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Minutes of Meeting of 

Yorkshire Dales Local Access Forum 
Held on Tuesday 21 March 2006  

Kettlewell Village Hall 
 

Present: Jon Beavan (JB), Veronica Boulton (VB), Bill Foster (BF), Michael Bartholomew 
(MB), Richard Johnson (RJ), Geoff Wilson (GW), David Gibson (DG), Richard Spensley 
(RS), Anne Purbrick (AP), Jerry Pearlman (JP). John Goss (JG), Ben Heyes (BH), 
Deborah Millward (DM), Pat Whelan (PWh), Alan Hulme (AH), Mark Allum (MA), Rachel 
Mozley (RM), Richard Parkin (RP). 
 
The meeting started at 1.15pm. 
 
1. Election of Chair and Vice Chair 
 
RM welcomed Richard Parkin (RP), YDNPA Secretariat Officer, who had been invited to 
facilitate the election of Chair and Vice Chair. 
 
RP explained the election procedure to Members and then asked for nominations.  JB 
nominated GW and RJ nominated MB.  Both agreed to stand. 
 
GW circulated his statement in support of his nomination to the Forum and Members were 
given a few minutes to read it.  RP invited questions to the candidate.  One question was 
asked. 
 
RP then asked MB to make his statement in support of nomination.  MB spoke to the 
meeting.  RP invited questions to the candidate.  Two questions were asked. 
 
Voting slips were then circulated and counted by RM and RP.  The result was GW 8, MB 
6.   
 

GW was elected as Chair. 

 
RP asked Members for nominations for Vice Chair.  GW, BF and BH nominated JB for the 
position of Vice Chair.  JB agreed to stand and there were no further nominations.  
Members of the Forum agreed, unanimously, to elect JB as Vice Chair. 
 

JB was elected as Vice Chair 
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2. Welcome 
 
GW thanked JB and BH for all their hard work as Chair and Vice Chair of the Forum.   
 
GW welcomed JP to his first official meeting of the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum.   
 
The following observers were welcomed to the meeting: 
 
Wilf Fenten – Chair of the Access Committee 
Malcolm Petyt – Vice Chair of the Access Committee 
Bronia Hall – Lincoln University 
Paul Tibbatts – National Park resident 
 
 
3. Apologies 
 
Apologies were received from Phil Woodyer (PW), Adrian Pickles (APi), Graeme Hall 
(GH), and Mark Sandamas (MS). 
 
 
4. Approval of Minutes 
 
Members approved the minutes from the previous meeting (17 January 2006) with the 
following amendment. 
 
Page 4, Item 10, the paper was presented by JB and not GW. 
 
Matters Arising from the Minutes 
 
Page 2 – RM to chase up North Yorkshire County Council (NYCC) with regards to the list 
of responses from Parish Councils on the Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWiP). 
 

The minutes were approved as a true record of the meeting. 

 
 
5. Public Question Time 
 
Paul Tibbatts had informed RM, before the meeting that he would like to put a question to 
the Forum.  The following question was asked: 
 
With the introduction of Natural England, will there be any effect on the Local Access 
Forum? 
 
GW replied on behalf of the Forum: 
The work of Local Access Forum’s comes under the remit of DEFRA.  Therefore, it is 
unlikely that the formation of Natural England will have much effect on the Forum.  DEFRA 
is currently revisiting the Guidance for Local Access Forums and there may be more within 
that document on the work of Natural England and its relationship to Local Access 
Forums.  This document will be published in the next few months. 
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6. YDAF Annual Report 2005/06  
 
JB read out the Chairman’s Report and members agreed that it should be included in the 
Annual Report. 
 
The following comments were made on the draft annual report: 
 
The dates within the annual report must be consistent throughout and should be 1 April 
2005 – 31 March 2006. 
 
There were various comments about the footnotes on page 7.  RM agreed to make 
changes regarding the order of the numbering. 
 
Members thought it necessary to mention the Chair and Vice Chair for the reporting period 
in section 4.1 on page 9.  RM said she would put in details for both past and present Chair 
and Vice Chair. 
 
Members asked for section title 4.4 ‘Advice to the Forum’ to be removed and for the text to 
be merged with that of section 4.3.  Members also thought that a section should be 
included on Informal Meetings. 
 
Several Members thought that Appendix 1 was in need of updating in terms of background 
information.  RM asked for Members to read through their pen-portrait and to inform her of 
any changes. 
 
RM asked members whether they would object to having a line in the financial statement 
stating how much staff costs have been.  All agreed to this. 
 
RM explained that the Annual Report would be widely circulated.  She suggested that a full 
colour summary of the Annual Report be produced to act as promotional material for the 
YDAF.  Members agreed that this would be useful. 
 

The Annual report was approved subject to Chairman’s approval of final changes. 

 
 
7. CRoW Open Access – One Year On 
 
AH presented the paper to Members.  He noted that since the preparation of the paper, 
there has been one notification of dedication of land - The Kennel Field at Thornton Rust, 
and one 28 day discretionary restriction at Stags Fell, Hawes. 
 
Members went through the paper and asked questions of AH.  They were then asked to 
answer the various questions listed on page 4 of the paper: 
 

1. There was a general agreement that an Open Access Management Plan should 
be written.  Some Members thought that more data needed to be gathered 
before the preparation. 

2. It was agreed that YDAF Members would help in the preparation of a 
Management Plan. 
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3. There was much discussion as to the need for routes over access land to be 
promoted.  Members suggested that Officers of the YDNPA find out what has 
been done elsewhere before making a decision i.e. what other publications have 
been written, what are other National Park Authorities doing?  JP agreed to 
bring the subject up at the next National Countryside Access Forum (NCAF). 

 
 
8. Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority Public Rights of Way Maintenance 

Plan 
 

AH presented the Rights of Way Maintenance Plan to Members.  The Plan generated 
much discussion.  Comments and questions were put to AH. 
 

AH thanked the Members for their comments and took them away for possible 
inclusion in the plan. 

 
 
9. Recreation Charter 
 
MA informed Members that the revised version of the Recreation Charter has now been 
out to consultation and comments have been received from 12 of the 31 groups consulted.   
 
The final version will be going to the Access Committee on 11 May as a document worked 
on by the Local Access Forum.  It is hoped they will sign up to it.   
 

Members were happy for those Members on the sub group to comment on the final 
version for Access Committee. 

 
 
10. National Park Management Plan – Access and Recreation Section 
 
AH went through the draft version of the Access and Recreation section of the National 
Park Management Plan (NPMP).  The following comments were made: 
 
JB asked that point 2 in the objectives read ‘Put in place appropriate management 
restrictions for motorised recreational vehicles on all unsurfaced sensitive routes by 2010’.  
He also asked that point 11 be rewritten to make more sense. 
 
RJ asked that principle (e) be expanded to include ‘and to avoid interference with the 
working environment’. 
 
PWh though it would be a more positive message if objective 10 read ‘By 2010 the range 
of routes and sites across the national park will ensure that a minimum of 0.5% of the 
rights of way network is accessible by wheelchair users and a minimum of 5% by those 
with limited mobility’. 
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AH informed Members that the NPMP would be going out to consultation and asked 
whether they wished to comment on the whole document.   
 

It was agreed that Members would only comment on the Access and Recreation 
section of the new NPMP.  The next draft will be circulated to all Members and 
comments made through GW if the consultation period fell outside the YDAF 
meeting cycle. 

 
 
11. Integrated Access Strategy and Green Lanes Policy 
 
Papers from the NPA’s Access and Recreation Manager detailing the NPA’s present 
policies on use of green lanes by mechanically propelled vehicles as included in the Parks 
Integrated Access Strategy document were received.  
  

All Members agreed to continue to support the position statements in the Integrated 
Access Strategy in relation to recreational vehicular use of unsealed routes (green 
lanes). 

 
 
12. Secretary’s Report 
 
RM presented the paper of items for information to Members.  Various questions were put 
to Members throughout. 
 
Best Value Performance Plan Actions 2006/07 
 
Members agreed to help Officers of the National Park Authority with the actions highlighted 
in the paper. 
 
Access Committee 
 
It was agreed that minutes of the YDAF meetings will go to the Chair to approve before 
being presented to the first available Access Committee.  They will also be put on the 
website as unapproved minutes. 
 
DEFRA LAF Guidance Workshop, Bristol, 8 February 2006. 
 
GW tabled a report on the above workshop for additional information to Members. 
 
 
13. Update on Members’ Activities 
 
Members did not have anything further to report. 
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14. Future Forum Meetings 
 
The following were suggested as items for the next meeting: 
 Sustainable travel/tourism 
 YDAF work schedule 
 Training session before the meeting. 
 
The next meeting of the YDAF is on the 18 July 2006 at the Dales Countryside Museum, 
Hawes.  The meeting will start at 6.00pm with a buffet from 5.00pm.  Details of a potential 
training session beforehand will be circulated closer to the meeting. 
 
The meeting closed at 16.45 



 

Item No. 6 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 18 July 2006 
 

Proposals for Prioritising and Integrating Definitive Map  
Anomalies and Applications  

 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
1.1 The Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority is under a duty as the Agent of North 
Yorkshire County Council, to bring the Definitive Map for the Dales area, up to date and to 
maintain it in that condition.  In order to help meet this responsibility, the Authority has 
established a Definitive Map team.  Since 1st April 2004 there has been a Senior Definitive 
Map Officer, two Definitive Map Officers and a Definitive Map Technician, who are 
together responsible for carrying out the work of managing and up-dating the Definitive 
Map.  The task of managing casework is undertaken by each Definitive Map Officer on an 
area basis. 
 
1.2 The work of reviewing and up-dating the Definitive Map for the Park as a whole 
includes three main areas: 
 

• resolving problems currently recorded on the Definitive Map (anomalies)  

• processing Definitive Map Modification Order applications 

• processing Public Path Orders (applications and initiations) 
 
1.3 Each of the three areas produces casework and it is the issue of how to prioritise 
the cases in each area and each area against the others that needs to be resolved. 
Prioritisation of casework should be based on broad, but nevertheless clear principles, that 
allow us flexibility to deal with the competing demands on officer time, in a way that 
satisfies the needs of the rights of way network and its users, in the overall interests of the 
National Park as a whole, as quickly and fairly as possible. 
 
 
2.0  Definitive Map Anomalies 
 
2.1 The currently recorded anomalies consist of a variety of issues which include errors 
on the map (e.g. misalignments or wrong status) rights of way wrongly included on the 
map, omissions from the map and situations on the ground that do not necessarily reflect a 
mapping problem.  At the 1st April 2004 the number of recorded anomalies was 697, 
including 246 Legal Event Orders.  Some of these have been resolved and a new list of 
anomalies outstanding at 1st April 2006 is currently being prepared.  
 
2.2 Prior to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, a major 
constituent of recorded anomalies was concerned with the issue of Byways Open to All 
Traffic.  As a result of the Act there will be fewer new applications for byways and therefore 
perhaps less need for the in-depth research into the existence of vehicular rights.  
However, the new category of highway (Restricted Byway), created by the Countryside 
and Rights of Way Act 2000, will still require research to establish the existence of historic 
vehicular rights.  So the 2006 Act will not necessarily have reduced the research into the 



 

existence of historic vehicular rights in any particular case, but it may have changed the 
emphasis of the cases. 
 
 
3.0 Prioritising Anomalies 
 
3.1 Under the proposed scheme for dealing with Anomalies, problems will be prioritised 
on the basis of their relative importance to the rights of way network, rights of way users 
and the National Park as a whole. Certain criteria for deciding this are identified in the 
Appendix.   These are examples of distinguishing criteria, and should not be taken as an 
exclusive list.  The strength of a proposed modification will depend on the cumulative total 
of benefits that it brings.   
 
3.2 It is further proposed that anomalies which potentially involve the addition of a 
BOAT or Restricted Byway to the Definitive Map can be treated as one class of 
modification.  Other anomalies (i.e. footpath and bridleway anomalies that do not involve 
rights for motorised use) will be a separate class of modification.  Researching historic 
vehicular rights can involve a greater degree of work, but also these cases are generally 
all of a type and often share relevant evidence.  It makes sense therefore to treat them as 
a separate category to non BOAT / RB cases.  Both categories of modification will use the 
same criteria to give priority to any particular matter. Separation simply allows the two 
categories of matter to be dealt with simultaneously so that one category does not swamp 
the other.    
 
3.3 The essential problem in managing anomalies is deciding which problems will be 
dealt with first.  One possible solution is a numeric or points system.  With this system, 
each modification proposal is ranked according to its points score.  The reasons for 
making the modification must be clearly identified.  Each reason is then allocated a 
number of points and the total points accumulated for each proposed modification will 
determine where in the order of priority it falls. 
 
3.4 This is an important approach in that the reasons for making the modification are 
clearly identified. And the reasons for one proposed modification may well carry more 
weight or simply be more numerous than the reasons for making another. Indeed this must 
be the case if the modification is to be prioritised.  However, the allocation of points is a 
time-consuming process, with an essentially binding result once they have been added up, 
which won’t necessarily reflect the relative importance of a particular proposed 
modification.   
 
3.5 We should allow ourselves the flexibility to evaluate a proposed modification, 
against set criteria, in terms of the reasons for making it, without the need to allocate point 
to those reasons.   This would enable the reasons for a Modification Order or Public Path 
Order to be used to determine the overall effect of the proposal more flexibly than would 
be the case if they were tied to a numerical score.  
 
3.6 The important point is that we explain the reasons for making an Order : 
 a)   Establish clearly why we believe the modification should be made.  This  
  should include the non-legal as well as legal reasons. 
 b)   Identify and explore the benefits that will accrue from making the Order. 
 c) Compare them with the reasons for making any other competing Order. 
 d) Make a reasoned judgement for choosing one rather than the other.  



 

3.7 Even within a numeric system, two proposed modifications might accumulate the 
same number of points.  Some system for then distinguishing them, would have to be 
devised, other than by artificially adding more points.  The points system is complicated, 
time-consuming, ultimately rigid, and does not add quality to the decision-making. 
 
3.8 It is proposed therefore to deal with Anomalies as follows : 

• deal separately with claims that involve BOAT / Restricted Byway issues and 
 bridleway / footpath issues 

• prioritise each category of matter on the basis of  “relative importance” as 
determined by factors such as those listed in the Appendix. 
 
  

4.0 Dealing with Applications 
 
4.1 With DMMO applications there are two specific considerations.  First, how are they 
ranked one against another.  Secondly are they to be ranked against existing anomalies 
and if so, in what way? 
 
4.2 The basic premise of the scheme at present, is that applications will be dealt with in 
order of submission unless circumstances dictate otherwise.   Clearly where there is no 
back-log of applications the issue of prioritising them one against another does not arise.   
As we now have more applications (mainly BOAT / Restricted Byway) than can be dealt  
with immediately there is effectively a queue of applications.   These will therefore have to  
be dealt with initially on the basis of date of receipt.  However, if there are factors of 
“relative importance” as illustrated in the Appendix, that indicate that a particular matter 
should be given a higher priority, then that matter will be determined accordingly. 
 
4.3 Applications for DMMOs are based on the alleged existence of public rights and are 
made in the public interest.  The National Park Authority, while still recognising its legal 
duties in respect of the application, must be in a position to determine how that interest is 
best served within the context of the Park.  So the “relative importance”, as identified by 
the National Park Authority, will be applicable to the wide range of different circumstances 
of which the Authority must take account in deciding how it will process DMMO 
applications.  
 
4.4 As with anomalies, applications should be subdivided into ‘BOAT / Restricted 
Byway Matters’ and ‘Bridleway / footpath  Matters’.  Separate lists of each set of matters 
can be prioritised on the basis of “relative importance” but one type of matter will not then 
dominate the workload.  Cases can be taken from both lists in parallel.   
 
 
5.0 Public Path Orders 
 
5.1 In making Public Path Orders, there is a distinction to be recognised between those 
Orders applied for by landowners and those initiated by the Authority where there is a 
significant public benefit to be gained.   
 
5.2 Clearly, these are two separate categories of Path Order with different relevant 
criteria.   Applications for Public Path Orders are generally made in the interests of the 
landowner or occupier, who will be meeting the costs of the Order.  In general terms these 
Applications should be treated equally and should therefore be dealt with in order of date 



 

of receipt.1  However, there may be instances where one application is more urgent than 
another and will require to be dealt with first, e.g. an application under the Town & Country 
Planning Act 1990.   In addition, there will be instances where Orders will be initiated by 
the National Park Authority, because there is an element of public benefit to be derived 
from the Order.  Clearly, in this instance, there is an opportunity to justify giving the 
initiated Order priority, because of the public benefit and the benefit to the rights of way 
network as a whole.  But each situation must be judged on its own merits. 
 
5.3 Neither Creation Orders nor Creation Agreements have yet been considered.  Full –
blown Creation Orders, imposed on a landowner, are likely to be a last resort, with a long 
lead-in time that would allow them to be built into the normal workload of the team.   
Creation Agreements can be placed in the same category as Public Path Orders initiated 
by the National Park Authority.  They have a similar effect of changing the network on the 
ground and are initiated or entered into in the public interest.  For practical purposes 
therefore we can read Public Path Order Initiations as including Creation Agreements.  
 
5.4 The general criteria for dealing with Public Path Order applications will be date of 
receipt, unless there is some urgent need to fast-track them, e.g.  an application under the 
Town & Country Planning Act .  For a Public Path Order to be initiated by the Authority, a 
similar approach will be adopted, in that the initiation will join the queue unless there is 
some urgent need or beneficial effect that justifies fast-tracking, e.g. vital link in the 
network missing, or public safety compromised.   
 
 
6.0 Summary of proposals for prioritisation 
 
6.1 In general then, we are dealing with four different instances where Order work will 
be required to deal with a proposed change to the Definitive Map or Rights of Way 
network.  These will be : 

• Applications for Public Path Orders 

• Public Path Orders to be initiated by the Authority 

• Definitive Map anomalies 

• Applications for Definitive Map Modification Orders   
 

In the normal course of events, applications will be dealt with in date order but where a 
matter stands out as of high priority, as determined by factors outlined in the Appendix, it 
will be dealt with sooner. 
 
6.2 The various categories of matter, as indicated in 6.1 will be itemised in separate 
lists.  Within each list matters will be given priority, where date order does not apply, 
according to how important they are, based on the factors outlined in Appendix One.  Each 
list can be prioritised separately without reference to the other lists.  Once we have our 
individual lists, the policy would be to deal with matters from each list to ensure that all the 
different categories of matter were being addressed.  But this need not be in equal 
proportions.   
 
6.3 The aim of any system of prioritisation should be to ensure first that important cases 
are dealt with as soon as possible, across the range of matters, but also that all categories 
of matter are adequately dealt with, with the time being allocated according to demand. 
 

                                            
1
 This will become more significant if s.119ZA  Highways Act 1980 is brought into effect. 



 

6.4 As a matter of policy existing DMMO anomalies should be integrated with DMMO 
applications to give the best overall contribution to the rights of way network within the 
Park.  So, work on the high priority applications should be combined if possible with work 
on high priority anomalies.  Once these have all been identified and prioritised it will be 
found that many anomalies and applications relate to the same problems.  This is 
particularly likely to be the case with BOAT matters.  Those cases, then, where existing 
anomalies of high priority and high priority applications coincide should be the highest 
category of DMMO case. 
 
6.5 In the normal course, where there is no outstanding backlog of work, cases are 
taken from each category and are then dealt with.  However, if officer time is fully 
committed, then matters must be prioritised on waiting lists.  For prioritising matters from 
one category as against the others, the following scheme can be used, 1 being the highest 
priority and 4 being the lowest  
 
1 High Priority Public Path Order applications / High Priority Public Path Order 

initiations; 
2 Combined DMMO anomaly + application  /  high priority DMMO applications; 
3 Normal priority Public Path Order applications / DMMO applications; 
4 Normal priority Public Path Order initiations / DMMO anomalies. 
 
 
7.0 Conclusion 
 
7.1 Each matter must be evaluated on its own merits and only given priority over other 
matters where it is merited, as determined by the particular elements of the case.  It is not 
simply a question of whether one matter is more important than another but whether it is 
so important as to merit being dealt with first.  Urgent matters will clearly need to be dealt 
with but these by their nature should be few in number and on balance, a spread of all 
matters should normally be dealt with.  
 
7.2 When comparison is made between a numeric system and the non-numeric system 
that is being proposed the two are very close in that the reasons for giving a case priority 
are identified and evaluated.  The difference is that in the proposed system, time is only 
spent prioritising those cases that merit it, whereas with the numeric system all cases are 
prioritised.  Also, with the proposed system there is greater flexibility to give a matter 
priority, where it becomes necessary, and to avoid being tied to a particular points level. 
 
 
Issues for the YDAF to Consider 
 
The views and comments of the YDAF are sought, in advance of this matter being 
considered by the Access Committee, on the overall approach put forward in this paper, 
and whether this needs further clarification, or amendment, has anything been missed or 
needs to be added?. 
 
 
 

JOHN DWYER 
SENIOR DEFINITIVE MAP OFFICER 

 
16th June 2006



 

Appendix 
 

The relative importance of a particular modification or diversion, when considering whether 
or not to give it priority over other matters, will be determined by a combination of factors.  
They must be considered in the light of National Park Purposes and the effect of the 
modification or diversion on the public path network within the Park and how it is used and 
managed. For example, (not an exhaustive list) some of the factors which could help 
determine whether or not to give a particular matter priority include the following: 
 

• Significant improvement to the network  

• Some significant public benefit 

• Route not accessible at present 

• Particularly strong supporting evidence 

• Recognised in the RoWIP 

• Complements National Park purposes 

• Improvement in Public Safety 
 
Other factors influencing the priority of an application would include : 

• high / low level of public interest  

• cases sharing geographic location or evidence  

• a problem that could be solved quickly by the Order  

• the Order would have no recognisable public benefit whatsoever 

• relatively trivial matter would tie up resources for a considerable time. 

• specific factors important to individual cases.  
 
Examples :-          
   high priority  
 

• A path has been classified as a footpath on the Definitive Map  

• Strong evidence has come to light that the path is an ancient bridleway.  

• The path currently has stiles so cannot be used by riders. 

• An up-grade would remove riders from a very dangerous stretch of road. 
   
   high priority 
 

• A path not shown on the Definitive Map 

• Used as a vehicular route – oPublic Path Ordersed by landowners 

• Strong evidence that route should only have bridleway status 

• Passes through an environmentally sensitive area. 
 
   low priority  
 

• A footpath on the definitive map  

• shown offline, but not seriously so   

• crossing moorland which now has the benefit of  open access.  
 
    low priority 
 

• A path shown on the Definitive Map as a bridleway 

• Used as a public vehicular route 

• Local knowledge supports vehicular status 



Item No. 8 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 18 July 2006 
 

Crow Act Applications for Restrictions, Exclusions & Dedications  
Quarterly Report 

 
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
To inform Members of applications for Restrictions, Exclusions and Dedications under the 
Countryside and Rights of Way Act (CRoW) dealt with by the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park Authority as Relevant Authority.  
 
 
Background 
 
The Authority is the ‘relevant authority’ responsible for administering the CRoW Act local 
restrictions.  Under the Act (s 21 to 33), access to CRoW open access land can be 
restricted for reasons of land management, wildlife and heritage conservation, and public 
safety.  However, such restrictions may only be used “to the extent necessary”. This is 
interpreted to mean the least restrictive option.  In other words, local visitor management 
solutions should always be sought before statutory restrictions are considered.  Where 
visitor management on its own is likely to be insufficient, or would place an unreasonable 
burden or cost on the land manager, the CROW Act and the associated Regulations [The 
Access to the Countryside (Exclusions and Restrictions) (England) Regulations 2003] 
provide procedures to formally exclude or restrict access at the local level.  The 
Countryside Agency has also issued statutory guidance under the CRoW Act (s33), 
available on the website www.openaccess.gov.uk (referred to as the RAG).   
 
Types of Application and Consultation 
 
Applications for restrictions and exclusions can be as follows: 
 

• Discretionary restrictions (for any purpose) and discretionary dog exclusions imposed 
by the landowner or farm tenant, which in most cases are an entitlement;  eg a 
landowner excluding dogs from grouse moors or a farm tenant closing an area for up to 
28 days a year, but have to be notified in advance to the Authority. 

 

• Directions, which are given by the relevant authority only where necessary on a range 
of grounds set out in CROW Act section 24, 25 or 26 - (land management, public 
safety, fire risk, and protection of sensitive wildlife or heritage features).  

 
Directions can be: 
 

• ‘Full’ where all the details of the restriction are included in the text of the direction. 
 

• ‘Outline’ that allow the precise timing of restrictions under the directions to be notified to 
the authority subsequently, before they take effect. 



 

• ‘Long-term’ that exclude or restrict CROW access indefinitely or during a period which 
exceeds, or may exceed, six months and has specific consultation requirements under 
the Regulations. 

 
The Yorkshire Dales Access Forum (YDAF) has a very important role in advising the 
Authority on exclusions and restrictions.  To date the YDAF has been consulted on two 
proposed long-term directions.  
 
It should be noted that all applications for restrictions are handled at a national level 
through the ‘Open Access Contact Centre’ (OACC), a web based system, in accordance 
with the statutory Regulations.  The applications are available for public viewing, and 
where appropriate, consultation through the web-site www.openaccess.gov.uk.   
 
 
National context  
 
Total No of directions received by      
the Countryside Agency or National Park Authorities       248 
 
Dog exclusions, for 5 years, were notified on 473 grouse moor parcels which equates to 
225,617 ha.  Of these, 415 parcels were in areas 4 and 5 which include the Yorkshire 
Dales and North York Moors National Parks.  More than half of these land parcels were 
also subject to 28 day people exclusions.  In the majority of cases they coincided, with the 
commencement of ‘open access’ rights in these areas. 
 
Nationally the total area of land with a long-term dog exclusion is 226,085ha which 
represents 25.8% of open access land available for restrictions.  
 
The total area of land with a long-term public exclusion is 7,351.42ha which represents 
0.84% of open access land available for restrictions. Of that, 0.2% is the result of an 
application with the remaining exclusions for either nature conservation or national security 
directions. 
 
 
Casework to-date by application in the YDNP 
 

Total No of Cases  
Cases received awaiting determination:     0   
Cases determined:       20 
 
 
Use of Exclusions and Restrictions 
 
During the period 28th May to 31st Dec 2005 the NPA as Relevant Authority received 20 
applications for restrictions or exclusions, 2 of which were withdrawn.  The 18 which have 
been determined, along with discretionary restrictions applications, has resulted in the 
following restrictions and exclusions: 
 
 



Area of National Park Open Access Land with Restrictions 
May 28th 05 to Dec 31st 2005 
 
 Ha % Of Open Access  

In NP or of OA land 
Yorkshire Dales National Park 176,200  
 
Open Access 

 
109,500 

 
62% of NP area 

 
Section 15 land 4,561 4% of OA land 
 
5 year Discretionary Dog Restriction 

 
41,890 

 
38% of OA land 

 
28 day discretionary public exclusion 28,430 26% of OA land 

 
Exclusion of dogs during calving 90 0.1% of OA land 
   
Restriction dogs on leads (grouse moors) 1,490, 1.5% of OA land 

 
Permanent public exclusion 11 0.01%of OA land 
 
 
5 Year Discretionary Dog Restrictions 
 
The National Park Authority has been notified of a number of 5 year ‘dog exclusions’ on 
grouse moors, under section 23 of the CRoW Act.  It should be noted that under the 
national agreement, set up by the Countryside Agency with the Open Access Contact 
Centre, the NPA is informed of long-term restrictions for 5 year dog exclusions on grouse 
moors, and that the system has now being adapted to inform Access Authorities of any 
use of the 28 day discretionary restrictions.   
 
 
28 Day Discretionary Restrictions 1st Jan 06 to 31st June 06 
 
During this period the NPA has received notification for 28 day discretionary restrictions on 
28 parcels of land involving 118 notifications covering 27,520ha the majority of which were 
for the following dates: 
 
15 May – 28 May 
30 May – 2 June 
5 June – 9 June 
12 June – 16 June 
 
 
Dedication of Open Access Land 
 
The Authority received notification of the first parcel of land dedicated as ‘Open Access’ 
land by private individuals. The land is 1.143 hectares in size and known as the Kennel 
Field , Thornton Rust.  
 



In addition the prior to the commencement of ‘Open Access’ in May 2005 the National 
Park Authority dedicated land in its ownership. These sites are:  
  

• Ridings Field, Asygarth (4.3ha) 

• Crookrise Crags, Barden Moor (4.8ha) 

• Dalegarth Wood, Hawkswick (0.4ha) 

• Killington access area, Sedbergh (1.3ha) 

• Timmy Riddle, Malham (0.1ha) 

• Cleatop Woods (14.7ha) 

• Ballowfields (1.3ha). 
 
Total of 26.9ha which is 23.8% of Authority land. 
 
A number of the Authority’s land holdings also qualified as ‘Open Access’ land through the 
mapping process and required no specific dedication. These sites are: 
 

• Freeholders Wood, Asygarth (11.5ha) 

• Langcliffe Scar (48.6ha) 

• Buttertubs (0.9ha) 

• A second section of Crookrise Crags (2.3ha) 
 
An additional total of 63.3ha or 56.2% of Authority land. 
  
The dedications together with the mapping process resulted in 80% of the Authority’s land 
holdings being ‘open access’ land. The remainder of the Authority property portfolio 
consists of car parks, information centres and offices. 
 
 

ALAN HULME 
RANGER SERVICES MANAGER 

 
 
20th June 2006 
 
Background papers: 
none 
 



Item No. 9 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 18 July 2006 
 

North Yorkshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
Progress Report 

 

Purpose of the Report 
 

To provide a progress report with regard to the Rights of Way Improvement Plan for North 
Yorkshire. 
 
 
Background to the Report 

 
Local access forums are required to provide input into the production of Rights of Way 
Improvement Plans (RoWIPs). There are three local access forums in North Yorkshire, 
one for North Yorkshire outside the National Park Authority areas and one each for both 
the North York Moors National Park and Yorkshire Dales National Park. 

 
One Rights of Way Improvement Plan is being prepared for the whole of the County which 
will be gradually merged into the Local Transport Plan for North Yorkshire. This is a 
progress report regarding the preparation of the RoWIP. 
 
 
Current Position 

 
The technical team have met each month since the last LAF meeting in February. The 
main focus for the group has been to produce overall strategies for improving local rights 
of way across North Yorkshire. This will form the most important chapter of the RoWIP 
upon which local priorities for both service centres and landscape character areas will be 
developed and delivered. 
 
The technical team have been augmented by a member of the Planning & Policy Unit of 
the Planning & Countryside Section at the County Council who is charged with producing a 
Strategic Environmental Assessment for the RoWIP. Discussions have centred upon 
drawing up a list of alternatives upon which to test strategic environmental impacts. The 
alternatives which have been discussed include differing scenarios of future demand, 
network management and quality and network length. A handful of realistic scenarios are 
being tested which include a “do nothing” option. The do nothing option is standard 
practise in all SEA work. 

 
The technical team are looking at delivering a RoWIP project which is aimed at getting 
people familiar with the opportunities which are available to them from their doorstep. This 
will utilise the 50% grant which is being proposed by the Countryside Agency with the aim 
of publicising the RoWIP through the media to a range of people. The overall aim is to 
raise the profile of the RoWIP to potential funders, politicians and potential partners. All 
access authorities will have to match the 50% grant funding in some form.  
 



The project aims to test whether lack of information about the local area inhibits 
participation in walking for recreational or other purposes such as walking to the shops, 
community centre or work. Five potential communities have been identified upon which to 
run the project, they are: Richmond, Easingwold; West Ayton near Scarborough, Sherburn 
in Elmet and the three communities of Cononley, Sutton in Craven and Crosshills which 
are to be taken as one overall community. 
 
Work is continuing on drafting other chapters of the RoWIP and a design for the 20 page 
pamphlet and whole draft document has been finalised with “Room for Design”, the 
designers of the document based in Northallerton. Pictures have also been commissioned 
for this publication. 
 
The new post of Project Development Officer which was discussed at the previous LAF 
meeting will be advertised in the near future to develop the RoWIP “Statement of Action” 
and specific project work for the RoWIP. 
 
 

ANGELA FLOWERS 
PROW IMPROVEMENT PLAN OFFICER 

NORTH YORKSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL 
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Item No. 11 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 18 July 2006 
 

 
Management of the Use of ‘Green Lanes’ 

 
 
Purpose of this Report 
 

• To seek the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum’s  (YDAF) formal views on the 
framework document  “The Management of the use of ‘Green Lanes’ in the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park” 

• To invite the YDAF to set up an advisory group to consider, and advise the National 
Park Authority (NPA) on, the management of specific green lanes within the 
Yorkshire Dales in relation to this framework and the new powers available to the 
Authority through the Natural Environment and Rural Communities, NERC, Act. 

 
 
Background 
 
As members of the YDAF are aware, the NPA set up a small member/officer working 
group to consider, in more detail, the implications of the NERC Act and how the Authority 
might exercise its expected Traffic Regulation Order making powers.  The group, made up 
of officers, a representative of the YDAF, and three members of the Access Committee 
has met on two occasions and has drawn up a framework for the ‘Management of the use 
of ‘Green Lanes’ in the Yorkshire Dales National Park’ (Annex).  The YDAF has been 
involved in this process through its representative on the working group.    
 
The working group, in considering how the Authority may use these powers, has placed 
weight on the Government’s guidance in ‘Making the Best of Byways’ and ‘Regulating the 
Use of Motor Vehicles on Public Rights of Way and Off Road’.  These emphasise the need 
to consider TROs alongside a number of factors and management solutions for green 
lanes.   
 
The framework put forward with this paper is, in essence, the ‘Making the Best of Byways’ 
(green lanes) for the Yorkshire Dales.  The framework is based around the policies 
contained within the Integrated Access Strategy but draws on various reports and national 
guidance to put these policies into context.  It outlines the scale of use by recreational 
motor vehicles, looks at relevant legislation and guidance, factors to be considered in 
evaluating the impact of recreational motor vehicles on unsealed routes, possible 
management options and puts forward a process for making decisions on these various 
management options in relation to individual routes.   
 
The draft framework was endorsed by the Access Committee of the Authority at its 
meeting in May 2006, agreeing that the framework should be sent out for consultation 
before being finalised, as the first step in engaging with all those with an interest in the 
management of green lanes. The list of consultees is based on the list used for the 
Integrated Access Strategy, including all parish councils (and anyone one else who has 
requested a copy). 
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YDAF and User Engagement 
 
Engagement with those who use and have an interest in the management of green lanes 
will be fundamental to the ‘on the ground’ success of the framework.  The Officer/Member 
working group sees the Yorkshire Dales Access Forum as having a very important role to 
play in bringing together the various interests and advising on the management of 
individual routes.   
 
To this end, the YDAF representative on the TRO working group suggested that the YDAF 
could have a role to play in developing a consultation platform to advise the NPA on the 
implementation of the framework. The Access Committee of the NPA endorsed this 
proposal and the NPA therefore invites the YDAF to facilitate the formation of a Green 
Lanes Advisory Group for the Yorkshire Dales area. Whilst the YDAF does already have a 
wide balance of interest it is important that all interested parties are engaged in the 
management discussions.  Should the YDAF accept the invitation to draw together an 
advisory group’ it is envisaged that the YDAF would co-opt individuals or representatives 
of specific interests to ensure that this engagement is achieved. It is also important that 
representation on the group is sought from the county councils and English Nature. 
 
The NPA suggests that the YDAF might like to consider developing a group made up of 
the following representation: 
 

• 4 members of the LAF - these members should not be members of the National 
Park Authority. 

• 4 co-opted members - to complement the individual interests of the YDAF members 
above and to ensure that a balanced group is achieved. 

• 1 officer representative from English Nature 

• 1 officer representative of North Yorkshire County Council 

• 1 officer representative of Cumbria County Council 

• 1 member representative of the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority. 
 
It is suggested to the YDAF that a group of this size is manageable in terms of numbers. 
Bearing in mind the YDAF members role in canvassing and representing the views of 
interested parties, together with the opportunity to balance those interests with four co-
opted members, that a balanced and representative group can be achieved. 
 
It is further expected that the group would be serviced, supported and advised by NPA 
officers.   
 
 
Timescale 
 
Subject to the YDAFs agreement regarding the formation of an advisory group, the 
ongoing and proposed timetable is as follows: 
 

• Draft framework agreed for public consultation at Access Committee on 11th May  

• One month (June/July) wide ranging consultation on the draft framework including 
interest groups, user groups and Parish Councils. 

• Formal consultation through the YDAF at its meeting on 17th July  

• At this meeting the YDAF invited to establish, with the support of NPA officers, a 
Green Lanes Advisory Group for the Yorkshire Dales. 
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• Present the outcome of the consultation to the Access Committee on the 8 August 
to finalise the document. 

• The YDAF ‘Green Lanes Advisory Group’ begin to apply the agreed framework to 
the green lanes in the National Park from end of August and to make 
recommendations on the management of individual routes to the NPA. 

• October 2006 – expected commencement of the relevant clauses of the NERC Act.  
 
 
Issues for the YDAF to Consider 
 

1. Its view on the green lanes framework, are there any specific comments/ 
amendments that the YDAF wish to see? 

2. Does the YDAF agree in principle to the approach outlined in this report? 
3. Whether it agrees to set up, in consultation with NPA officers and as outlined in the 

report, a ‘Green Lanes Advisory Group’ to advise the NPA on the management of 
green lanes based on the framework  “The Management of the use of ‘Green 
Lanes’ in the Yorkshire Dales”. 

 
 
 

JON AVISON 
HEAD OF PARK MANAGEMENT 

 
 

Date  23 June 2006 
 
Background papers: 
 
March 2006 - management of the use of ‘green lanes’ Report to Access Committee  
Defra (2005) Making the best of byways – A practical guide for local authorities managing 
and maintaining byways which carry motor vehicles  
Defra (2005) Regulating the use of motor vehicles on public rights of way and off road. – a 
guide for local authorities, police and community safety partnerships. 
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Item No. 12 
 

Yorkshire Dales Access Forum – 18 July 2006 
 

Secretary’s Report 
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
The following report brings together, in one place, a collection of items for Members 
consideration and information. 
 
Standard items are: 
 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan up date 

• North Yorkshire ROWIP – see agenda item 9 

• Cumbria ROWIP – see agenda item 10 
 
National Park Authority up-date 

• Access Committee Dates and Venues, and LAF minutes 
 
 
National Park Authority Up-Date 
 
Access Committee Dates and Venues  
 

Date Venue Time 
10 August Grassington Town Hall 10.00 
9 November Northern Office, 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 Mozley for a copy of the agenda and 
supporting papers. 
 
The agenda items for the next Access Committee on 10 August are expected to be: 
 
Standard items: 
 

• Head of Park Management report  

• Definitive  Map Team quarterly report 

• NB no report expected on CRoW Restrictions 
 
Other: 
 

• Consultation responses to the Management of the use of Green Lanes in the 
Yorkshire Dales National Park 

• Pennine Bridleway Annual Report 

• Definitive Map - prioritising anomalies and case work 

• ROWIP (Cumbria) 
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LAF Minutes:  
 

• unapproved minutes 18th July 06 
 
 
Other information for Members to note 
 
Consultations 
 
The following consultations have been received: 
 

• Countryside Agency - The Pennine Bridleway – Mechanically Propelled Vehicles 
Scoping Plan  

 
Please see Appendix 1 for the Chairman’s Response on behalf of YDAF – this will be 
considered under agenda item 5 Chairman’s Report. 
 
 

• DEFRA - ‘Outdoors for all? Draft Diversity Action Plan 
 
For full copy of the report see  
 
www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/outdoorsdiversity/index.htm 
 
Appendix 2 provides further information on the relevant sections for Local Access Forums. 
The deadline for response is the 30th of September 2006. 
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Appendix 1  
 
Chairman’s Response on behalf of YDAF to Consultation from the Countryside 
Agency:  
 
The Pennine Bridleway – Mechanically Propelled Vehicles Scoping Plan  
 
 
Dear Terri, 

THE PENNINE BRIDLEWAY 
 
Further to your letter of 12 May here is information from the Yorkshire Dales Local Access 
Forum on the three highlighted elements of your research concerning legal and illegal use 
of the Pennine Bridleway by mechanically propelled vehicles. 
 
Within your deadline it has not been possible for the Yorkshire Dales Local Access Forum 
(YDAF) to consider the three points in forum, and the forum has not previously discussed 
issues specifically related to the Pennine Bridleway. Consequently I drew forum members’ 
attention to the scooping plan and the details of the information you have requested at this 
stage, and sought their individual responses.  
 
The forum has previously considered issues relating to the lawful and unlawful use of 
mechanically propelled vehicles in the national park, and is therefore in a position to inform 
you that  
 

The YDAF supports the position statements contained in the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park Authority’s Integrated Access Strategy (AS3 and AS4).  
 
The Park Authority’s position emanates from a standpoint that the use of unsealed 
routes by recreational motor vehicles is inappropriate in the Yorkshire Dales National 
Park, and that it seeks to safeguard the National Park from overall or irreversible 
damage through inappropriate activity and minimise conflict between different users.  
 

It is clear from the responses that I have received from individual members that not all 
members interpret the NPA’s strategy in the same way. Some members have the view that 
this policy implies that recreational motor vehicles should be prohibited from the Pennine 
Bridleway without further consideration. Other members are of the opinion that recreational 
motor vehicle use should not be prejudiced where the Pennine Bridleway has been routed 
over some ways that are rights of way for motor vehicles, and that such use should be 
carefully managed on a location by location basis in accordance with the YDNPA 
strategies AS3 and AS4.   
 
Regarding the other information that you requested, members of the YDAF have been 
asked to draw the attention of organisations with which they maintain contact to the 
scoping plan and to provide you with contact details. 
 
The YDAF has not collected any information or data to do with the use of the Pennine 
Bridleway or link routes by mechanically propelled vehicles.  
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I hope that this answers your current queries. Because the Pennine Bridleway is a key 
recreational asset in the Yorkshire Dales and because the management of recreational 
motor vehicle use of rights of way is an important issue for the YDAF I look forward to this 
local access forum being invited to participate in later stages of the research study. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
pp  Geoff Wilson 
 Chairman YDNP Local Access Forum  
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Appendix 2.   
 
Relevant Sections making reference to the LAF from the Defra - Diversity Review 
Consultation paper. 
 
2.1 Training and guidance 
 
The Diversity Review research1 identified a lack of confidence amongst the target groups 
in being assured a welcome or in having sufficient information about what to do and where 
to go, due to a lack of customer focus by service providers. Further research2 also 
suggested that this was due to a lack of confidence in engaging with the target groups 
amongst outdoor recreation providers. 
 
The new Disability Discrimination Act 2005, the existing Race Relations Act 2000 and 
other legislation places duties upon public bodies to raise awareness of diversity and 
equality in the delivery of their services. The provision of training and guidance are 
important tools in meeting these duties, addressing the lack of confidence and bringing 
about the required changes in behaviour. In addition to public sector training and guidance 
many voluntary sector organisations, such as the National Trust, are following this lead 
and are engaged in the preparation of guidance and delivery of training for their staff and 
volunteers. 
 
2.1.1 Topics 
 
The Diversity Review identified a need for training and guidance on the following topics: 
• Evidence gathering 

• Visitor and catchment survey techniques 

• Evaluation as a process and the use of evaluation frameworks 
• Diversity awareness training 

• Engaging and working with under-represented groups 

• Engaging young people in outdoor recreation 
 
2.1.2 Audiences 
 
The review has identified a wide range of audiences for training which include: 
•  Local authority staff managing sites and routes 
•  Voluntary sector staff managing sites and routes 
•  Members of local access forums who support the delivery and promotion of Rights 
 of Way and Open Access Land and access to land for recreation more generally 
•  Natural England staff managing sites and routes 
•  Staff and volunteers of under-represented groups 
 
County and regional forums and networks, which bring together providers of outdoor 
recreation and under-represented groups, play a strategic role in the delivery of effective 
training and guidance. They are able to review current and planned provision, identify gaps 
and map local delivery where this is most appropriate. They also function as informal 
training mechanisms in themselves through raising awareness of the needs and 
perceptions of the target groups and, conversely, what the countryside and local green 
space has to offer. The next section, 2.2, discusses forums and networks in more detail. 
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1 Countryside Agency, January 2005, “What About Us?” Diversity Review evidence – part 1 Challenging perceptions: 
under-represented groups’ visitor needs, by Ethnos Research and Consultancy 
2 Countryside Agency, July 2005, “What About Us?” Diversity Review evidence – part 2 Challenging perceptions: provider awareness 
of under-represented groups, by University of Surrey 
 

2.1.3 Delivering training 
 
The purpose of training and guidance is to provide participants with information that they 
do not have, the opportunity to explore issues and ask questions and to test new 
approaches. Training can be delivered through a range of techniques such as distance 
learning, mentoring and secondments, as well as training events and workshops and other 
events. The Council for National Parks is developing a programme of mentoring for black 
and ethnic minority community leaders within National Parks.  
 
Experience tells us that training is often best delivered locally and a review of locally 
available training is proposed through county level forums. The review would also identify 
gaps, potential providers for local delivery and where there was a need for regional or 
national delivery. 
 
The Diversity Review identified a lack of welcome as a specific barrier for some 
under-represented groups. Forums and networks will consider how to engage with local 
businesses in rural areas to increase their awareness of the needs of the target groups 
and will consider the role of local tourism strategies in addressing this need. Nationally and 
regionally we will consider working with the Regional Development Agencies, Business 
Link, the Learning and Skills Council and Sector Skills Councils to tackle this need. The re-
design of the European Regional Development Fund for funding environmental benefits 
might be able to include this aspect of increasing visitor diversity. 
 
2.1.4 Delivering guidance 
 
There will be a programme of nationally produced guidance, covering the topics listed 
above and developed through engagement with organisations working at the local level, 
including organisations representing target groups. The expectation is that training 
programmes and guidance will be closely linked and mutually supporting. 
 
2.1.5 Activities 
 
We propose in the Action Plan to publish guidance and provide training for staff across all 
sectors. Priority will be given to: increasing awareness of diversity issues; how to engage 
with under-represented groups and provide for them; how to undertake evaluations; and 
how to carry out visitor surveys which provide good baseline information on 
underrepresented groups. We are proposing the following activities (see Annex 3 for more 
detail): 
 
• Reviewing the media, format and distribution of existing guidance to see if it meets 
 the needs of staff, volunteers and customers 
 
•  Preparation and distribution of national guidance based on the above review 
 
•  A nationally funded training programme linked to guidance 
 
•  Local training delivery plans based on reviews undertaken by diversity forums 
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•  Training provided to landowners and managers through the England Rural 
 Development Programme 
•  A training package delivered to local businesses through Business Link and the 
 Learning Skills Council 
 

Q8 Do you agree with these priorities for guidance and training? 
 
Q9 Do you have a preference for how these are delivered? 
 
Q10 Can we link this work to existing training or guidance in this area? 

 
2.3 Forums and networks 
 
Forums and networks are an important way of creating a climate of confidence for both 
outdoor recreation providers and organisations representing target groups. They are also 
means of exchanging information and ideas. Research on regional sustainable 
development frameworks4 found that the process requires organisations to work together 
and gain a greater understanding of each other’s viewpoint. 
 
Local access forums, as well as other types of county-based forums and networks, 
bringing together local organisations representing target groups and recreation providers 
and are key delivery tools. In the short to medium term it is through these forums and 
networks that: 
 
•  Plans and strategies can be reviewed; 
 
•  Service planning and performance measures are compared and improved; 
 
•  Further evidence of what works and what doesn’t is gathered through the use of 
 evaluation; 
 
•  Training and guidance needs are assessed, together with the availability of local 
 training opportunities. 
 
The aim is to build on existing forums. For example, local access forums are generally 
organised at county level, with their secretariat provided by highway authorities or national 
parks. There may be an opportunity to include within their forward work programmes the 
review and provision of advice on local delivery of the Diversity Review Action Plan. Many 
local access forums have considered and advised on diversity related issues already and it 
is important that they should continue to do so. However, local access forums have limited 
time available and a potentially wide remit, so there may be areas where new types of 
forum need to be created. 
 
Forums also operate at the regional level and we will want to see existing forums address 
the needs of a diverse population for access to outdoor recreation. 
 
Nationally, there are forums and networks that exist to make a difference to the 
representation of participants in outdoor recreation. They include the Black Environment 
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Network, Countryside for All and Tourism for All. Other networks bring together service 
providers and have the potential to engage them with this Diversity Review Action Plan. 
 
4 English Regions Network, June 2003, “Research into regional sustainable development frameworks. Final report” 
by CAG consultants and Oxford Brookes University School of Planning 

Engaging with national forums is a role that Natural England and others already fulfil. 
Forums at a local, regional and national level will contribute to: 
 
•  The design and promotion of guidance; 
 
•  National training provision where there is a need; 
 
•  Research to gather further evidence and the findings from evaluation; 
 
•  The design of information for a national campaign. 
 
2.3.1 Activities 
 
The Action Plan aims to build on forums that already exist at a national, regional and local 
level. It also proposes new forums where appropriate to provide a platform for the 
exchange of information and development of good practice. It is hoped that these networks 
will bring together both outdoor recreation providers and under-represented groups to help 
create a climate of confidence. We are proposing the following activities (see Annex 3 for 
more detail): 
 
•  Provision of guidance and training for local access forum members 
 
•  The establishment, where appropriate, of other county level forums of 
 representative groups and service providers to share good practice, review training 
 needs and delivery 
 
•  The creation of a database of existing and planned diversity and social inclusion 
 projects 
 
•  The sharing of information about diversity through the forums 
 

Q12 Is it practical for existing forums to assist and develop the diversity agenda? 
Which ones do you consider to be potentially the most effective? 
 
Q13 Are new types of forum needed, at what level should they be created and how 
would they work? 
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