
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Second meeting of 2016/17 
Meeting Room 1, County Hall, New Street, Oxford, OX1 1ND 

Tuesday 1st November 2016   
6pm – 8pm 

 
A G E N D A    

2016 (2) 
 

n.b. all times are indicative only 
 

Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum is a Local Access Forum - an independent advisory body, 
established and administered by Oxfordshire County Council to assist with improving access to 
Oxfordshire’s countryside under s94 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. 
 
Contact any member via the OCAF Secretariat: Oxfordshire County Council, Countryside Service, Signal 
Court, Old Station Way, Eynsham, Oxford OX29 4TL. Tel 01865 810226, email: 
countryside@oxfordshire.gov.uk  or visit www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ocaf  

 Item Coffee/tea available from 5.45pm  

6pm 1 Welcome 

 2 Apologies for absence and declarations of interest - to declare any 
personal or prejudicial interests 

 3 Confirm the minutes of 26 April 2016 (2016/1) 
6.10 4 Matters arising from minutes of 26 April 
6.15 5 Trust for Oxfordshire’s Environment  - presentation by Fiona Danks, 

Director 
6.40 6 Fencing in of Public Rights of Way 

7.00 7 Definitive Map Modification Orders – summary of process for changing 
and current caseload by Lisa Gray-Wright, OCC Senior Rights of Way 
Officer 

7.10 8 Initial discussion of OCAF view on OCC’s Statement of Priorities for 
Definitive Map work 

7.20 9 Buckinghamshire Local Access Forum letter about Lost Ways  

7.30 10 British Horse Society letter about List of Streets 

7.35 11 Countryside Access Team update - James Blockley, Countryside 
Access Team Leader 

7.45 12 Questions from members of public/observers 

7.55 13 Agree date, time and location of future meetings 22 Feb 2017, 24 May 
2017, 1 Nov 2017, 7 Feb 2018, 16 May 2018  -all Wednesdays 9.45 for 
10am at Eynsham 

Oxfordshire Countryside 
 Access Forum    
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OXFORDSHIRE COUNTRYSIDE ACCESS FORUM 
 

MINUTES OF THE FIRST MEETING OF 2016/17 
Tuesday 26th April 2016, Countryside Offices, Signal Court, Eynsham 

 
2016 (1) 

 
Attending: 
Members and their Interest areas: 
Stuart McGinness, Chair (SMG) User - Off-road cycling and leading youth cycle training 
Troth Wells, Vice-chair (TW) - User - Equestrians 
Sarah Martin (SM) - User –Walking and botany, permissive access  
Dave Cavanagh (DC) - User– Walking and practical voluntary action on paths 
Harry St John (HSJ) - Landmanaging – Land agent  
Gordon Garraway (GG) - Other – Green space protection and recreational trails 
David Nimmo-Smith (DNS) - Other - OCC Cabinet Member for Environment 
John Griffin (JG) - User - Cycling, walking and protected areas 
Anne Luttman-Johnson (ALJ) - User – wheelchair user and disability rights law 
Matthew Judson (MJ) – User - 4x4 use and leading youth outdoor hiking training  
 
Observers: 
Chris Marriage (CM) -Landmanaging –Mid and West Berkshire Local Access Forum 
 
Oxfordshire County Council Officers attending to support OCAF  
Hugh Potter - OCC Countryside and Records Manager (HP) 
James Blockley - OCC Countryside Access Team Leader (JB) 
Paul Harris - OCAF Secretary/ OCC Access Strategy & Development Officer (PH) 
 

1. Welcome, introductions and annual election/re-election of Chair and Vice-chair 

TW welcomed all present to the meeting and introductions were made.  Harry St John 
proposed that Stuart McGinness was elected Chair and Troth Wells elected Vice-chair. John 
Griffin seconded and members AGREED their election.  
 
Members thanked Troth for her efforts as Chair over a number of years.  SMG took the Chair 
for the rest of the meeting 
 

2. Apologies and declarations of interest 

PH informed the group that apologies had been received from Philip Chamberlain, Andrew 
Hawkins and Nigel Fisher.  There were no declarations of interest. 
 

3. Confirm Minutes of 19th January 2016 (2015/3) 

Signed as a correct record with minor typographical changes. Replacement of ‘the PRoW 
network was broken’ with ‘the PRoW network was fragmented’ on page 5, item 10, row 5. 
 

 

2015(3) Action 1: PH feedback from Natural England re Higher Level Stewardship: PH 
introduced the feedback email and documents send by the Natural England officer. Members 
welcomed the information supplied about the ending of the scheme and effects on 
permissive routes. TW informed the group that she had contacted her network to encourage 
local action and suggested others need to do the same. SM suggested that a local approach 
to landowners can work and had been successful in her parish. TW questioned what action 
the group should take such as writing letters to landowners. CM asked who is driving the 
attempt to retain the routes and if this was OCAF, the highway authority or another group and 
if there was a formal procedure for this.  The note from Natural England was referred to that 

4. Matters Arising  - for issues without agenda item this meeting 
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set out their recommendations for taking action. CM said that his LAF were taking direct 
action by visiting the sites and then trying to speak to landowners directly but acknowledged 
that there were only eleven routes to look at in their authority area. JG said that lots of these 
routes will be lost by default when agreements came to an end and access gates were 
removed. He gave the example of the OCAF farmer’s land where agreements had lapsed 
and there was a clear reason why access would need to be prevented.  HSJ added that it 
depends on the landowner’s attitude as some may be more relaxed with an informal 
arrangement that works.   
 
PH highlighted two agreements sites in the Vale that had lapsed in 2010 and 2012 but where 
the access gates and signage were still in place. He added that new rights of way shouldn’t 
be able to be established as the access agreements were set up on a permissive basis and 
that landowners should also have completed a deposit and statutory declaration to protect 
their interest in the land.  PH also identified the eight or so parcels of access land where 
permissive access under Higher Level Stewardship were coming to an end at that would be 
his priority to try and seek an extension or longer term solution for to preserve access.  In 
response to a question from GG of where permissive routes were recorded PH referred 
members to previous email with the Natural England routes website 
(http://cwr.naturalengland.org.uk/) and added that there were many other permissive routes 
not shown on maps that were mainly used by locals. He also confirmed that usage was not 
able to be measured or recorded other than damage to signs and access furniture showing 
that there was some level of use, and that he felt the access land routes had become 
embedded as part of the local access networks and really helped make the access land 
areas more usable.  
 
2015(3)(5) Ramblers Big Pathwatch:  PH informed the group that no updates had been 
provided and it wasn’t clear what campaign would emerge. DC said that he was glad that the 
Ramblers didn’t seem to plan to name and shame authorities. SMG added that the results 
showed many duplications of routes surveyed but that overall it was a good result. 
 
2015(3)(6) Parish Path Warden Scheme:  PH informed the group that the first ID/Authority 
cards would be issued to volunteer wardens soon. DC added that the PPW scheme was 
intended to fill the gap in the central areas of Oxfordshire where the Cotswolds and Chilterns 
volunteer surveyor schemes stopped and wasn’t there to replace them. The group was 
hoping to learn from and emulate the successes of those two groups in time.  
 
2015(3)(7) Amendment to OCAF with changes to meeting time:  JG suggested that for 
evening meetings Oxford would be better for those using public transport. DNS confirmed 
that County Hall was regularly used in the evenings.  
 
2015(3)(8) Action 4: PH to add agenda item about planning process to the next available 
meeting.  PH confirmed that there was not space or time to provide this and he hoped to do 
this for one of the meetings this year. 
 
2015(3)(10) Questions re cycle conflict: SMG updated the group by saying that not much 
action was possible but he had been in touch with the Cycle Touring Club representative and 
they wanted to focus on one problem area to identify solutions and get cyclists off unsuitable 
footpaths and encourage permissions for suitable paths to join up the network.  For the 
National Trust’s proposed all terrain sport facility at Badbury Hill near Faringdon, PH reported 
that the Trust had withdrawn their application assumed due to technical issues and level of 
objections. SMG said that the local cycling representative had told him that the application 
was being deferred to 2016 with implementation planned for 2017. The route would be all 
year with special surfacing, drainage and banked corners. PH confirmed to DC that the Trust 
had not been in touch with the team since earlier attempts at discussion but that the team 
continued to offer support and guidance.  GG stated that footpaths needed to be protected 
and suggested that the National Trust could make a presentation to OCAF and it could be a 
possible site visit.  DC said that there had been limited mention of footpaths in the original 
application with lots of extraneous material in the documentation. He added that the 
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application’s lead officer may have made too much of the local support for cycling and this 
scheme. 
 
2015(3)(10) Questions re Mid and West Berkshire LAF concerns about Great Western 
gantries: CM said that the LAF and locals had been shocked by the appearance of the new 
gantries but no action had been taken. JG added that the Chilterns Conservation Board had 
been actively involved and had obtained an apology from Network Rail who will now review 
their operations. He also reported on a good discussion held at the recent LAF meeting with 
Canal and River Trust. DC suggested that they could be invited to discuss access at OCAF 
possibly along with the Wilts and Berks Canal Trust.  
 

5. Parishes and Planning 

PH introduced the agenda item, gave the background to the letter’s development by Harry St 
John and invited comments.  
 
Changes AGREED were to add a subject line, change ‘committee’ to ‘council’ in paragraph 
one; add OCAF statutory advisory role in paragraph two; change the start of paragraph three 
to ‘could we please’; possibly amend the fourth bullet to reference wheelchair and pushchair 
etc users; replace ‘is equally pertinent’ to ‘is important’ in the last paragraph; OCAF 
information and contact box to be added to the end.   
 
Action 1: SMG and PH to finalise the letter and email it out to all local councils. Final version 
to be included with meeting minutes [attached as Appendix 1]. 
 

6. Presentation by Dawn Pettis, Oxfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership 

DP introduced herself as part of the LEP team that had been seconded to the LEP from 
Oxfordshire County Council. She explained that 39 LEPs replaced the nine regional 
development agencies as part of the Localism Act with more of a focus on smaller local 
areas.  Dawn then presented a set of slides which will be placed on the OCAF website along 
with the minutes. These explained the structure of the LEP and the development of the 
Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), which had the four themes of People, Place, Enterprise and 
Connectivity. As a result of developing this £19.3m of EU Structural Investment Fund was 
ringfenced for Oxfordshire including £3.4m for rural development. The LEP had decided that 
£800k of this would be assigned for rural tourism projects and the call would go out this year. 
The fund could be used for grants of between £35k and £120k for mainly capital schemes 
and with matched funding. All applications would have to be screened by Defra.  
 
DP also highlighted the four LEADER areas in Oxfordshire, Cotswolds, Chilterns and North 
Wessex Downs which in total had £1.55m for rural based projects of between £10k and 
£35k. She confirmed to JG that LEADER was for rural areas which meant some service 
towns would be ineligible. HSJ said that it was inexplicable that there wasn’t just one 
LEADER scheme for the whole of Oxfordshire and it was pointed out that the scheme could 
only cover populations up to 150,000. 
 
DP said that the SEP was undergoing a refresh process to make it shorter, more readable 
and more focused on projects likely to get delivered and able to secure matched funding. 35 
projects of over £32m had been proposed and a really popular theme was access to the 
countryside. She highlighted the SEEIP (Strategic Environmental and Economic Investment 
Plan) as being a useful tool to demonstrate need and policy support for schemes applying to 
Defra and elsewhere for funding.  
 
The consultation is open to 19th May and would be republished in September 
(http://www.oxfordshirelep.org.uk/content/sep-refresh-consultation).  A subgroup for the 
SEEIP was being set up and delivery is happening.  DP answered a question from HSJ and 
explained that the consultation was felt to be OK at a month as it was not a statutory planning 
document. TW said that most people do not know about it and DP said this was why the 
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consultation was put back until after the Easter holidays. Workshops had been held during 
February to inform its development.  
 
HSJ questioned the role and makeup of the Growth Board. DB explained that the Growth 
Board is statutory and the LEP has a place but without voting rights. The two organisations 
were distinctly different with the Growth Board developing strategic planning documents such 
as the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). DNS said that it was felt in some 
areas that the Board was an unelected quango and HSJ added that people may be nervous 
because of the Board’s power and unaccountability.  TW highlighted the LEP’s strapline 
“driving economic growth’ and asked how people interested in access to the countryside can 
benefit. DP confirmed that the LEP is strategic and recognises public rights of way for its 
health and economic benefits and through this provided support for projects. Direct support 
from the team included supplying letters of support for access schemes.  PH outlined the 
changes to Wild Oxfordshire (which formerly led the former Local Nature Partnership) in 
response to JG. Whilst Wild Oxfordshire still consider themselves a key member of 
organisations across Oxfordshire it had to step down from providing an organisational and 
secretariat role for the partnership due to lack of funding for this. The LNP is currently 
inactive. 
 
The Chair thanked Dawn for her presentation and encouraged all members to view and 
respond to the consultation.     
 

7. Sharing papers with Monitoring Group and discussion about fencing in PRoW 

PH explained that Monitoring Group (RoWMG) members had been emailed OCAF papers for 
this meeting and the papers for RoWMG had been put on the OCAF web pages 
(www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ocaf). SMG said that the group welcomed the increased sharing of 
information between the two groups.  
 
The group considered the paper originally supplied to RoWMG re the fencing in of public 
rights of way. The group recognised that landowners have the right to fence.  PH undertook 
to email members with the example photos he had found in recent surveys of the Vale. He 
explained that inappropriate fencing of rights of way was clearly creating management issues 
as routes become overgrown since it is difficult to get machinery close or use is concentrated 
to a narrow strip so the surface becomes damaged. When this is the case the only solution is 
hard surfacing of routes – which carried its own maintenance liabilities and may not be 
appropriate for all users.  
 
SMG gave an example of a recent bridleway being fenced. The contractor had informed him 
that the fencing was there to stop people straying off the path rather than controlling 
livestock.  DC spoke about enclosed paths that had become quagmires and this challenge 
was made worse by the use of barbed wire fences which made it hard to hang on to and try 
and negotiate the mud.  SM said that landowners had rights to protect their property and 
livestock. HSJ added that most fencing was safety related to separate cattle and other 
livestock from people and dogs as more people were killed or injured from cows and calves 
when they are accompanied by dogs on leads – sometimes because they were unclear 
about when to let go of the lead.  
 
CM suggested that if more fencing was increasing maintenance liabilities then an approach 
to the Country Land and Business Association (CLA) and the National Farmers Union (NFU) 
may help.  HP explained that that was the intention of the paper to RoWMG but the 
discussion wasn’t able to take place as no farming representative was able to attend. HSJ 
stated that he had spoken to the CLA’s access adviser, Sarah Slade, who said that it wasn’t 
a big problem nationally and there was also a need for fencing near farm buildings and 
dwellings to improve security and privacy. HSJ referred to an example in the Cotswolds 
where the path had been enclosed as a last resort to control the large number of people 
wandering off the route and affecting the property’s privacy.  
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HP said that the team work with farmers and landowner to ensure that fencing was 
appropriate and didn’t present a hazard. It was necessary to manage future liabilities and that 
included making sure that fencing was correctly located as the costs for re-locating fencing 
could be significant.  GG suggested that fencing could be included in the cropping letter. This 
was supported but DC said that that approach may need to change as the letter may be 
being less effective.  SMG agreed that OCAF should contact the CLA/NFU and include 
appropriate example images. HSJ added that it was important to remind people where it was 
appropriate to have barbed wire  - i.e. outside of the right of way and only used when 
necessary.  
 
Action 2: SMG and PH to contact NFU/CLA re fencing in or right of way 
 

8. Proposed amendment to OCAF Terms of Reference re membership terminations 

PH explained that the last meeting did not ratify the recommended action which was why the 
agenda item had been included again.  TW questioned whether submitting apologies 
exempts a member and was enough to qualify. SMG said it was more about non-attendance 
with or without apologies. If that happened over a year then the member should be 
contacted. He recognised that it can be difficult as circumstances change but all members 
need to actively contribute.  JG said that membership was not full and there was a need for 
more farming interests as well as other interest areas not represented. The group questioned 
when the year should be calculated and AGREED that the trigger should be missing three 
consecutive meetings.  
 
DC asked about the status of councillors and what happened when they did not attend 
regularly as in OCAF the councillor did not usually attend.  PH said that OCAF was an OCC-
designated ‘Strategic Outside Body’ and so had a cabinet member allocated. Elected 
members of the appointing authority were different from other LAF members as their 
appointment didn’t go through the normal approval process. He added that other elected 
members from OCC or a district council could attend if they wanted to.    
 
PH reminded the group that all members were volunteers and this had to be considered 
alongside the statutory role of the group. SMG added that the group needed to hear 
everyone’s voice at meetings. DC suggested that people should be able to suggest 
temporary replacement people.  
 
Action 3: SMG and PH to adjust the Terms of Reference and use the letter as the basis to 
contact members who had not attended for some time [Amended version attached as 
Appendix 2]. 
 

9. Rights of Way Management Plan delivery/Priority Caseload Approach 

PH introduced the document. The work done to date on the Priority Caseload Approach 
(PCA) had received endorsement at OCAF and Rights of Way Monitoring Group in 
September and October 2015. Now that JB the Access Team Leader was in post the process 
could start up again.  JB said that the document and process were important to get right and 
work to implement to especially manage expectations and introduce more objectivity to issue 
prioritisation and deliver better efficiency as partners would better know what standards the 
team is working to. Challenges remained about implementation and more questions and 
issues to be addressed, but the bulk of the protocol development work was complete.  JB 
invited more comments in order to move the protocol approach towards adoption and so it 
could inform the authority’s Highway Service Review process.  
 
TW asked if there was a process to keep the priority of an issue under review, especially low 
priority issues that got worse. SMG suggested that the protocol should be a working 
document where new issues could be taken forward.  JB confirmed that the priority of an 
issue could move up or down – but the protocol needed to be finalised and not open to 
debate so it could be relied on by the Countryside Access Team as well as partners and 
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stakeholders.  SMG acknowledged this point and agreed that it was the issue management 
that was flexible, not the document.     
 
JG stated that the bullet points were helpful and showed a pragmatic approach was being 
followed.  JB said that the document helped to remove much of the subjectivity but still 
allowed and enabled some professional judgement within a more robust framework.   JG saw 
the framework as getting more done with available resources.  DC added that from his 
experience his interactions with the Team had always been positive and that working with 
volunteers was an essential function of officers to provide support and encouragement. JB 
supported that statement and was conscious of the need to challenge the common 
perception that volunteers were free and self-managing.    
 
JG asked if OCAF thought the new protocol should apply retrospectively. JB replied that it 
needed significant work by the team and serious buy-in using technology – so the amount of 
work to apply the framework to older issues should not be underestimated. PH added that 
the work by the Parish Path Wardens and others to look at older issues had and would really 
help reduce the reports caseload to those that were still actually issues.  JB said it would 
hard to run two separate priority approaches and his instinct was to get working, focus on 
refreshing the existing higher priority issues and then shift to the rest and start as the team 
means to go on.  SM questioned if there should be a time element for the original report or an 
expected resolution timescale. JB said that he preferred not have a timescales on the table at 
this stage as only once the lean review process was concluded could the team know their 
capacity.  He added that the original date wasn’t an issue as a low priority issue five years 
old or five weeks wasn’t a justification - it was the seriousness of the issue that was the main 
driver.   
 
PH drew the attention of the group to the access team functions paper and gave more 
information about the Lean Review process. It was expected to be concluded this year and 
will include a full review of Highways Service operations (including rights of way) to improve 
processes and also to reduce staff numbers and cut costs. The extent of this was unclear at 
the moment.  He also highlighted the valuing volunteers paper that helped show the need 
and value of staff investment and commitment to volunteer groups and the benefits of that 
involvement.   
 
SMG proposed that OCAF adopts and fully endorses the protocol and this was AGREED by 
members.  
 

10. Countryside Access Team update 

PH introduced his paper from the last ROWMP meeting highlighting key aspects from it, and 
suggested that Members may wish to have this repeated if their meeting is held later than the 
RoWMG. Members welcomed this proposal.  
 
TW raised Marcham Mill (Marcham Bridleway 17) and asked if a bridleway version of the 
portable footbridge currently installed at North Leigh could not be installed at Marcham. PH 
said this would likely not work as the bridge was arched and the temporary structure would 
not be able to impose an additional load on the bridge. At a length of 11m the temporary 
structure may also be prohibitively expensive. However the CAT are doing what they can on 
this bridleway as it is widely used, and its closure makes a large gap in the network.  
 
ALJ questioned the statistics on replacing stiles and replacing stiles with gates and asked 
why nothing was detailed about making access easier for people with disabilities and mobility 
problems.  PH replied that the caseload stats were at a county level and more detail was 
often in the local area PRoW meeting reports. JB added that this was a good point and there 
could well be scope for involving less agile users in area meetings or looking at local area 
access solutions. He had contacts with the Disabled Ramblers and was personally 
committed to making Oxfordshire’s PRoW more accessible.  DC suggested that improving 
access for people with mobility issues could go in the letter to parishes.  



CONFIRMED OCAF MINUTES 26 April 2016 

7 

 
PH confirmed to HSJ that the budget for public rights of way teams comes under highways. 
The Definitive Map and Countryside Access Teams were part of Hugh Potter’s Countryside 
and Records Group. The Group sat as a part of the Network and Asset Management Service 
which was part of the Commercial (Highways) side of the wider Environment & Economy 
Directorate.   
 

11. Questions or any other business 

TW informed the group that she and the Secretary had attended the south LAF conference in 
Bristol earlier in the year. A very informative conference with presentations and workshops 
on influencing councils, 2026 Lost Ways, white roads and the health and wellbeing benefits 
of the natural environment. PH undertook to circulate all the presentations or weblinks to 
them. 
 
Action 4: PH to circulate the presentations or weblinks for the recent LAF conference. 
Members to read these and consider how they may influence OCAF’s work  
 
SMG and SM requested all future meeting papers to have page numbers on them and that 
the use of acronyms and abbreviations in presentations is reduced.  
 

12. Agree Date of Next Meeting 

Autumn meeting scheduled for 1st November 6pm, County Hall, Oxford.  NF had offered to 
look at possible summer site visit perhaps with canal and River Trust and PH said he would 
follow this up. SM said she’d appreciate knowing what their volunteers did.  
 
With no additional questions the meeting closed at 12.40pm.  The Chair and members 
warmly repeated their thanks to Troth for doing such a fantastic job as Chair over the past six 
years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signed as correct record  Stuart McGinness, OCAF Chair   1 November 2016 





 

 

 
 
Dear Parish or Town Clerk                    May 2016 

 

Protecting your local public rights of way and planning applications – please pass to your councillors 
and/or footpaths rep 

 
As you know every planning application in your District is referred for consultation to the relevant Town 
or Parish Council – for your Council’s comments, feedback etc.  This is a vital part of the planning process 
and your Council’s response is seen by the District Council as very much the grass roots response to all 
planning issues. 
 
The Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum (OCAF) is a statutory advisory body and is made up from 
volunteer members representing all interests involved in countryside access.  It exists to encourage access 
to the countryside in Oxfordshire, to ensure the existing public rights of way system is preserved and 
enhanced where possible. 
 
So could we please encourage your Council that when you are consulted on any planning proposal that 
affects a right of way in your Parish (not that often in practice) that the response your Council makes to 
the District Council takes into account any impact on the public rights of way system. 
 
The types of issues your council may wish to consider are: 

 Making sure the development doesn’t alter or obstruct the legal line of the right of way (you can 
check the definitive map on line at https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/content/countryside‐
access‐maps 

 Could the surface of the route be improved by the developer to make access easier all year round 
for new residents, visitors and the local community? 

 Could the path ‘furniture’ like stiles, gates and bridges be improved to make them more accessible 
to more people? E.g. parents with buggies, wheelchair users or those with reduced mobility. 

 Are there any new links between paths needed through the site? This might include existing 
‘desire’ lines where people walk a preferred route. 

 Do any footpaths need making available for cyclists or equestrians? The developer may be open to 
a request to upgrade them. 

These are just a few suggestions that would help meet the aims of the county Rights of way Improvement 
Plan 2015‐2025. More information can be found here www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/rowip 
If you are preparing a Neighbourhood Plan, having a section on Public Rights of Way is equally important.  
 
Yours faithfully, 
 
Stuart McGinness Chair Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum 

 
 

 

Oxfordshire Countryside 
Access Forum 

Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum is a statutory Local Access Forum - an independent advisory body, 
established and administered by Oxfordshire County Council to assist with improving access to Oxfordshire’s 
countryside under s94 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. 
 
Contact any member via the OCAF Secretariat: Oxfordshire County Council, Countryside Service, Signal Court, Old 
Station Way, Eynsham, Oxford OX29 4TL. Tel 01865 810226, email: countryside@oxfordshire.gov.uk  or visit 
www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/ocaf 
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Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum 
(Local Access Forum) 

 
 TERMS OF REFERENCE 

 
1. Title 

1.1. The Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum. 
 

2. Reference Area 
2.1. The County of Oxfordshire. 

 
3. Status 

3.1 The  Oxfordshire  Countryside  Access  Forum  (“The  Forum”)  will  be  a statutory advisory 
body having no executive functions, administered by Oxfordshire  County Council.  Established  
under section 94 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 and Statutory Instrument 
2002 No 1836 The Local Access Forums (England) Regulations 2002. 

 
4. The Role of Oxfordshire County Council 

4.1. Provide a Secretariat and other officer support to the Forum. 
4.2.   Prescribe a system of voting by which the Forum can take decisions. 
4.3. Provide a venue for meetings with full and appropriate facilities. 
4.4. Organise and advertise the Forum meetings. 
4.5. Ensure that the Forum operates openly. 
4.6. Establish a selection panel who will appoint members equitably according to selection criteria 

and the member’s purpose and role. 
4.7. Reimburse   reasonable   expenses   incurred   by   members   in   attending meetings of the 

Forum and other approved activities, including travel, subsistence and dependent care, in the 
course of members undertaking their duties. 

4.8. Reimburse  the  cost  of  places  on  organised  training  courses  considered appropriate and 
necessary by the Chair and Vice-chair. 

4.9. Publish an annual report on the Forum’s activities. 
 

5. Membership of the Forum 
5.1 The Forum will consist of no fewer than 10 and no more than 22 members 
5.2 Membership  will be balanced to avoid dominance by any single interest group  and  

encourage  cross-sectional  interests  that  will  include  a  broad range of experience  and 
interests  in recreational  use of the countryside, land management and other relevant interests 
(e.g. tourism, local transport, enterprise and economy, health, disabled people).  

5.3 Members appointed will be those that appear to the appointing authority to be representative of 
the interests of a) users of local public rights of way and the new access land; b) owners and 
occupiers of countryside mapped as  access  land  or  land  crossed  by  rights  of  way;  c)  any  
other  interest especially relevant to Oxfordshire’s countryside. 

5.4 Forum members will be appointed by a selection panel who will assess if applicants have 
sufficient experience of countryside access issues within Oxfordshire to be able to make an 
informed and constructive contribution to improving access provision. This assessment will be 
based on the application form and selection criteria. The selection process will aim to ensure a 
reasonable balance between the number of members representing the interests in paragraph 
5.3(a) above, and those representing the interests in 5.3(b).   The Regulations  contain no 
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provision  for the appointment  of ‘independent’ members 
5.5 Members will act in the best interests of the people of Oxfordshire and not through   individual   

interest   agendas.   Members   of   the   Forum,   once appointed, will be acting in an individual 
capacity rather than as a representative of a particular organisation. 

5.6 Members who have a personal interest, whether direct or indirect, in any matter to be 
discussed by the Forum shall disclose the nature of the interest to the meeting.   The regulations 
do not prohibit that member from participating in the discussion but it is necessary that the 
member’s interest is  made  known  to  other  members  of  the  Forum  and  will  normally  be 
recorded in the minutes of the meeting. 

5.7 Members will be expected to confirm their support to the positive purpose of  the  Forum,  
commit  to  working  within  the  Terms  of  Reference  and through constructive working with 
other members. 

5.8 Members must be willing to commit the necessary time to attend meetings, training etc. and be 
willing to actively contribute to produce outputs. 

5.9 Members must be prepared to disseminate information, recommendations and   advice   to  the  
Forum   from   the   members   of  their   own   group, organisation or area of interest.  

5.10 Members must be prepared, within reason, to work up ideas or actions outside of the confines 
of the Forum, reporting back as necessary. 

5.11 Members will respond quickly and efficiently to reasonable  requests for information from the 
Secretariat. 

5.12 Members will be appointed, initially for one, two or three years, with the option of further 
period(s) of three years.   This will ensure that the reappointment process does not occur at one 
time, thus maintaining momentum. The initial term of appointment will be allocated equitably 
between   the   interest   groups   by   the   selection   panel.   The   Forum’s membership and 
operation will be reviewed by the County Council after the  first  three  years  and  afterwards  
to  ensure  that  the  Forum  remains relevant to the needs of the area. 

5.13 The Forum will have a Chair and Vice-chair appointed by nomination and election  from 
amongst  members  at the first meeting  of the Forum.  The Chair and Vice-chair  will each be 
elected for a period of one year. The Chair and Vice-chair should not be from the same interest 
group. When the term of office has expired or either post becomes vacant for any reason, 
both posts will put forward for re-election. Individual members may only be elected to either 
post for a maximum of three consecutive years. 

5.14 Members may have their appointments terminated by the Appointing Authority if he/she has been 
absent from all meetings of the forum during a period of one year. The Appointing Authority will 
seek the views of the Chair before terminating any LAF member’s appointment 

5.15 Members  will be expected  to give  one  month’s  notice  in writing  to the appointing authority 
should he/she wish to resign from the Forum. 

 
 

6. Role and Responsibilities of the Forum 
 

6.1 To give advice on the implementation, management and review of the statutory  right  of  
Open  Access  to  the  countryside  by  acting  as  a consultee  for  the  Countryside  
Agency’s  mapping  project  in Oxfordshire by; 
6.1.1 Providing advice to the County Council and the Countryside Agency; 
6.1.2 Commenting  on  the  identification  of  Open  Access  land  for  mapping purposes. 

 
6.2 To  assist   Natural England   or   Forestry   Commission   (in woodland dedicated as 

access land) in respect of local restrictions on access to the countryside by;  
6.2.1 Identifying relevant issues that need to be taken into account in deciding how  best  to  
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implement  any  advice  received  from  English  Nature  and English  Heritage,  and  in  
considering  applications  made  on  land management grounds, where consulted; 

6.2.2 Helping to identify best practice for the management of access restrictions in 
Oxfordshire. 

 
6.3 To provide advice to Oxfordshire County Council on the preparation of a Rights of Way 

Improvement Plan by 
6.3.1 Assisting with the review of Oxfordshire’s public rights of way network, including 

commenting on the extent to which it meets the present needs of the public; 
6.3.2 Evaluating the likely future needs of users of public rights of way; 
6.3.3 Evaluating the results of any public consultation on the draft plan and any particularly 

significant issues arising from it; 
6.3.4 Commenting on action plans that follow from the review and assist with their 

implementation. 
 

6.4 To give advice on the development and implementation  of recreation and access 
strategies which; 
6.4.1 Sets public rights of way and open access in a broad context, integrating provision for 

access, all forms of open-air recreation, transport, tourism, health and public information; 
6.4.2 Ensures  provision  is made for all users,  and reflects  the needs  of local people; 
6.4.3 Addresses the coordinated use of resources to deliver integrated recreation and access 

provision and management. 
 

6.5  The Forum will aim to: 
6.5.1 Develop  a  constructive  and  inclusive  approach  to  the  improvement  of recreational 

access to the Oxfordshire countryside; 
6.5.2 Adopt  inclusive  and  consistent  approaches  with  neighbouring Access Forums; 
6.5.3 Disseminate its advice to Members of the County Council and other bodies as 

appropriate; 
6.5.4 Seek specialist technical advice when needed and appropriate; 
6.5.5 Work  as  a  cohesive   team  engaging   in  constructive   debate,  seeking consensus 

on all reports. 
6.5.6 It should be the aim of the Forum to carry out its business by discussion and 

consensus without the need for frequent formal voting. However where this is not 
possible, each member of the Forum present at a meeting shall be entitled to exercise 
one vote.  Voting on any issue shall be determined using the simple majority method by 
show of hands. In the event of an equality of votes the Chair shall have a second or 
casting vote. 

 
7  Administration 

 
7.1                The  Forum  is  required  to  hold  at  least  two  meetings  per  year.  It  is anticipated  that the 

frequency  will  be increased,  particularly  around  the time  of  the  mapping  process.    The  
frequency  of  the  meetings  can  be reviewed by the Forum. 

7.2  No meeting shall conduct business unless there are i) at least one half plus one of the 
membership present and ii) the Chair or Vice-chair is present. 

7.3 Agendas will be agreed between the Chair, Vice-chair and the Secretary. 
7.4 Members of the Forum may request items for inclusion in the agenda of any meeting 

provided that they inform the Secretariat no later than eight working days before the meeting. 
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Agendas and any relevant papers will be circulated to members no later than six working days 
before any meeting. 

7.5 Meetings will be advertised in advance on the County Council’s website and be accessible to 
the public. 

7.6 Agendas, papers and minutes of the meeting will be available to the public on the County 
Council’s website and office as specified in the regulations. 

7.7 The meetings  of the Forum and any sub-committees  established  will be open public 
meetings. However the Chair retains the power of exclusion to suppress or prevent disorderly 
conduct or other misbehaviour at a meeting. 

7.8 Members of the public can speak during meetings provided that they have given  two  working  
days  notice  to  the  Secretary.  This  provision  may  be relaxed at the discretion of the Chair. 
Speaking will normally be limited to five minutes on item relating to the published agenda.  The 
Chair may reduce this time limit because of the length of the agenda or the number of people 
wanting to speak. 

7.9 An open question and answer session will be held at the end of each meeting, normally for 
fifteen minutes, where members of the public may ask direct questions on any subject related 
to the work of the Forum. The Chair may reduce or increase this time limit with regard to the 
number of people wanting to speak. 

7.10 The  Chair  and  Vice-chair  will  invite  observers  to  the  meeting  when appropriate. 
7.11 Observers will be able to contribute to the proceedings at the discretion of the Chair. 

 
 
October 2002 
 
Amended April 2003 and April 2016 



 

 

 
 
       

Agenda item 6 
 

Date:  1st November 2016 

Title: Fencing in of Public Rights of Way 
Author: Paul Harris, OCAF Secretariat 
 
Introduction 
At the last OCAF meeting of 26th April 2016, OCAF members briefly discussed the issues 
surround fencing in of public rights of way.  This was after the item was not able to be 
discussed in detail at the Rights of Way Monitoring Group meeting. Due to a technical 
problem the photo presentation could not be shown and this was emailed to members after 
the meeting. Action 2 from the meeting was for the Chair to write to the two national farming 
organisations to express OCAF’s concerns.  
 
This agenda item is to show the presentation to members at the meeting and to allow more 
discussion including any feedback from the Monitoring Group meeting of 14th October. A 
draft letter to the farming organisations has been prepared and members are asked to 
comment and approve this for issue.  
 
 
OCAF Action 
Members to receive the presentation, discuss issues about fencing and consider any 
amendments to the letter before agreeing the next steps for its distribution 
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Draft OCAF letter to National Farmers Union and Country Land and 
Business Association – for comment 

 
Dear NFU/CLA 
 
Avoiding future problems caused by fencing in public rights of way 
 
The Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum (OCAF) is made up from volunteer members representing 
all interests involved in countryside access.  It exists to encourage access to the countryside in 
Oxfordshire, to ensure the existing public rights of way system is preserved and enhanced where 
possible.  
 
At their last meeting, members expressed concern that some public rights of way and the enjoyment 
by users were being affected by fencing and hedging.  Although the need for fencing to prevent 
trespass and to protect livestock or users is well understood, members felt that the unintended 
consequences of enclosure should be considered by the NFU and the CLA‐and they would appreciate 
your organisation helping to inform its members.    
 
Please see the attached set of annotated photographs. These images and associated comments 
were taken by an Oxfordshire County Council Rights of way Officer whilst looking at issues in the 
Vale of White Horse area recently.  They clearly show the issues to do with fencing in paths and how 
paths can degrade over a number of years and also show how widespread this is.  Narrow fenced or 
hedged paths may also restrict the lawful width of the highway and means horses can spook ‐ for 
example if/when a cyclist appears so as a safety matter there needs to be sufficient room for the 
horse to turn around. 
 
OCAF asks if your organisation can do the following please:  
 

1. Please supply any comments about this letter, the slideshow, or possible solutions directly to 
the LAF Secretary so he can pass them back to the group 

2. Please consider how you might communicate these issues with your members in Oxfordshire 
and possibly regionally/nationally 

3. If you do undertake further action could you please copy in the LAF Secretary so he can 
update the group?  

 
Thank you in advance for considering this request 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
Signed OCAF Chair 

 
 

OCAF Secretary contact details and website address 



 

 

 
 
       

Agenda items 7 and 8 
 

Date:  1st November 2016 

Title: Oxfordshire Definitive Map and Statement and the Statement of Priorities 
Author: Paul Harris, OCAF Secretariat 
 
Introduction 
 
At the recent OCAF forward planning workshop held at the end of September members said 
that they wanted to know how the disconnected network may be able to be addressed 
especially with the 2026 cut-off date for historical claims getting closer.  
 
As a part of this, agenda item 7 is for OCAF members to receive summary information on 
the process for changing the Definitive Map and Statement (the conclusive legal record of 
current public rights of way) especially adding routes/status and to understand current 
caseloads and issues from a member of the DMC team.  
 
At that working group meeting members also noted that the Statement of Priorities was 
dated 2007 and had not been considered as part of development of either the first or 
second Rights of Way Improvement Plan. Note that the need to review the statement is 
acknowledged but it is felt that any formal review by OCC is very unlikely to happen until the 
DeRegulation Act regulations come into effect so that the impacts of that are fully 
understood.  
 
The working group appreciates that the DeRegulation Act has been an obstacle to progress 
but felt that the Statement of Priorities could  be looked at by OCAF anyway if only to fully 
understand it’s purpose and also consider if it is currently fit for purpose in relation to the 
‘connected network’ aims of the Rights of Way Management Plan.  An independent early 
view may be of use to Oxfordshire County Council in order to inform the approach to any 
Statement of Priorities review consultation post-DeReg and this forms agenda item 8.  
   
 
OCAF Action 
Members to receive presentation from Rights of Way Officer and discuss issues arising. 
Members to then consider the Statement of Priorities and supply initial views on it and agree 
what should be the next steps in how to review it in more detail 
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OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL  
WILDLIFE & COUNTRYSIDE ACT 1981 PART III 
 
STATEMENT OF PRIORITIES  
________________________________________________________________ 
 
The Definitive Map and Statement (“DM&S”) of Public Rights of Way for 
Oxfordshire is the legal record of public rights of way in the county. As such it is 
conclusive evidence of the existence of a public right of way and its status, width, 
position and any limitations or conditions (section 56 Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981(“the Act”)).  
 
It has a relevant date of 1 February 2006.  
 
It is the duty of Oxfordshire County Council as the surveying authority to keep the 
DM&S under continuous review and m odified by way of Order s as and when 
relevant events occur (section 53 of the Act). 
 
Government Advice (DOE Circular 2/1993 para 24) recommends that authorities 
should periodically publish a statement setting out their priorities for bringing and 
keeping the DM&S up to date as soon as reasonably practicable, in accordance 
with section 53(2) of the Act. 
 
Priorities for the Surveying Authority are as follows (in decreasing order of 
priority): 
 
 1: Updating and Maintaining the DM&S 
 2: Processing Definitive Map Modification Orders 
 3: Investigating Other Evidence to Modify the DM&S 
 
Please note that a separate Statement of Priorities exists for Public Path Orders 
and Agreements.  
 
This Statement of Priorities replaces the previous version dated May 2004. 
 
 
Priority 1: Updating/Maintaining the Definitive Map and Statement 
Between 2000-2006 a significant investment was made in the production of an 
updated edition of the DM&S utilising g eographical mapping software. Thi s 
replaced an out-of-date paper-based version and has many benefits, including 
improved management processes. 
 
The continuous review and modification of the DM&S, together with maintaining 
and improving the accuracy and integrity of the data is vital to ensuring that t he 
DM&S is up-to-date and provides current management information.  
 
Future developments include the following: 
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• Improving the accura cy of the DM&S: A number of long-standing minor 
discrepancies have been identified within the existing data, for example 
within the detail re corded in the S tatement or between inform ation 
contained in the Statement and the route depicted on t he Map. These 
cannot be amended, however minor, without carrying out complex legal 
order processes.  An ass essment will be m ade and disc repancies 
prioritised for resolution. 

• Keeping the DM&S up to date by making an annua l legal event o rder to 
bring into effect changes resulting from public path or ders and 
agreements.  

• Increasing public availability of th e DM&S, including making map based  
information available on the county council website. 

• Republishing the DM&S: The t iming for this major piece of work wil l be 
kept under review and carried out when necessary. The minimum period 
before republishing will be five years, i.e.2011. 

 
This work is the authority’s highest priority. 
 
 
Priority 2: Processing Definitive Map Modification Orders 
Any person with substantive evidence of an error or omission may apply to the 
surveying authority for a definitive map modification order to add or delete a right 
of way from the DM&S, or to upgrade or downgrade one that is already shown, or 
to amend the particulars contained in the map or statement. Most such ‘claims’ 
are to add rights to the DM&S on the bas is that they exist but are not recorded. 
The procedure is set out in Schedule 14 of the Act. 
 
The authority is required, as soon as reasonably practicable after receipt of 
applications, to investigate and decide whether to make the order sought. If after 
12 months no decision has been made, the applicant may appeal to the 
Secretary of St ate who may  then direct the  authority determine the applic ation 
and may impose a deadl ine. The Secretary of State will take the existence of a 
Statement of Priorities into account when considering these appeals. Potential 
applicants should have regard to the Statement in deciding when to submit t heir 
application (DOE Circular 2/1993 para 24). 
 
At present there are a considerable number of outstanding applications made 
under Schedule 14 of  the  Act (93 ca ses as at September 2007).  The backlog 
increased substantially in 2005/06 when a  large volume of applications were 
made to upgrade rights of way as a  result of the impending reclassification by 
statute of Roads Used as Public Paths to Restricted Byways. 
 
There are pending cases at various stages of the process. Previous priorities 
aimed to det ermine applications as promptly as possible but, coupled with 
staffing shortages, this has left a legacy of cases which had been determined but 
where the lengthy post-determination stages (e.g. order making, referral to the 
Secretary of State, public inquiry etc.) remain outstanding. 
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The approach since April 2003 has been to work on cases (whether at pre- or 
post-determination stages) as far as practicable in the order in which applications 
were originally received. This is considered to be the f airest and most equitable  
to all parties in the current circumstances. 
 
It is recognised that  it will not be possible to deter mine applications within the 
statutory 12-month period for  the f oreseeable future. The waiting list for new 
applicants, given current levels of resources, currently stands at approximately 9 
-10 years. However benefits will result from the current approach, as cases will 
no longer be subject to limitless delays post-determination.  Once work on a case 
starts it will be processed through all the stages to its eventual conclusion, greatly 
reducing overall timescales. 
 
In summary, the work to process Modification Orders will generally be 
undertaken in the following sequence: 

a) Completion of post determination stages for older cases which have 
already been determined. 

b) Newer cases through all stages.  
 
The authority will avoid disrupting the chronological process as much as possible. 
However, in certain instances, it may be necessary to treat an application out of 
turn and g ive it greater priority as the impact  of defe rral would have signif icant 
consequences. These cases will be solely at the discretion of the authority. If an 
applicant considers this is warranted it should be drawn to the attention of the 
case officer as s oon as possib le, but applicants should be aware that such 
actions will be taken i n rare and ex ceptional circumstances only. It may also be 
necessary to treat an ap plication out of tu rn where the Secret ary of St ate has 
directed that the application be determined within a specified time. 
 
This approach was adopted following consultation with the Oxfordshire Rights of 
Way Monitoring Group, a body representing a wide r ange of interest groups, 
including user groups and landowning associations. 
 
Application details are listed on a st atutory register called the ‘DMMO Register’. 
Progress on cases can also be tracked on a further separate report, updated 
monthly, called ‘Pen ding DMMO Case List’. Both can be accessed on our 
website at www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/modificationsanddiversions   
 
This work is the authority’s second priority. 
 
 
Priority 3: Investigating Other Evidence to Modify the DM&S  
A number of situations have been brought to our attention, or come to light during 
the course of our work, which could indicate possible errors or omissions in the 
DM&S (e.g. an unexplained change of status of a path where it crosses a parish 
boundary). These will be  prioritised and researched as  resources permit. 
However, any person asserting that the DM&S  should be modified is strongly 
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recommended to submit  the e vidence as part of a formal ap plication under 
schedule 14 of the Act (see Priority 2 above).  
 
This work is given a lower priority. 
 
 

Oxfordshire Council County 
Environment & Economy 

Countryside Service 
 

         October 2007 



 

 

 
 
       

Agenda item 9 
 

Date:  1st November 2016 

Title: Buckinghamshire LAF letter about Lost Ways 
Author: Paul Harris, OCAF Secretariat 
 
Introduction 
In July 2015 after a presentation from the British Horse Society, members of the 
Buckinghamshire Local Access Forum decided to start their own county-wide, volunteer-led 
project.  
 
Their Chair has written to OCAF to as ask if any of our members or contacts would be 
interested in volunteering on our project, covering parishes in both Oxfordshire and 
Buckinghamshire along of the shared boundary? 
 
 
OCAF Action 
Linked to agenda items 7 and 8, members to consider the letter and discuss action to take, 
including forwarding the letter to known interest groups such as the Parish Path Wardens 
and Oxford Fieldpaths Society, and the response to make to Bucks Local Access Forum. 
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BUCKINGHAMSHIRE LOCAL ACCESS FORUM 

The Buckinghamshire Local Access Forum is an independent, statutory advisory 

body on all matters relating to countryside access, with members representing a 

wide range of interests including farmers, landowners, walkers, cyclists, 

equestrians, parish councils, National Trust and those with disabilities. 

3rd October 2016 
Dear Chairman, 

Buckinghamshire Restoring the Record Project 

At our meeting on 1st July 2015 we had a presentation from Phil Wadey of the British Horse 

Society, who is undertaking work to draw attention to the 2026 cut-off date and galvanise 

action to secure missing links and unrecorded rights of way that could potentially be lost. 

The culmination of discussions after Phil’s presentation, and the realisation that many years 

have already passed since the CROW 2000 Act, without progress, we decided to start our 

own county-wide, volunteer-led project and this is the reason for me writing.  

We also enjoyed hosting a training session led by Phil Wadey and Sarah Bucks earlier this 

year and have appointed a volunteer co-ordinator, Ross Osborn (rossosborn41@gmail.com) 

to run the project. Ross has also written a training guide for novices to understand the 

background and compliment the more advanced Bucks and Wadey publication, ‘Restoring 

the Record’.  

Attached is a map indicating the spatial coverage of volunteers. You will note there are 

numerous gaps on the boundary with Oxfordshire, so we are seeking volunteers to cover 

these parishes. It seems logical for volunteers to seek cross-boundary routes where these 

need recording, so to this end, we would like to ask if any of your members or contacts 

would be interested in volunteering on our project, covering parishes in both Oxfordshire 

and Buckinghamshire along of our shared boundary?  

I look forward to hearing from you.  

Yours faithfully, 

 
Richard Pushman (Chairman) 

 





 

 

 
 
       

Agenda item 10 
 

Date:  1st November 2016 

Title: British Horse Society letter about the List of Streets 
Author: Paul Harris, OCAF Secretariat 
 
Introduction 
The British Horse Society (BHS) Head Office has sent through this letter about the List 
of Streets.  Members are invited to consider the letter’s content and decide on any 
next steps.  
 
The Chair of Oxfordshire BHS has also questioned how the digitisation of the List of 
Streets is progressing. The Secretary then forwarded the BHS’ question and letter to 
the manager of Oxfordshire County Council Highway Records  - and the following 
response came back.  
 

Hello Paul 
 
I can confirm that all of Oxfordshire County Council’s highway record maps have 
been scanned and digitised, including those that are incomplete/awaiting 
research.  Highway Records is now working with our contractor to check 11,500+ 
queries arising from the digitisation.  Currently two members of the team are working 
one day a week each on these queries away from their normal duties, checking 200-
400 per week – unfortunately, we have a lot of checks and amendments to complete 
before we can launch our digitised highway record map to Oxfordshire County 
Council staff.   
 
There is a separate project with the Highway Inventory Team to link the highway 
record map with other software including Fix My Street and Roadworks.org which will 
make single/centre line highway information data available online to the public.  Both 
of these projects are in my view 18 months away from completion, although the 
single line data may come online before this. 
 
As for the British Horse Society letter, the only thing I would mention is that we have 
a protocol in place already to address requests for amendments to the List of Streets 
https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/cms/content/highway-record-map 

 
 
OCAF Action 
Members to consider the BHS letter plus the additional information from OCC Highway 
Records and decide what next steps they may want to take.  
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Auditing the list of streets: a role for local access forums 

1. The stakeholder working group on rights of way recommended that: "Routes identified on the 
list of streets/local street gazetteer as publicly maintainable, or as private streets carrying public 
rights, should be exempted from the cut off.1"  The British Horse Society expects this recommenda-
tion to be given effect in regulations made under section 54(1)(d) of the Countryside and Rights of 
Way Act 2000, exempting routes from the cut-off provisions in Part 2 of the 2000 Act. 

2. The 'list of streets' is maintained by every highway authority under section 36(6) of the High-
ways Act 1980: "The council of every county, metropolitan district and London borough and the 
Common Council2 shall cause to be made, and shall keep corrected up to date, a list of the streets 
within their area which are highways maintainable at the public expense."  The list should contain 
every way which is maintainable at the public expense, regardless of whether the way is, in fact, 
currently maintained.  Most public rights of way are maintainable at public expense3, and 'street' 
being defined so as to include paths4, ought to appear on the list; however, very few highway au-
thorities are believed to have included all publicly maintainable public rights of way on their list.  
But it is not unusual to find urban alleyways and some byways open to all traffic on the list of 
streets. 

3. An exemption for routes on the list of streets may be valuable in preserving routes not on the 
definitive map and statement which would otherwise be extinguished by the cut-off in 2026, pri-
marily: 

 unsealed routes (often referred to as unclassified county roads, UCRs, and frequently 
marked on Ordnance Survey maps as 'other route with public access', ORPA5) which, on 
evaluation, are found to be public footpaths or public bridleways6; 

 urban footpaths, alleyways, ginnels etc. 

4. Surveying authorities and rights of way researchers may wish to rely on the exemption (if 
granted) for routes on the list of streets so that scarce resources may be focused on applying to 
record other routes which will not be exempted.  However, an exemption is dependable only if: 

 the terms of the exemption apply to a particular route, 

 a route is currently shown on the list of streets7, and the route will continue to be shown on 
the list of streets at a date (expected to be close to 2026) specified in regulations. 

 
                                            
1 Stepping Forward — The Stakeholder Working Group on Unrecorded Public Rights of Way: Report to 

Natural England (NECR035): proposal 25. 

2 i.e. of the City of London. 

3 Some public rights of way, particularly many ways presumed to have been dedicated since 1949 through 
long use, are not publicly maintainable. 

4 Section 329(1) provides that, "except where the context otherwise requires—…street has the same 
meaning as in Part III of the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991".  Section 48(1) of the 1991 Act pro-
vides that: "a “street” means the whole or any part of any of the following, irrespective of whether it is a 
thoroughfare—(a) any highway, road, lane, footway, alley or passage, (b) any square or court, and (c) any 
land laid out as a way whether it is for the time being formed as a way or not." 

5 For a fuller explanation of ORsPA, see pannageman.craddocks.co.uk/#post32. 

6 There is no provision to extinguish any type of roads (i.e. carriage roads of whatever character) in 2026, 
except roads which are shown in the definitive map and statement as a public footpath or public bridleway 
and which are not otherwise excluded from extinguishment. 

7 The exception from extinguishment may apply to routes added to the list of streets in the future, but be-
fore the date specified in regulations.  However, until such routes are added, they are not obvious candi-
dates for protection from extinguishment. 



    
5. Rights of way user groups and researchers believe that some highway authorities amend 
their list of streets without any external oversight or engagement: it is alleged that, in those authori-
ties' areas, numerous minor or unsealed routes have been deleted without due process or ac-
countability. Of course, it is a requirement that the authority "shall keep [the list] corrected up to 
date" to reflect, for example, new roads which are adopted by the authority, publicly maintainable 
streets which are stopped up under a legal instrument, and publicly maintainable streets which 
cease to be maintainable on the order of a magistrates' court8.  But a highway authority should not 
remove a street from the list simply because it no longer wishes to maintain it, or because it sees 
no value in maintaining it, without following a statutory procedure to relieve it of the obligation of 
maintenance, or to extinguish it.  Even if the highway authority believes an entry in the list to be 
mistaken, the Society believes that the authority should follow a transparent, accountable process 
to corroborate its belief.  Given that reliance may now be placed on entries in the list being retained 
up to and beyond 2026, the Society asks local access forums to address highway authorities' pre-
sent practice, and where that is found to be deficient, to press for a transparent, accountable pro-
cess and public engagement where appropriate. 

6. The Society recommends that the following questions could be addressed by the forum to 
highway authorities in the area covered by the forum: 

 What unsealed highways have been removed from the list of streets since 1998 (the year in 
which the Ordnance Survey collected such data for the purposes of showing ORPAS on 
leisure mapping)? 

If the forum is concerned that routes have been removed from the list of streets prior to 1998, an 
earlier date might be substituted and appropriate evidence presented. 

7. If the response to this first question is 'we don't know', then clearly, the highway authority has 
no easily accessible record of changes made. 

 What procedures apply to any proposal to remove a highway from the list of streets, other 
than in response to a legal event (such as a magistrates' court stopping up order, or a Town 
and Country Planning Act diversion order)? 

8. If the response suggests that changes, including removals, may be made by officers without 
any reference to a council committee, and without any external consultation, it is not safe to rely on 
a route being exempted owing to its inclusion on the list of streets, because that route is vulnerable 
to removal at any time. 

9. Assuming that the response to these questions is insufficient, the forum may propose that— 

 No highway (or part highway) should be removed from the list of streets, other than pursuant 
to a legal event, unless to correct a mistake where there has been consultation with local 
interests (such as the local access forum and parish council), the correction is fully docu-
mented for archiving and indexation, and the decision is taken transparently within the au-
thority on the basis of a report by officers (e.g. by a committee or by the executive). 

10. Highway authorities may be reluctant to engage in time-consuming, costly processes to 
amend the list of streets.  But the question remains: what power does the authority have to amend 
the list other than consequential to a legal event?  And if the intention is to correct what is per-
ceived to be an 'error', then the evidence for such a correction should be presented in a report after 
engagement with local interests, the decision taken by local authority members, and details of the 
correction should be made available to the public.  Removing a route from the list of streets, where 
that route is not recorded in the definitive map and statement, has the same impact as removing a 
public path from the definitive map.  The latter process involves a familiar and fair public process.  
Why should we accept anything less for deletions from the list of streets? 

                                            
8 Sometimes referred to as a 'cessor order': see section 47 of the 1980 Act. 



 

 

 
 
       

Agenda item 11 
 

Date:  1st November 2016 

Title: Countryside Access Team update  
Author: Paul Harris, OCAF Secretariat 
 
Introduction 
At the recent OCAF forward planning workshop members said that they would appreciate 
being sent a county and area picture of actual achievements on the rights of way network – 
especially if they can include  before and after shots or case studies as some members can 
then distribute to their interest areas and build understanding and support for the work of the 
team on the ground.   Members also asked for information about which parishes commit 
money to work on rights of way so that case studies could be produced to encourage other 
parishes to consider that approach.  Note that the latter item will be developed to enable a 
future agenda item.  
 
Officers felt that the most efficient way to provide an update was to include all or part of the 
Team Leader’s update report for the Monitoring Group (minus the detailed caseload data) 
with extracts from each of the area rights of way liaison groups that take place in the two 
weeks following Monitoring Group.  Some of the area information may have to be circulated 
at the meeting.  
 
Note that the update also includes information about the Priority Caseload Approach 
including the latest iteration of the unadopted protocol prior to the process of gaining OCC 
Cabinet Member adoption.  
 
  
 
OCAF Action 
Members to consider the attached report and issues arising. James Blockley, Countryside 
Access Team Leader will be in attendance to highlight key points, answer any questions 
and provide clarification.  OCC would also appreciate members’ views on the update. 

 

 

Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum 

paul.harris
Typewritten Text
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Countryside Access Team Leader’s Report 

1st March to 31st August 2016 
 

 

1. Introduction 

The last six months have been a period of emerging transition for the Countryside Access Team. We 

continue to engage with the Highways Service review which presents exciting opportunities but also 

uncertainty, whilst financial and caseload pressures continue to increase. Furthermore, a new 

prioritisation system continues to be developed which will represent the single most significant change 

in network management for a number of years. The team however, remains as committed to 

countryside access as ever; a solid baseline of quality access has been maintained, whilst working closely 

with Council colleagues, volunteers and third parties has brought numerous and lasting improvements 

to paths across the county.  

 

2. Personnel 

 James Blockley was appointed the new Countryside Access Team Leader in March. Formerly with 

the Cotswolds Conservation Board, James has a long background in access and countryside 

management 

 Will Saunder joined the team as Assistant Countryside Tasks Officer in August. Will has a 

background in farming and had been volunteering with the Worcestershire County Council 

Countryside Service for a number of months prior to starting with OCC. He is keen and committed 

and will be a real asset to the team and wider service. 

 Two vacancies remain in the team structure, Assistant Countryside Tasks and Assistant Field Officer. 

A business case has been made to recruit to the AFO post. Whilst the outcome of this is uncertain 

due to the recruitment freeze, it is hoped to have an officer in post before the Spring. 

 

3. Operations 

Despite time and budget pressures, key development and improvement projects have been delivered 

across the county. In addition, routine inspections, data management, planning consultations, alignment 

issues, proactive and reactive maintenance, coordination with landowners, volunteers and other 

stakeholders continue to form the bulk of the team’s work crossing over with and supporting the wider 

service. 

3.1. Development / improvement works 
A selection of practical improvement works delivered between March and August are as follows:  

 

 Chesterton Footpath 4: A stream with no crossing led to a stile at the top of a bank; both were 

very difficult to negotiate. The Parish Council agreed to pay for a kissing gate to replace the 

stile at the roadside so that this could be undertaken at the same time as a culvert and kissing 

gate were installed at the stream crossing as a more cost effective and long-lasting alternative 

to a wooden footbridge: 
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Before: After: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Fritwell Footpath 8: Another old wooden footbridge at the end of its life, replaced with a new 

culvert.  Again, this will last longer and therefore be more cost effective in the future than a like 

for like replacement.  It is wide enough to accommodate the Parish Council mower and the 

surfacing also resolves the issue where the path was almost inaccessible leading up to the 

bridge. 

Before: After: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Marston Footpaths 10 and 16:  A major improvement project on a very popular riverside walk 

in the centre of Oxford. The work had been in the pipeline for some time but had suffered 

delays due to seasonal access issues. The work was undertaken by a contractor and has seen 

the improvement of surfaces, the installation of culverts, bridges and gates. This is one of the 

significant ‘whole path’ development projects undertaken by the Countryside Access team for 

some time and has been greatly received by the local users.  

 



Monitoring Group October 2016 – Agenda Item 5 

Before: After (but before completion): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Before:     After: 

 

 

Some more images of completed works: 
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 Minster Lovell Footpath 4: A hugely popular walk out of Witney to the ruins at Minster Lovell. 

Path had been badly eroded at a major bridge crossing over the river Windrush. Stone and 

bank revetment carried out and the bridge re-decked with plastic boards. 

Before:      After: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 Goring Footpath 36 (Thames Path): A good example of the planning work required for a 

‘simple’ bridge replacement and surfacing job. This involved working with numerous groups 

including, landowner, tenants, National Trails, Skanska, EA in addition to internal teams. Taking 

into account the logistics for putting out, retrieving the advance warning signs / TTRO and 

alternative route, and scheduling this to all take place when the river is low but before the peak 

summer walking period, shows jobs such as these to be anything but simple 

Before:    After: 
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 East Hendred Footpath 15: A completely new bridge eagerly anticipated by neighbouring 

communities. Successfully installed after protracted delays following seasonal access issues. 

Before:    After: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.2. Tasks Team 

 All contracted Soft Vegetation Cutting Programme works have been completed, with almost all 

of Tasks Team led priorities completed. 

 Statistics for worksheet and task delivery are included at Appendix 1. Please note that these 

statistics do not include the final set of data entry for the contract works for the South East 

area. 

 Out-turn figures for the Tasks Team are proportionally lower than previous periods due to a 

drastically reduced workforce (two vacant posts with only one being filled at the end of the 

season). Despite these difficulties, they have maintained remarkable efficiency but it must be 

acknowledged that they have effectively been running ‘on a shoestring’ for almost 12 months 

and the impacts of this have been immediate and continue to hamper workflow and processes. 

The team would normally look to create around 50 worksheets a month, but this period have 

created an average of 31 per month. Similarly they would previously have looked to complete 

around 56 Worksheets a month in this period, but have averaged 31 a month since March. 

 Despite this, the team continues to bring added value and ingenuity to practical management 

of the network. Having the skills, equipment, experience and county-wide knowledge to carry 

out lower priority (but still important) works whilst tacking urgent or high priority tasks is a 

benefit that would be impossible with a fully contracted system.  

 The prioritisation approach will impact on Tasks Team worksheet production and resolution 

and across CAT we are looking at new ways of delivering ‘emergency’ and ‘urgent’ works more 

effectively and efficiently in future as part of this.  

 

4. Access Strategy & Development update 

This period has seen a significant amount of strategy and development activity since the handover of 

Countryside Access Team management from Paul Harris to James Blockley in March. Some items of 

interest are summarised below: 
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4.2. Science Vale Cycling 

In the 'Science Vale' area in Didcot, Harwell and surrounds, OCC Transport has been allocated around 

£4.5m by the Local Enterprise Partnership in order to improve connections between homes and the key 

high-tech employers. As part of this Countryside Access Team was asked to assess possible access 

measures using public rights of way between Wantage and Harwell and around Milton. After completing 

these audits the team is now in discussion with transport colleagues about which of the potential 

schemes will be funded so that the next steps of landowner and community discussion can 

proceed.  The team is planning to use the approach to project management and delivery in this area 

when it comes to the development mitigation work funded from the Ardley Energy from Waste site as 

well as RAF Upper Heyford and we are also hoping that by recharging staff time we might be able to 

fund / backfill additional staff to help with the rest of the team's work, including the Tasks Team.  

4.3. Oxfordshire Countryside Access Forum (OCAF) 

The group recently held a work planning session and is hoping to focus on the review of the Definitive 

Map 'Statement of Priorities' in future meetings as well as trying to improve awareness and joint 

working on development planning issues. The group recently contacted all local councils in Oxfordshire 

about the need to get involved in local planning matters and consider what improvements to public 

rights of way could be made and they hope to apply the same approach to encouraging more direct 

action by local communities. The Chair of the group is now Stuart McGinness with Troth Wells as Vice-

chair. Their next meeting is on 1st November at 6pm in County Hall, Oxford.  

4.4. Marcham Mill -Rushey Bridge (Marcham Bridleway 17) 

This long running closure of a key bridleway connection continues with regular communication between 

OCC and the landowner. In the meantime the barriers have had to be repaired a number of times. It is 

still hoped that works can be underway by June 2017 but this is dependent on finalising the specification 

to be used, obtaining district council and Environment Agency consent for alterations to the listed 

structure, and the agreement on funding issues and obtaining OCC capital programme allocation.  

4.5. Access Land 

Most of the access land parcels were surveyed again in summer 2016. Many access points were 

overgrown and most of their information signs had faded to some extent so these matters were tackled 

as part of the inspection visits. However, it was clear that all parcels surveyed were being well used. At 

Hackpen Hill/Crowhole Bottom near Letcombe Bassett there was a risk of losing permissive access 

routes apart from the internal connections as the access payments under Higher Level Stewardship had 

stopped. Fortunately an agreement was reached to maintain the key access connection to the footpath 

leading to Letcombe Bassett church, as well as the connection up to the Ridgeway.   

 

5. Countryside Access Management System (CAMs) 

Our spatial data and issue management system continues to bring tangible benefits to CAT officers and 

the public alike. Developments and efficiency with the system are primarily down to the Countryside GIS 

and Data Management Officer. The role has grown and expanded over recent months with expertise 

being applied to other areas of the service, such as assisting with the Highway Records digitisation 

programme, whilst networking with other authorities to develop improvements of mutual benefit. 
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The online reporting system, CAMS Web, has grown to be the primary source of public reports on 

network condition. This leads to greater data management efficiency bringing knock-on time benefits 

across the CAT, alongside more effective engagement with the public and ‘regular reporters’. 

Funds have now been identified outside of CAT operational budget to source a much-needed upgrade to 

CAMs Web. The new system will bring a host of benefits including greater efficiency, small-screen 

optimisation (for use in the field), photo upload capacity and the ability for ‘trusted users’ to input and 

process their own reports.  

 

6. Priority Caseload Approach (PCA) 

Following approval of the PCA by OCAF and MG in April, a summary paper was presented to the Cabinet 

Member for Environment in August. Following on from this, a full paper will be tabled at a public 

Cabinet Member Delegated Decisions meeting in November. As initial discussion was completely 

positive, full adoption is expected which will give the final ‘green light’ for the initiative to proceed. 

A CAMs compatibility assessment has already been completed, so implementation can proceed in line 

with the Highways Service review during 2017/18 following a 2 year action plan, which will be 

developed in the coming months. 

A current summary paper is included at Appendix 2. 

 

7. Caseload 

As indicated above, this period has seen the volume of public reporting continue to escalate. This leads 

to a greater awareness of network demand, but also adds pressure on a limited workforce and can raise 

the expectations of the reporting public. The PCA will help to prioritise this demand whilst managing 

public expectations, and instigate a more qualitative approach to caseload management. For the time 

being the target should be to have the ‘issues received’ figure fall below ‘issues resolved’ in order to 

reduce the balance of 3812 issues outstanding. 

The current caseload out-turn is summarised at Appendix 3. 

 

8. Budget / Finance 

The operational budget remains around £100k to cover all aspects of reactive and proactive practical 

management of the network. In addition, we retain a capital programme of the same amount tied to 

bridge repair and replacement, both larger key structures and smaller footbridges.  

The March to August period has seen some success with income generation following assessment work 

highlighted in 4 above and s106 agreements. Further significant income will be generated as this and 

other similar projects progress, but as this will be predominantly tied to key projects it is highly unlikely 

that it will meet the operational / revenue demand arising from any future efficiency measures. 

The outcome of the Highways Service review will to a certain extent direct the financial future, but it is 

inevitable that significant further savings will need to be found. Building efficiency and value for money 

into everything we do is a constant theme for CAT process and development, but as suggested above, 

there is very little cloth remaining to be cut. Roll-out of the PCA will provide a framework for a different 
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way of working and help us adapt to changes, however the challenge of managing public expectations, 

whilst maintaining standards, will only increase. 

 

9. Volunteering 

With increasing financial pressures, engaging and supporting volunteer groups becomes more and more 

central to what we do. Adding value to basic maintenance in this way is incredibly valuable, but does not 

come cost free – financial support and officer time is essential if voluntary effort is to complement and 

enhance the work of the CAT. Furthermore, engaging with community led projects, often signposting to 

additional funds such as Trust for Oxfordshire’s Environment, is increasingly one of the few ways that 

real development / improvement works can be delivered. Beyond project based funding, there is also 

the ongoing potential to raise awareness of the Oxfordshire Together programme within third party 

groups to expand on and support ownership of local paths and routes.  

We continue to work closely with three distinct groups, but also with a range of other volunteers such 

Parish Path Wardens and third party works for example through Parish Council facilitated groups. 

A good example of this is Chastleton Footpath 4, where six new gates were installed by the East district 

group of the Cotswold Wardens to replace stiles. The gates were paid for by the Wardens’ Countryside 

Fund and the Oxford Fieldpaths Society, with the works programmed, organised and executed by the 

Wardens. A solid development therefore, with minimal input required from CAT.  

In the other side of the County, proactive and lasting improvement projects continue to be instigated, 

funded and delivered by the South Chilterns Path Maintenance Volunteers, supported and guided by 

CAT. Their contribution to the excellent quality of the network in the South East of the county is 

indispensable and cannot be underestimated. Recently produced (1st August) statistics for the year so 

far are testament to this: 

 Total number of gates installed: 20 

 Gates waiting to be installed (funding and permissions in place): 18 

 Gates in the pipeline (some permission and funding still required): 21 

 Waymark posts installed: 44 

 Total length of paths mown / cleared: 4520 

A third group, the Vale Path Volunteers is gathering momentum and it starting to take on more repeat 

and reactive works under guidance from CAT officers. The VPVs are a sub-group of the Oxfordshire 

Ramblers, who have also been instrumental in the development and delivery of the Vale Way which was 

officially launched in July 2015. Since then the Vale of White Horse Rambler group has completed the 

waymarking with adhesive decals, and also prepared information that will enable the Ordnance Survey 

to include the Way on its maps. This is another great example of how promoted access can be achieved 

by working with and supporting voluntary groups. 

 

10. Feedback 

A small but representative selection of feedback from the last six months: 

 March:  “Just to say my wife and I walked the Tiddington paths today and what a wonderful job! 

Well done OCC!”  
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 April: “I was delighted to find today when I went to walk round Spring Lane to the post box that 

the path across the paddock has been cut very recently. I have been finding it too much to tackle 

recently, so my profound thanks” 

 May: “Talking of priorities cannot be a defence to the fact you have not fulfilled your duties to 

maintain and signpost this footpath. I hope action will be taken to open this footpath as soon as 

possible” 

 June:  “Thank you so much! You and your team are ace (and I'm not just saying that: I know 

how much of a struggle it is to keep things shipshape - or try to, anyway - at the present time).” 

 July: “I wanted to say an enormous thank you to you and the team for the excellent clearance 

work that's been done on the Eynsham Mill walk. The paths through the fields are unmissable 

(yippee!) and the whole walk is a delight (I did it on Sunday).” 

 August: “the work you have done is OUTSTANDING!” 

 

11. Note from CATL 

Throughout my work history, education and volunteering, I have always held the belief that the surest 

way to protect our countryside is to encourage understanding and involvement through the provision of 

well-managed and sustainable access. In the short time I have been involved with the Countryside 

Access Team, I have been incredibly impressed with the ingenious approaches the team takes to making 

this belief a reality. All officers have a deep commitment to access and see their role as a vocation as 

opposed to just a job. From this comes enthusiasm, commitment, and longevity. I consider it an honour 

to be working with the team and all our partners and look forward to a constructive future of 

maintaining and improving the wonderful countryside access network of Oxfordshire. 

James Blockley 

Countryside Access Team Leader 

 

Appendices: 

1. Tasks Team statistics – 1st March to 31st August 2016 

2. Priority Caseload Approach summary paper 

3. Caseload summary statistics – 1st March to 31st August 2016. 
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Anticipated benefits from implementing the Priority Caseload 
Approach:  

 

1) Public and stakeholder expectations and the authority’s ability to meet 
them will be better understood as people know there will have to be 
more of a focus on higher priority works across the county  

2) Greater objectivity in issue prioritisation and management means less 
reliance on officers’ subjective assessments 

3) Adopted protocol for issue and other workload management will increase 
consistency and focus across the county   

4) Field Officers retain knowledge and oversight of their areas but 
embedding the PCA means that highest priority issues can be shared 
out across officers when necessary.  Time allocated to support 
community and volunteer work can then be balanced across the county 
to ensure consistency 

5) Team and authority can still add ‘value’ across the county by working to 
secure additional resources and supporting and encouraging farmers, 
land managers, local communities, groups, volunteers and individuals to 
improve the network for all users  -but in a more structured and 
transparent way, especially focusing on those routes that offer the 
greatest potential or that provide other social, health or economic 
benefits  -the Strategic Path Improvement Network 

6) The Priority Caseload Approach process has synergy with the Highways 
Service Review and should inform and add value to that wider process. 

 

PROTOCOL FOR PRIORITY CASELOAD APPROACH FOR THE PROTECTION, 
MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT OF COUNTRYSIDE ACCESS IN 

OXFORDSHIRE 
 

Oxfordshire County Council’s statutory duty for public rights of way (PRoW) management under 
the Highways Act 1980 centres on ensuring that, across the network, rights are not obstructed 
and routes are maintained in a reasonable condition. The strategy for this is set out in the Rights 
of Way Management Plan 2015-2025. Note that management issues on asphalt PRoW are 
managed under a separate process by Oxfordshire Roads and Transport. 

 
This protocol is intended to manage expectations and give objective guidance to officers and 
others involved in the fulfilment of that responsibility in a transparent and fair way. It is intended to 
encompass the majority of the Oxfordshire County Council’s Countryside Access Team’s (CAT) 
work through this approach, not just managing the priority of reported issues.  
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1. How issues are allocated a priority 
 

The majority of public rights of way issues reported to the County Council or identified through 
internal inspections will be prioritised or programmed by CAT after the issue has been 
assessed. This assessment may use supplied reports, photos, database records, and site 
visits to help in the determination and will normally consider one or more of the following 
factors where they are relevant:  
 

1. Overall level of hazard or actual risk that the issue (if a safety matter) represents 
2. The degree of obstruction 
3. The cause and likely duration of the issue 
4. The character of the route, its normal use and the route’s normal state of repair 
5. The impact of the issue looking at the wider network. 

 
Due to the nature of rights of way and the wide range of local circumstances it is unrealistic to set 
out hard and fast lists of issues or work areas and their associated priority. However using the 
factors above will help develop and maintain a more consistent approach within the CAT.  
 
 
2. How programmed maintenance and other demands form part of CAT 

work and fit into the priority caseload approach 
 

CAT commits significant resources to public rights of way maintenance and repair work such as 
bridge repair and replacement, vegetation clearance, surfacing and drainage, signing, as well as 
responding to large and small planning applications and liaising with and supporting community 
and volunteer groups, All of this work is part of CAT officers’ potential workload but all of these 
involve choices being made about relative priorities 
 
A balance has to be struck that enables the tackling of the highest priority issues as well as 
making time for lower priority work, especially that delivered by communities and volunteers 
where this doesn’t limit highest priority action.  This means that across the county a greater focus 
will normally be paid to the two highest priority categories 1 and 2a-c and may mean that there is 
less of a focus on area based management areas. Priority derived caseloads will be kept under 
review.   
 
Lower Priority (3 and 4a-c) workload issues will have their own processes to maximise outputs 
and make the most of available finance, staff, volunteer or community resources.  This may result 
in them being worked on with greater urgency.  Examples of when this might occur include: 

 When the issue is part of the same path or close by a higher priority issue receiving 
attention 

 When the issue is part of work being funded and delivered by the landowner, volunteer 
group, parish council or community group  

 When the issue can benefit from external funding such as TOE2 or s106/CIL 
 When action is linked to seasonal or cyclical issues – e.g. installing bridges outside of 

flood periods and arable cultivations, or cutting vegetation outside of bird nesting period  
 When a likely rapid deterioration could  be prevented by swift action 
 When a sudden change of circumstances makes it possible to resolve a long  standing  

problem, e.g. minor misalignment 
 
The two factors of issue prioritisation and other workload demands are combined in the table 
overleaf. A separate performance management framework will define operational standards 
where possible, in order to enable better monitoring and reporting.  
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Oxfordshire County Council 
Countryside Access Team 
Signal Court. Old Station Way, Eynsham, OX29 4TL 
 
June 2016 

 

www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/countrysideaccess 
 

Issue and Caseload Priority Table 

Priority 
Category 

Classification and guideline circumstance 

 

1 

Public Safety Incident - where an accident has occurred resulting in serious 
injury 

Public Safety Issue  - with high likelihood of imminent accident resulting in 
serious injury 

2a 
Lesser Safety Issue  - with possibility of accident resulting in less severe 
injury  

2b 
Priority Repeat Process  - Higher priority maintenance  task such as key 
route vegetation clearance that comes up each year or more regularly 

2c 
Non-hazardous but significant or time-limited issue  - likely to completely 
obstruct access very soon or a major planning issue  

3 
 
 

Lesser hazard/lesser significance issue - affects a PRoW but does not 
completely obstruct it or may not be time-limited  

4a 
 

Area or bulk processing  - lower hazard or lower priority issue such as 
signing or furniture that can be packaged together with others  

4b 
 

Repeat Process  - Lower priority maintenance task such as less frequent 
vegetation clearance that comes up regularly  

4c 
 

Opportunity  - standalone improvement project or request 

5 No Action intended/Record may be updated –minor issues 

  

http://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/countrysideaccess
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