this ongoing work. 

Information and Interpretation 

Cumbria through music, dance, 
art, food and other activities. 
The event attracted 1800 visi-
tors and is an opportunity to 
make contact with and promote 
countryside access to under-
represented groups. The     
Rangers managed to encourage 
over 105 visitors of all ages and          
cultures to have a go at the 
short skills course in the school 
quadrangle, and a further 26 

Countryside Rangers, and    
Countryside Volunteers, in   
partnership with Impact Housing 
and Carlisle City Council's Sport 
and Recreation Dept, ran a    
cycling activity event in Carlisle 
at the Culture Bazaar. The    
Bazaar is a community led     
annual event, organised by 
the Cumbria Multicultural     
Network, which celebrates the 
myriad of cultures present in 

came on the short guided rides 
that were running throughout 
the day. 

Carlisle Culture Bazaar 

most stunning landscapes and 
has been designated as an Area 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB). The North Pennines is 
also a UNESCO European and 
Global Geopark - highlighting its 
globally important Earth      
heritage. 

England and a successful          
partnership with Mark Richards 
a renowned guidebook author. 
Mark has been producing guides 
for over 35 years and takes   
inspiration from the legendary 
Alfred Wainwright.  
The leaflets encourage people 
to pop on their walking boots 
and make good use of open   
access land on their doorstep. 
Leaflets are available for Cold 
Fell, Geltsdale, Talkin Tarn,  
Cardunneth Pike and Thack 
Moor and Black Fell. The North 
Pennines is one of England's 

A series of online walking guides 
illustrating parts of the North 
Pennines have been produced 
and can be downloaded on the 
County Council’s web site 
(countryside access pages). 
They have been made possible 
with funding from Natural    

Open Access walks in the North Pennines AONB 
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Simon Boyd 
Countryside Access Development Officer 

Countryside Access Team, Environment Directorate, Cumbria County Council 
The Lonsdale Building, The Courts, Carlisle, CA3 8NA 

For more ROWIP information please contact 

is the blueprint that will be 
used at each leg of the journey. 
Stakeholders across Cumbria 
were involved in all the         
consultation rounds and actual 
ground testing of ‘walking the 
course’ principles on the west 
Cumbrian coast. 

Approval of the Scheme from 
the Secretary of State means 
that work has begun on         
implementing the first stages of 

the coastal path – these are 
planned on a stretch of coast at 
Weymouth, in order to have the 
new rights in place there in 
time for the 2012 Olympics.  
Implementation is then due to 
start in 2011 in 5 other areas – 
Cumbria, East Riding, Kent,   
Norfolk and Somerset.  
In Cumbria there will be a    
process of information          
dissemination to all           
stakeholders through a variety 
of mechanisms supported by 
Natural England, Cumbria 
County Council and other       
interested parties to prepare 
the county for rollout in 2011.  

Tel: 01228 221022 
E-mail: simon.boyd@cumbriacc.gov.uk    

www.cumbria.gov.uk/roads-transport/public-transport-road-safety/countryside-access 

Part 9 of the Marine & Coastal 
Access Act 2009 aims to improve 
public access to, and enjoyment 
of, the English coastline by   
creating clear and consistent 
public rights along the English 
coast for most types of open-air 
recreation on foot. The Act 
places a duty on Natural       
England to use its powers to  
secure twin objectives for 
coastal access, one relating to a 
long-distance route (or routes) 
around the English coast, the 
other to an accessible margin of 
land in association with the 
route where people will be able 
to spread out and explore, rest 
or picnic in appropriate 
places. Natural England have 
also produced a Scheme which 

Coastal Access 
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For other Countryside Access queries please contact 
Andrew Coleman Team Manager     01228 226559 

 
David Gibson  Rights of Way (Planning Officer)   01228 226558 

 
Andrea Bonacker Ranger & Volunteer Officer   01228 226605 

 
Kathy Miles  Partnership Officer    01228 221064 
 
Andy Sims  Rights of Way (Mapping) Officer   01228 221024 
 
Sandra Pattinson Technical Assistant    01228 226328 
 
Geoff Fewkes  Ranger (Carlisle & North Eden)   07789 603253 
Bob Muscat  Ranger (Copeland and Allerdale)  07773 819101 
Tony Burns  Ranger (Eden)     07789 602281 
Eve Borrino  Ranger (South Lakeland and Barrow)  07789 603435 
 

(Note—all Rangers are responsible for district areas outside of the National Parks) 
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Annex 3 
 
Yorkshire and The Humber Regional Local Access Forum 
 
Minutes of the meeting held at Wakefield Town Hall 17th May 2010 
 
Joint Chairs Hazel Armstrong-Hull and East Riding, Richard Holmes-Wakefield, 
Attending: T.Howard, L.Seaman, C.Bolton, M.Bartholomew, K.Wainwright, B.Martin, 
N.Wareing, 
D.Northcliffe,P.Haines,T.Norris,C.Cook,P.Ashton,P.Woodyer, J.Harker, S.Schultz, 
H.Scott. 
Apologies A.Hodgson 
 

1. Introduction 
R.Holmes and H. Armstrong presented the background to the meeting. Yorkshire 
and The Humber Regional Local Access Forum (Y&H LAF) has not met since 
March 2009. At the England Access Forum (EAF) on 8.3.10 it became apparent 
that the support from Natural England for LAFs across the country was uneven 
and this was reflected in variable regional meetings. In the South West all LAFs 
reported individual support from Natural England, all other regions have a 
Regional Co-ordinator, apart from Y&H where there has been no activity. Hence 
RH and HA as Regional Representatives arranged this meeting with the support 
of Wakefield MDC. 

2. All of the Y&H LAF secretaries had been contacted about the meeting. There 
were concerns that not all LAF’s were present and some had not responded to 
the invitation – this is possibly due to secretaries not passing on the information 
or is there a breakdown somewhere in communications. 

3. North Yorkshire, Leeds and North Lincolnshire did not respond to the 
communication and were not represented. York City were contacted and 
confirmed their LAF has been disbanded.  
 

4. England Access Forum 
Natural England has written to all LAFs (14.5.10) to review the England Access 
Forum. It was suggested that review be put on every LAF`s agenda AND robustly 
debated and responded to by September. 

5. Discussion within the EAF suggested that the Forum needed a statutory status in 
order to provide a national voice in raising front-line issues This should include 
influencing policy at the earliest stage, formal consultation, campaigning for 
access at the highest level, providing communication between LAF’s, NE, and 
Government Departments, and being somewhere to provide advice and support 
for LAFs faced with problems. Other issues included ‘health’ and other social 
benefits of access.  

6. The EAF acknowledged that funding was and will be a major issue in this work. 
EAF noted all actions, including those of volunteers, do have a cost. 

7. Further the relationship between the LAFs, EAF and Natural England provided 
considerable debate both within EAF and with NE. 
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8. News from Individual LAFs 

There followed a "round-the-table" report from members of the state of affairs in 
their region. It soon became very obvious that different authorities had widely 
varied appreciation of their LAFs.  

9. WestYorkshire have no attendance from elected members, perhaps because, it 
covers three local authorities (Bradford, Calderdale and Kirklees). The two former 
authorities are "supportive", but the latter has as yet no ROWiP. There is no 
landowner representation. 

10. Sheffield, with its varied area (1/3 green belt and 1/3 National Park) has 
developed a comprehensive RoWiP document, has Local Authority funding and 
is represented on Transport and Health committees.  

11. North Yorkshire Moors has something of a quandary as the National Park has 
access as its remit, but has, nonetheless been involved with work on exclusions. 
They have also been involved in the expansion plans for the National Park and 
have met with Northumberland LAF. 

12. Wakefield have found that the RoWiP has raised Parish Council awareness. In 
order to raise the profile of the LAF a number of "ready to roll" projects are being 
developed to be used when funding become available. 

13. Barnsley are involved in the 21st Anniversary of the Pennine Trail to be held in 
June. They are responsible for information boards with regard to Access land 
and have also been involved in "walking routes to school". 

14. Rotherham had a CROW Act officer appointed early on and were given a budget 
from the outset. The Council, UK Coal and the Environment Agency have all 
helped to produce an active RoWiP, and, at local level (i.e. parish) "mini- 
RoWiPs".    

15. Hull and East Riding have had "constitutional problems. Like West Yorkshire they 
lacked member support in certain areas. Access land is dealt with by the Rights 
of Way Officer, who has managed to keep in contact with the LAF. The Hull 
RoWiP was delayed but the LAF are pleased with the final document. A recent 
concerns are "travellers" occupying Green Lanes. 
 

16. Natural England 
LAF Regional Co-ordinator. 
NE are keen to appoint a Co-ordinator. The role and description were explained 
by S. Shultz and applicants invited.  
 

17. Unrecorded Routes.  
The Stepping Forward report produced by the Discovering Lost Ways Project 
was published in March 2010 (see link below).   
 
http://naturalengland.etraderstores.com/NaturalEnglandShop/NECR035 
 
This should be brought to the attention of all LAFs and made an agenda item for 
debate and response. The report quoted “there are 32 recommendations which 
aim to make the process more simple, more speedy and cheaper. All parties are 
able to give in-put" 

18. The original Act envisaged a 25 year implementation, and concern was 
expressed that significant time has elapsed as we have waited for the results of 
the DLWP and the Stakeholder Working Group. Therefore an amendment of the 
Act is essential to reflect this delay and to extend the cut off time for ten years.  
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19. A further issue for LAFs to consider are the new Local Transport Plans. For more 
information please see the NE report ‘LTP and RoWiP integration: good practice 
note’ (See link below). 
 
http://naturalengland.etraderstores.com/NaturalEnglandShop/Product.aspx?Prod
uctID=a9f67df9-f61d-40ae-9ed7-457b60b89394 
 
 

20. S.Schultz explained the nature of her role and some of the NE projects. 
21. Landlocked Access Land 
22. H.Scott talked about the problems of isolated pockets of Access land and 

explained the work of P.Wharram (E.Yorks RoW Officer) in mapping these and 
contacting the landowners to discuss access. Where possibly circular routes are 
being explored. So far there has been a mixed response from landowners with 
some of the larger estates being less receptive. The report is due out soon. 

23. Further access may be created through agri-environment schemes, which the 
NFU and CLA are promoting. It was noted that that such schemes are temporary 
being merely a ten year agreement. Questions raised included time-scales for 
the establishment of access points and what constituted “reasonable access" 
Lacking a barrister the matter was not resolved. 

24. S.Schultz agree to provide minutes of the last meeting (25.3.09). NE also agreed 
to fund the next meeting. 
 

25. Next meeting :- Town Hall Wakefield Monday 13th September ( 10.00- 2.00pm) 
PLEASE NOTE : new date for the meeting. 

26. The meeting closed at 1-13 pm. 
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 Notes from Yorkshire & the Humber Regional Local Access Forum Meeting 
Portland Hotel, Hull, 25 March 2009, 10am - 3pm 

 
 
1. Welcome and introductions 

Karen Wood welcomed those present and invited them to introduce themselves.  
 
2. Apologies were received from Roger Kite (Sheffield LAF), David Northcliffe 

(West Yorkshire Pennine LAF), Helen Wilkin (Natural England) 
 
3. Welcome  

Cllr Rick Welton from Kingston Upon Hull City Council welcomed those 
present to Hull, and gave an overview of the importance of access issues and the 
work of Local Access Forums, mentioning local examples. 

 
4. Feedback from England Access Forum meeting on 11 March 2009 

Hazel Armstrong and Richard Holmes fed back from the recent EAF meeting.    
Duncan Graham addressed delegates on behalf of EAF and invited questions.  
Topics raised included:  
 

• Gating orders - Highways authorities should have a written adopted 
policy which includes a disability impact assessment 

• LAFs to engage with Local Area Agreements (in particular with reference 
to national indicators relating to access).  

• Rights of way and trunk road improvements 
• ROWIPs – the need to link them into Local Transport Plans 
• Requesting the EAF to encourage dialogue with organisations such as 

The Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, , British Waterways  
and Railtrack to promote access for all 

• Dual status routes 
• LAFs’ experience of working with local planning departments  

 
Duncan commented that LAFs in the region undertaking much good work, 
exhibiting much diversity. 
 

5. Disability and Access to the Countryside 
Yvonne Hosker provided a presentation on disability and access to the 
countryside.  (Copy of handout attached).  Participants raised the following 
points: 

o Access was not only about access to the countryside in terms of 
recreation but also access to work and shops. 

o How LAFs can engage with groups with visual impairments. 
o Motorbikes can be an issue when opening up access routes. 
o The need for partnership working with organisations (including transport 

providers) to meet legislation requirements. 
 
6. LAF Updates 

Information was shared by a total of 11 individual LAFs from across the region.  
They focussed on what makes their LAF distinctive, their achievements as well as 
the challenges (summary attached). 
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7 Future Meetings 

A summary is attached of this facilitated session. 
 

8 Coastal Access in Yorkshire & the Humber  
Andrew Mackintosh provided a power point presentation on current Coastal 
Access issues. Participants from the coastal areas of the East Riding of Yorkshire 
and Kingston Upon Hull LAF and the Lincolnshire LAFs raised the issues of 
coastal erosion and flooding with Andrew who assured them that there would be 
an opportunity for them to comment during the consultation stage. 

 
9 Close 

Karen thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting at 3.30pm. 
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Yorkshire & the Humber Regional LAF Meeting 25 March 2009 
 

Agenda Item: Future Meetings Workshop 
 
 
1 Expectations/ role of the Regional LAF secretariat 

 
• To disseminate of information to and from EAF 
• To collate best practice examples from LAFs and disseminate to the region 
• To facilitate two-way communication between LAFs and Natural England 
• To facilitate meetings with other governing bodies/audit/ planning 

commissions To provide networking opportunities as today has done 
(‘updates’ from other LAFs vital, enables progress monitoring for own LAF) 

• A combination of face-to-face meeting, and email contact is crucial 
• To disseminate information –a huge amount of information is available at the 

regional level, the secretariat should disseminate, then allow each LAF chair 
to act as the filter for what each LAF/ member/ other contact is best placed 
to receive. There is a role for LAF chairs and secretaries to encourage their 
members if they feel inundated, and retain their enthusiasm 

 
2 Format of future regional LAF meetings 
 

• Strong support for future meetings 
• Today’s format is a good one enabling learning from each other and 

experts/trainers, and should be repeated 
• Regional meetings to fall after EAF meetings 
• Specifically steered towards training 
• Separate meetings to discuss local issues 
• On site meetings to view issues in the field  
• To continue to enable dialogue between chairs 
• Attendance – useful to have 2 reps from each LAF and extras where 

appropriate/ special interests 
• Should enable a two-way flow of information between the regional 

secretariat, and the region 
 

3 Future training ideas/ requests 
 

• Due to the diverse nature of the region, it may be useful to have those who 
have particular knowledge on a topic to produce briefing papers/ paragraphs, 
which the regional secretariat could then circulate training can then take place 
via more than the training day situation 

• Training is necessary not only for the LAF members themselves, but in order 
for them to inform the public – signposting 

 
• Visual impairment (sight disability speakers including Lawrence Player, 

Rehabilitation Officer, NYCC, Natural England staff and/or Losehill Hall 
trainer) 

• Repairs to rights of way (speaker from National Trust?) 
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• Ethnic inclusion (Mosaic Project?) 
• Marketing LAFs including use of websites 
• Running a LAF 
• Dealings with improper use of the rights of way network 
• Educating people about the various types of PRoW (permissive/definitive)  
• Quangos/ abbreviations 
• Revisit CRoW act – in light of mapping, to continue momentum 
• Gating Orders 
• Access  
• Motorbikes/motor vehicles – sustainability issues 
• Cross-boundary consultation – does it work, best practise – many issues for 

LAFs that overlap different local authorities eg LTPs  
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