
Page 1 of 10 

 
 
 

Natural Resources Wales’ Response to Brecon Beacons National Park 
Authority Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sarah Tindal, Recreation and Partnerships Officer 

Carys Drew, Access and Recreation Advisor 
 
With input from staff across Natural Resources Wales (NRW) 
 
Approved by 
 
 

 
Steve Morgan Head of operations South East 
22/03/19 
  



Page 2 of 10 

1. Introduction  
 
Natural Resources Wales (NRW) is the principal environmental advisor to Welsh Government and others, and Wales’ principal 
environmental regulator, with a purpose to pursue sustainable management of natural resources (SMNR) across all its functions. 
 
We welcome this opportunity to contribute to and comment on the draft ROWIP for the Brecon Beacons National Park. 
 
We are responding as a statutory consultee under section 60 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (CRoW). In making our 
comments we have considered Welsh Government’s requirements in terms of content and procedure set out in the statutory 
‘Guidance for Local Authorities on Rights of Way Improvement Plans’, July 2016 (ROWIP Guidance). 
 
The ROWIP consultation is relevant to several matters which fall within our remit and our response has sought to advise on those 
areas where relevant. 
 
NRW manages 7% of land in Wales on behalf of the people of Wales, including 120,000ha of woodland, 42 National Nature 
Reserves and five Visitor Centres.  This is a significant public asset and it is our priority to make this asset available, attractive and 
welcoming to people.  We recognise that by working together we can ensure the greatest social, environmental and economic 
benefits to the people of Wales. 1 
 
As evident in your ROWIP there are many important connections to other plans.  In relation to the implementation of the 
Environment Act, Area Statements are currently being developed and are expected to be completed in 2020 and will be relevant to 
your ROWIP delivery plans. 
 

In supporting broader objectives, such as achievement of the Wellbeing Goals and delivering Area Statements, we can see that the 
development and delivery of ROWIPs will complement our aim for recreational access to the outdoors: more people enjoying the 
outdoors more often 2 through: 
 

• Better integrating access opportunities in the wider area: access resources in the right place (to meet people’s needs) 
• Maximise the recreational benefits from land we manage and link to – to us and others 
• Supporting ‘sustainable development principles’ and ways of working 
• Helping develop the 10-year plans – covering all areas of Wales.  

                                            
1 Our Guiding Principles: community involvement in the land managed by NRW 
2 Outdoor Recreation and Access Enabling Plan 
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• The Plans providing a delivery mechanism for Wellbeing Plans and Area Statements 
• Contributing to strong working relationships between local authority and NRW staff, with opportunities for future working 

identified 
 
In contributing to the NPA’s ROWIP, we seek to improve the recreational access resources we manage and their integration with 
the wider network, maximising awareness and promotion of the resources we offer and those of the area more broadly for local 
people and visitors.   In practical terms we can: 
 

• Contribute useful information and data about NRW’s recreational access resources to inform the NPA’s ROWIP Action Plan 
and implementation plans.   

• Advise in relation to functions within our remit 

• Establish discussions between relevant NRW staff, such as NRW’s land managers on the forestry estate and NNRs, and the 
NPA’s Public Rights of Way and access staff 

• Support strategic links e.g. to Public Service Boards and Area Statements 
 
We remind you that the preparation of your ROWIP falls under Article 2(a) of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) 
Directive.  A failure to screen the plan against the need for SEA would leave the subsequent adoption of your plan open to 
challenge in the event that SEA had been required for that plan.  Should you choose not to follow this advice, then you should add a 
paragraph to the RoWIP either justifying why you haven’t undertaken SEA and/or justifying why you have not undertaken an SEA 
screening exercise. 
 
If, and where, needed, NRW can facilitate provision of screening opinions where requested for SEA and HRA. 
 

2. NRW’s Response 
 

2.1  Content and procedure: 

 
 
2.1.1 Broadly, the ROWIP is based on very comprehensive assessments and is a clear, evidence-based plan which meets the 

requirements set out in the WG guidance. The content and tone of the document is in accordance with what we would expect 
from a ROWIP.  We consider this plan will enable the NPA to plan, prioritise and target limited resources whilst giving the 
greatest public benefit by delivering across multiple policy areas and integrating with other services, in line with WG 
aspirations.  
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2.1.2 We welcome the decision to produce a dedicated plan for the BBNP, given the number of constituent authorities.  We can 
see that you have set out the arrangements on page 13 in response to the Welsh Government Guidance and have 
acknowledged the need to work jointly with highway authorities who should continue to have active involvement. 

 
2.1.3 In order for ROWIPs to be as accessible as possible to the public, they should be clear, structured and well-reasoned, so that 

there is a logical progression from needs identified in the assessment informing the strategic commitments in the statement 

of action which can then be refined into focused details within the delivery plan and we feel your ROWIP delivers this.  

 

2.1.4 The statement of action clearly reflects the earlier priorities identified in the document and the wording is clear and realistic, 

setting priorities in context for future prioritisation.  The estimated cost indicators are also helpful and appropriate for this level 

of detail.  

 

 

2.2 Matters within NRW’s remit: 
 

 
2.2.1 NRW Managed Land 
 
2.2.2 The ROWIP makes specific reference to issues relating to NRW managed land.  These are referenced and shown in italics 

with our response below: 
 

2.2.3 P43 2.67 It is understood that large sections of the Welsh Government woodland estate are subject to a concordat between Natural 

Resources Wales as the managing agency, and the British Horse Society, which provides permissive access for horse riders. At the time of 

writing this draft no information was forthcoming as the extent of this provision. This provision is potentially very useful to members of 

the public given that opportunities for horse riders within the National Park are limited and connectivity and status change issues are 

high (see Part 3).  

 

2.2.4 The BBNPA understand correctly that NRW and the BHS have a mutually agreed concordat, setting out our collaborative 
approach to horse-riding.  To clarify, this applies to permissive access on forest roads and tracks on NRW managed freehold 
estate and not generally to leasehold estate, which includes Welsh Water land.   

 



Page 5 of 10 

2.2.5 During the latter stages of 2018 and early 2019 the Concordat has been under review by both parties and is currently 
awaiting final sign off by our respective Chief Executives. NRW and the BHS have held a Concordat since the inception of 
NRW, building on our legacy body Concordats which were negotiated and agreed at GB level. 

 
 
2.2.6 Proposed Action P55 viii) encourage Natural Resources Wales to provide and share an easily accessible map showing the extent of Welsh 

Government woodland estate that is subject to permissive access by horse riders  

 

2.2.7 We recognise the limitations of our current mapped (spatial) provision for access and recreational opportunities available to 
the public. Whilst we would point out that Public Rights of Way are available through our ‘Days Out’ map 
(https://naturalresources.wales/days-out/places-to-visit/?lang=en click on the map banner at top of page), and that ‘horse 
riding’ can be selected as an activity that will return the sites at which NRW have provided permissive horse riding routes, we 
do acknowledge that we are not currently providing the information requested through this ROWIP.  

 
2.2.8 Our intention remains to provide an external map that does allow the areas of the WG Woodland Estate that is freehold to be 

selected (displayed) – which would then indicate to potential visitors the areas in which they are able to ride horses on forest 
roads in addition to PRoW and/or permissive routes specifically provided by us. We would further state that we recognise 
that this will benefit all areas of Wales, not just the BBNPA geographic area.  

 
2.2.9 Our current position is that we continue to work with colleagues in ICT and Communications (who lead on our Digital 

Strategy) to develop our mapping capability for all access and recreational opportunities on land managed by NRW. We 
would be happy to keep BBNPA, and other ROWIP authorities, abreast of developments in this area and would welcome 
suggestions of the best way to do this.  

 
 
2.2.10  Proposed Action P56 ix) work with Natural Resources Wales to improve connectivity between the bridleway network and areas of the 

Welsh Government woodland estate where permissive access by horse riders exists  

  

2.2.11 The concordat that is currently being signed off makes a commitment for NRW and the BHS to "Consider opportunities to 
manage, improve and enhance equestrian access, especially in linking existing networks of PRoW, promoted routes and 
forest roads. Work together to identify and prioritise development and source funding to carry out the work." NRW will now be 
looking at the detail of how we do this in a consistent manner across Wales. 

 



Page 6 of 10 

2.2.12 We are happy to work with you to look at opportunities to improve connectivity to better meet the needs of the public and 
reflect the relevant outcomes in Woodlands for Wales, the WG strategy for woodlands and trees.3   

 

2.2.13 Maps showing the location of forest roads are available on the Lle portal. This could provide a useful starting point to look at 
opportunities to improve connectivity where a partnership approach could bring wider benefits. Alternatively, you may already 
have some priorities you would like to share with us.  

 
 
2.2.14 P70 3.41 It is noted that nearly 8% of the known anomalies on the rights of way network lie on the Welsh Government woodland estate, far in 

excess of any other single landowner. This has resulted from rights of way being overplanted by coniferous woodland and is a largely historic 

issue. In many cases, the public are using alternative routes, where they are present, but these are not shown on the Definitive Map. Given 

that the Welsh Go er e t’s oodla d estate has a er  i porta t part to pla  i  the pro isio  of public access in the National Park which, in 

tur , o tri utes to ards i pro e e ts i  people’s health a d ell-being, the opportunity arises to review and eliminate all the anomalies 

that exist on the woodland estate as well as review the rights of way network on the woodland estate generally with a view to improving 

access to and within the woodland estate . 

 

 

2.2.15 P91 3.153 Proposed actions 

seek a commitment from Natural Resources Wales to review, with the National Park Authority, the rights of way network that is present 

on the Welsh Government woodland estate with a view to improving access to and within the estate in order to maximise opportunities to 

contribute towards health and well-being  

 

 

2.2.16 We welcome the recognition in the Draft ROWIP that the land we manage in the BBNP has a role in meeting public access 
needs and share a desire to work together to achieve these benefits. 

 
2.2.17 We acknowledge that the historical legacy of forest management practices has resulted in anomalies where the route shown 

on the definitive map does not correspond with a route on the ground. Uncertainty about routes is not desirable from a user 
or land manager perspective. In managing the WG forest estate, NRW must balance a range of issues and legislative 
demands.   

 

                                            
3 Woodlands for Wales, the WG strategy for woodlands and trees 
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2.2.18 We would welcome the opportunity to help you review the rights of way network in light of the emerging priorities from the 
ROWIP.  This would help us target our limited budgets in the most effective way where the needs for improvement works has 
been established through this strategic process and where a partnership approach could bring wider benefits.   

 
 
2.2.19 Issues relating to Inclusive Access 
 

2.2.20 P81 2.98 The Fieldfare Trust ad ises that i  ost ou tr side et orks all the paths a d trails cannot and should not be made fully 

a essi le 17. 

 

2.2.21 It might be helpful also to refer to ‘By All Reasonable Means’, NRW’s guidance on least restrictive access which was 
developed with the Sensory Trust.  This has recently been reviewed and updated and will be subject to future reviews to 
enable it to be a living document to keep up with developments in access and accessibility. 
https://cdn.naturalresources.wales/media/682681/gn004-by-all-reasonable-means-least-restrictive-access-to-the-

outdoors.pdf?mode=pad&rnd=131582399690000000 
 

2.2.22  people e pe t etter paths ear to s a d facilities than they do in open country or wild land where they expect to experience a greater 

challenge, to meet fe er people, to e ore i depe de t a d to see a ore atural e iro e t 14. 

 

2.2.23 Recognition that different levels of development and facilitation of access is appropriate in different zones is an important 
point. It would be useful here to reference standards according to zone in ‘By All Reasonable Means’ referenced above. See 
the section in Appendix 1 on access standards for different management zones. These zones have been aligned as far as 
possible with those used in the BT Countryside for All standards. 

 

2.2.24 2.91 In terms of the wider rights of way network the most substantial physical barriers that are likely to be encountered are the terrain - 

in terms of the surface of the right of way, and furniture in terms of any stiles, gates or bridges that are located on rights of way.  

 

2.2.25 It could be useful to include gradient here – a short steep section on an otherwise barrier free route can make the difference for 
some users in the route being accessible or not. 

 

2.2.26 2.9  Meeting people’s needs 

2.9  These issues were also highlighted in the results of the National Park Authority’s ROWIP questionnaire16. Very few respondents thought 

that the rights of way network met the needs of persons with mobility problems. Fewer thought that it met the needs of blind or partially 

sighted people. 
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2.2.27 Given the above, can we add under 3.117 ‘and consider the distribution of opportunities for barrier free access’? I.e. that a criterion 
for prioritisation for the maintenance, improvement and promotion of PRoW be how well PRoW are serving excluded groups? This 
would help integration between the objectives of prioritised network and those of the Equality Act.    

 

2.2.28 NRW is currently working on a pilot project using NRW sites to consider alternative visual information formats to enable 
disabled users to decide whether a route or site is suitable for them and their equipment. The BBNP could provide an 
excellent case study to look at issues around accessibility in the context of managing high visitor pressure; road access, 
transport, parking, toilets, signage and pre-visit information. NRW and BBNPA have shared objectives of managing unique 
natural features while allowing a diverse range of visitors to enjoy them sustainably. There may be opportunities for future 
joint working on inclusive access on routes and sites which cross NRW and BBNPA managed land. 

 
 

 

2.2.29 National Trails 

 

2.2.30 On page 81 under ‘Category 1 (National Trail and Flagship National Park Authority promoted routes)’ the NT is referred to as 
Offa’s Dyke Long Distance Path, for consistency and to avoid confusion with the scheduled monument, it should be referred 
to as Offa’s Dyke Path National Trail. 

 
2.2.31 3.119 (p.81) sets out maintenance standards which apply to each category in the hierarchy. It would be worth mentioning 

here that ‘Quality Standards for National Trails and the Wales Coast Path Edition 3.1’ also inform route management and 
target funding on ODP NT and that the Trail is surveyed annually against these standards. 

 
2.2.32 Section 3.89 (p.76) Promotion of Outdoor Recreation in the National Park looks at information that is currently available. 

There is no mention of the National Trails website which has information on ODP NT or the page on the BBNP website that 
promotes ODP. This information is included in Appendix 8 Flagship promoted routes and areas (p.168). We would suggest 
considering moving information in Appendix 8 to within the main body of the Plan as these flagship and other promoted 
routes are an integral and important part of the network as reflected by their Category 1 prioritisation. 

 
2.2.33 Within Appendix 8 the information about ODP NT (p.170) is very brief and doesn’t include its status as a National Trail. 

Information could be also added about the additional resources this statutory designation attracts from NRW and that 
management of the Trail is carried out in partnership and co-ordinated by the National Trail Officer. 
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2.2.34 Protected Sites 

 

2.2.35 We welcome the clear statement in the introduction which sets out how you will balance public enjoyment with the need to 

protect the special features of the park. 

 

2.2.36 Where European protected sites (Special Areas of Conservation - SACs) are involved, then we would point out that any such 
project to increase visitors or re-route paths etc that had potential to affect a site, would need assessing under the Habitat 
Regulations.  The BBNPA should also consider impacts of such plans on other protected sites and the wider environment. 
From this perspective we also see the value that the ROWIP can bring in developing and promoting routes that can direct 
people away from sensitive areas. 

 

 

 
2.2.37 Responsible Recreation - Managing people with dogs 
 
2.2.38 3.147 However, issues with gates and trespass are often linked to lack of knowledge or information and can be tackled with signage. 

More malicious matters may be civil or criminal in nature and should be dealt with by the appropriate authorities. Issues with dogs are 

more complicated as there are often behavioural factors at play. However, the National Park Authority has published a Brecon Beacons 

Dogs Code at www.breconbeacons.org/dogs which gives comprehensive advice on being a responsible dog owner. 

 

2.2.39 NRW fully supports the approach being taken to manage people with dogs through a behavioural approach.  We also 
understand that the approach is being developed as a National Park wide initiative. 

 
2.2.40 It is worth being aware that there is also an England/ Wales Dog Walking Code that sits as part of the Countryside Code.  

https://naturalresources.wales/media/4862/the-dog-walking-code.pdf  .  We have also commissioned a series of short animations 
on issues of responsible recreation which will be available soon.   

 
2.2.41 Another point to consider is the Kennel Club, Farmers Unions, Police and other partners are currently petitioning WG for a 

change in the law to address this and are advocating a single message around dog control around livestock.  
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2.2.42 Flood risk management – assets managed by NRW 
 
2.2.43 In developing projects and considering management and promotion of PRoW near main rivers you should be aware of the 

potential impact rights of way can have on our flood risk management assets such as embankments or berm areas (a flat 
strip of land, raised bank or terrace bordering a river or canal) and ensure that appropriate measures are taken to ensure our 
flood risk assets are not compromised as a result.   
  

2.2.44 Further information about this and the areas where any measures may need a flood risk activity permit (FRAP) are available 
on our website.  We would encourage you to get in touch with us if you have any queries relating to this. 

 
 
 

  

3. Summary 
 
3.1 We welcome the opportunity to comment on the BBNPA draft ROWIP.  We consider that it provides a sound basis for future    

management and collaborative working to deliver benefits to the public and contribute to multiple national policies.    
 

 
 
Please contact Sarah Tindal to discuss any of the issues raised in NRW’s response. 
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