
BBNP LAF draft response to: 

Welsh Government Consultation; 
Taking Forward Wales’ Sustainable Management of Natural Resources, 
Chapter 4: Access to Outdoors 
  

Proposal 10 

To enable cycling and horse riding on footpaths to occur under the same conditions as those provided 

for cycling on bridleways under section 30 of the Countryside Act 1968. These provisions allow for 

cycling without placing additional burdens of maintenance and liability on the local authority; and 

they prioritise the ordinary users of those paths. Whilst it would not place additional liabilities or 

maintenance burdens on local authorities, it would enable them to plan and implement surface and 

furniture improvements to routes that would add most value to the rights of way network. It would 

place the onus of checking the suitability of individual paths on users. 

This proposal would create a lack of certainty amongst cyclists and horse riders as to which routes 

they could use in practical terms. It is not clear how users would know whether a route was barrier 

free for their particular use, ie horse riders in particular would not be able to cross stiles or many 

footbridges which may continue to remain in place. 

There are also issues with conflicts with different types of users especially on paths that may be 

narrow and not originally designed for multi use, this could lead to conflict between users. Equine 

use in particular could cause damage to path surfaces and make them difficult for pedestrians to 

use. 

Proposal 11  

To amend or revoke the following list of restrictions on access, provided in Schedule 2 (1) of the 

CRoW Act 2000: (b) uses a vessel or sailboard on any non-tidal water; (c) has with him any animal 

other than a dog; (i) bathes in any non-tidal water; and (s) engages in any organised games, or in 

camping , hang-gliding or para-gliding. 

11b. Agree in principle  

It is not clear as to whether reservoirs are included in this proposal – this needs to be clarified. 

Clarification required that this proposal applies to non motorised vessels only. 

Mechanisms to ensue conservation protection of the marine environment need to be included 

11c Agree in principle but need to clarify that this applies to domestic pets / horses being ridden or 

led. 

11i Agree 

11s Disagree. We need to have clarification as to what ‘organised games’ are – ‘organised activities’ 

might be a more helpful description. This proposal is inequitable for land owners because allowing 

organised games on their land can have a large impact in terms of land management. 

We have strong concerns about allowing camping on access land we anticipate that this proposal 

could lead to pollution of popular sites and littering. This has been an issue at a couple of sites in the 

National Park where campers have simply abandoned all of their equipment after a few nights 

camping. 



Proposal 12  

To allow, with appropriate authority, organised cycle racing on bridleways in order to bring rules 

relating to bridleways into line with footpaths. We would welcome any further suggestions for 

change in relation to anomalous or unreasonable restriction on public rights of way. 

Disagree with this proposal due to safety concerns and potential impact on the enjoyment of other 

users. 

Proposal 13  

To extend CRoW Act access land to the coast and cliffs. 

No Comment 

Proposal 14  

To extend Part 1 of CRoW Act access land provisions to rivers and other inland waters 

Agree with this proposal so long as it applies to non motorised craft. It should also apply to 

reservoirs. The right should only be exerciseable if there are access and egress points that are legally 

available. 

Proposal 15  

To establish NRW as the authority responsible for:  

 identifying appropriate access and egress points;  

 implementing measures to promote responsible use, including the use of river level indicators; and 

 mediating between the different user interests to facilitate user access agreements. 

Suggest that National Park Authorities should be responsible for these issues within their areas to be 

consistent with other CROW powers and duties. 

Proposal 16  

To establish a statutory caveat on all users to behave responsibly whilst exercising their right to 

participate in recreation on access land, inland water and on public rights of way. 

Agree with this proposal but need some detail regarding who would enforce the code and what 

sanctions would be available for non compliance  

Proposal 17  

To enable temporary diversions and exclusions to be applied across all accessible land and water 

where circumstances require them and after the safety and convenience of the public have been 

considered. 

It is not possible to comment on this proposal as there is insufficient detail. 

Proposal 18  

Dogs to be on a short fixed length lead in the vicinity of livestock at all times of the year. In all other 

circumstances they will be subject to “effective control”, a legally defined term already used in 

England under Schedule 2 paragraph 6A of the CRoW Act. Exceptional circumstances relating to 



safety and the protection of nature conservation will be identified and guidance provided by the 

access code. 

Disagree. Dogs should always be under effective control which doesn’t necessarily mean that they 

need to be on a lead. We require clarity as to what is meant by ‘vicinity’. 

Proposal 19  

To enable the development of one statutory map of accessible areas and green infrastructure. Layers 

of mapping would initially include CRoW access land (including water), public rights of way and 

designations, including, National Trails. Legislation would need to allow further layers to be identified 

and added. 

Agree with the concept. It would be helpful to include a buffer area to include cross border areas. 

Proposal 20 

To amend technical provisions relating to procedures for creating, diverting and extinguishing public 

rights of way; and the recording of amendments to the definitive map and statement. 

Agree with the the general spirit of this proposal but need more detail. 

Proposal 21  

To introduce provisions to allow flexibility in relation to stock control measures on public rights of 

way. 

Agree with the the general spirit of this proposal but need more detail. 

Proposal 22  

To amend the requirement for a decadal review of access maps to a process of continual review. 

Agree with the the general spirit of this proposal but need more detail. 

Proposal 23  

To create a requirement on local authorities and National Park Authorities to develop integrated 

access plans to take effect anytime up to the date of the next review in 2027. 

National Park Authorities have no control over certain green space so elements of these plans would 

simply be aspirational. It would have made more sense to delay the review of ROWIPs if this 

proposal is adopted. 

Proposal 24  

To repeal the Cycle Tracks Act 1984. In doing this create a new type of public right of way, ‘cycle 

paths’, prioritising cycling and walking (and subject to proposal 10 above) to be recorded on the 

definitive map and statement. All existing cycle tracks designated under the 1984 Act would be 

recorded as cycle paths. 

Agree 

Proposal 25  

To repeal unwanted provisions in the CRoW Act. In particular those relating to the 2026 cut-off date 

for historical routes under sections 53 – 56 of the CRoW Act. 



Agree with the proposal relating to the 2026 deadline but need more detail about who decides what 

legislation is ‘unwanted’. 

Proposal 26  

To develop a statutory code for access to the outdoors for recreation similar to that already in place 

in Scotland under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 . 

Broadly support this proposal but need to have some detail about what sanctions will be available 

for non compliance and mechanisms for enforcement. 

Proposal 27  

To review the regulations and guidance relating to local access forums with a view to updating and 

clarifying their role and membership. 

Disagree that deputies should be able to represent members who are unable to attend their LAF 

meetings;  

It is probably unnecessary to produce further guidance on when and where to hold meetings to 

allow for those who work and/or have caring responsibilities;  

It would be helpful to remove the requirement to advertise in newspapers 

CCW produced guidance on how to promote the roles and responsibilities of LAFs to other public 

bodies and it would be helpful to update this 

We agree that it would be beneficial to Increase the term of a LAF from 3 to 4 years. 

Question 15  

Will these proposals deliver consistency in the opportunities available for participation in different 

activities and provide effective safeguards for land management and the natural environment?  

In some ways hopefully yes but the proposals as drafted regarding extending rights for cyclists and 

horse riders on footpaths will have the opposite effect 

Question 16  

Will these proposals deliver a more integrated and up to date system for identifying, designating and 

recording publically accessible areas?  

Hopefully yes 

Question 17  

Will these proposals provide significant clarification to ensure that the public, land managers and 

others are clear about their rights, responsibilities and duties in relation to access to the outdoors? 

The LAF supports the spirit of many of the proposals but need much more detail to provide 

meaningful answers 

 

  

 



 

 


