
Responses to the Brecon Beacons National Park Authority Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
 
Comments and proposed actions are highlighted 
 Ian Rowat (BBNPA Member) 
 
Overall in agreement I wonder whether there should be more prioritization in regards of limited man power and budget. It is not clear in the 
implementation how all this is to be achieved. I am particularly concerned that limited resources could be used for minority users. Paragraph 
2.33 seems to indicate that it would be desirable to increase access for mechanically propelled vehicles and that access is poor when compared 
with access for walkers. Well if you want a statistic then taking the whole Highway network roads etc. walkers, cyclist come off very badly 
compared to vehicles. 
 
x111 How many carriage way drivers are there where is the rational for this other than a response from a user? 
 

1. On page 16 in the interest of inclusivity should the ROW not embrace all those of the UK who pay taxes? Especially as under tourism 
it is said that many come from the SE of England. I would contend that the Welsh ROW are not just for the people of Wales.  As a 
regular user of the network I welcome the drive to define and open up ROW and access opportunities in the NRW woodlands. Too 
many of the rights of way are blocked by conifers. 
 

2. Also good to see the unsurfaced roads clarified this would help if they were clear on the OS map. Although mobile information is very 
significant people using apps still download OS data onto View Ranger for example, therefore close liaison with OS is still necessary. 
 

3. Lots of good examples in this document. 
 
Management of the network will continue according to the prioritisation system - NO CHANGES 
 
Whilst 2.33 may indicate that it would be desirable to increase access for mechanically propelled vehicles (although this is based on the length 
of network available to different users), 2.132 explains why this is not possible – NO CHANGES 
 Action xiii (2.143) Making the rights of way network more accessible for carriage drivers will also make it more accessible for other users. The 
Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan demonstrates that opportunities are few in any case – NO CHANGES 



Page 16 – agreed but the context of the statement made by the Minister is Wales and the sentence is taken from the Minister’s statement – 
NO CHANGES 
 
Respondent 1 (Member of the public)  
My main observation is it is very detailed and long document, whilst this provides the background information and statistical information 
required to satisfy statutory regulatory requirements the format does make it difficult for members of the public to read and engage with.  I 
found it difficult to identify what the priority Improvement Objectives (IO) were and what the actual improvements I as a member of the 
public could expect. I am sure that this is included but for me it was lost in the detail. 
 
I suggest an additional short summary document, maybe in the form of a table that lists the IOs and against each succinctly describe: 
 

 The outcomes expected once the IO is achieved i.e. what will it look and feel like. 
 Why the IO was chosen.  
 The plans for achieving the IO, i.e. the actions and timetable.  
 The evidence / measures will be used to monitor delivery of actions and delivery of the IO. 

 
A number of actions include activities that were not (SMART) i.e. specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and timely. For me it was not clear 
what was going to be done, when, and how it would contribute towards the delivery of an IO. Some could be considered part of its statutory 
duty or things that the BBNPA should be doing regardless of its ROWIP. 
 
Some examples are: 
 

 P92 - vi) the National Park Authority will review the delegation agreements with the unitary authorities on an annual basis. Comment - 
How does this link to the delivery of an IO. Isn’t this good practice?  

 P92 - vii) the National Park Authority will review its prioritisation system to ensure that bridleways and restricted byways are 
categorised appropriately? Comment: Reviewing the scheme will not deliver the IO. Rather the action should be Ensure that a % of them are 
categorised within a specific realistic timeframe.    

 P94 - vii) the National Park Authority will process applications for public path orders in a chronological order but priority will be given 
to”. Comment - how does this contribute to the IO. 



 P94 - x) the National Park Authority will continue to manage the rights of way network using its prioritisation system. Comment – 
similar to above, continuing to do something is not an improvement action.  

 P94 - v) the National Park Authority will work to provide a suite of downloadable routes from the www.breconbeacons.org website. 
Comment – Not specific enough, How many routes? all of them? when will they be available? A better action would be to provide digital downloads 
for x% of routes from the website by mm/yyyy. 

 
I hope that you find this useful and constructive. In a previous life I used to audit improvement plans so dejavu for me. The points I have made 
relate to common issues that the auditors encountered. I strongly recommend a summary document as this has been recognised as good 
practise and it will make it easier to communicate your plans. 
 
As a follow-on to the ROWIP process the Authority will need to publish ‘Delivery Plans’ which will provide more detail about short-term actions to fulfil the actions in the Statement of Action. The actions in the Statement are broader, longer-term actions, which are more 
strategic. What the respondent describes is exactly the level of detail that is anticipated will be included in delivery Plans – NO CHANGES 
 
Glamorgan-Gwent Archaeological Trust Ltd. 
 
Having read your draft report, we see that the existing visions and policies in your draft plan already mention the importance of the historic environment assets of the area and how they contribute greatly to the well-being of local people and visitors alike. The draft also highlights the 
economic benefits our cultural heritage brings through tourism. The review also indicates a commitment to the conservation, enhancement 
and promotion of cultural heritage features. The early involvement of your BBNP archaeologist will ensure the suitable consideration and 
mitigation of any impact of the review on the historic environment. However, if you require further information or assistance at any stage 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 
 NO CHANGES 
 
British Driving Society Wales 
 
I am the ROW representative for the British Driving Society Wales. We are a minority user group but a very enthusiastic organisation. As 
everyone is aware our roads are becoming more and more difficult to use safely with the volume and speed of the traffic and it is increasingly dangerous for a horse and rider and equally for us as carriage drivers. Our future hopes would be to encourage our members out into the 
countryside with the availability to carriage drive on safe routes such as well-maintained byways, restricted byways, open access land ( where 



suitable) and woodland parks. It is unfortunate that more suggestions to help improve access for carriage driving were not forthcoming during 
consultation. Most carriage drivers are happy to box their horse/pony and carriage to enable them to drive safely, circular routes or where 
possible linking byways/restricted byways or woodland to create a route with shared access and possibly an area to park have been a great 
success in other areas. Please take carriage driving into consideration when planning improvements for byways/restricted byways/woodland parks and permitted open spaces.   
 
Making the rights of way network more accessible for carriage drivers is included as action xiii in 2.143 – NO CHANGES 
 
Powys County Council 
 
We are pleased to see that least restrictive access forms a prominent part of the BBNPA’s draft ROWIP for 2019-29. We have a few 
comments about specific sections, as follows. 
 
Section: 
 
2.39  Access land:  
 

Under point 2.41, urban commons and commons with a deed of dedication (presumably under section 193 of the Law of Property Act 
1925) are mentioned. It is correct that there is a right of access on foot to these areas; however, please note that the access under 
section 193 of the Law of Property Act 1925 is for ‘air and exercise’ and is assumed to include access on horseback too. 

 
 This is clarified at 2.43 – NO CHANGES 
 
2.143   Proposed actions: 
 

One of the aims of this section is to “work to eliminate one step stiles”. It is not clear why this does not simply refer to ‘stiles’ rather 
than being specific to ‘one-step stiles.’ This might allow for this action to be combined with action (xv), in relation to stiles on bridges. 
It would also present a clearer vision with regard to least restrictive access and the approach to all types of stile on the public rights of 
way network.  



It is positive that under action (xx), work will be carried out to replace stiles with gates wherever possible. That is in line with the 
work being carried out by Powys County Council on other public rights of way that are outside the National Park area. 
 
Perhaps remove Actions xiv) xv) and xvi) and make Action xx more prominent as Action xx is saying what the 3 aforementioned Actions are saying. Just make it a focus to remove stiles regardless of whether they have one step or not etc. Possibly if a stile is a legal 
entitlement and a gate cannot be negotiated, then the next best thing is a two-step stile or perhaps to British Standard. 

 
One step stiles have been purposely targeted as there are so many of them on the network. So, if a landowner will not accept a gate 
(when an existing one-step stile is sub-standard) it would be replaced with a two-step stile. 
 
With regard to stiles on bridges, these are considered to be part of the bridge and therefore the responsibility of the Authority rather 
than the landowner. Hence, the separate action. The same applies to steps. 
 
It would be preferred to keep them separate so that reference can be made to each when the separate circumstances arise.  
  
NO CHANGES 

 
2.144  Proposed policies and practices: 
 

Under point (v), it is noted that where a gate is not feasible as a replacement for a stile, a dog stile shall be installed. It would be helpful 
to understand the circumstances under which a gate might not be considered feasible. 
 
This was included to cover all bases when either a landowner would not accept a gate or where a gate could not physically be installed 
(although the latter would be a rare event). 
 
NO CHANGES 
 

3.52  Authorisation process for new structures: 
 



Under section 3.56, in relation to authorisations under section 147 of the Highways Act 1980, it may be pertinent to refer to the 
presumption in favour of gates (mentioned in proposed policy (iii) point 4.144.) It may also be useful to explain why the number of 
requests for authorisation is considered to be low – is that a comparison with other local authority figures, for example?  

  A footnote can be added here to refer to 2.144 iiii). Where the text says “considered to be low” it refers to less than 10 and is not 
meant as a comparison. Replace “low” with “few”.  

 
 MAKE CHANGE 
 
3.116 Prioritisation of the rights of way network: 
 

Under category 3, it might be helpful to expand on the criteria used to decide which routes are considered useful within the network, 
as this is very open to interpretation. It would also help in explaining which routes fall under ‘routes with no obvious benefit, potential 
or use’ (category 5.)  
 

3.118 Generally, the prioritisation of works could be improved upon perhaps and be a little more specific. 
 

These categories were previously agreed in consultation with the LAF so it may wish to take a view on these comments. Some 
additional criteria could be added to 5 to further specify why some routes sit in this category. An obvious one would be dual status 
routes where the route is tarmaced and part of the normal road network and therefore not managed by the National Park Authority. 

 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 



Responses submitted via the response form 
 
Q1 In general, do you think that the Statement of Action will help achieve the Vision contained in the Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan? If not, why not?  
Respondent 2 - Yes 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf - No, not unless a significant increase in budget is found. Of the 49 stated actions in the Statement of Action 21 require 
significant extra staff time and between £5K & £10K per annum to implement, 11 require some extra staff time and up to £5K per annum to 
implement, 3 have unknown resource and cost implications, the remainder can be achieved within existing staff and budget capacity. However 
para 3.115 states: “the National Park Authority operates in a climate of budgetary reductions and this will continue for the foreseeable future.” 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes. 
 
Park Society - We agree that the Statement of Action will, in general, help achieve the Vision, but we would urge the Authority to give greater 
priority to ensuring  that the necessary funding and resources will be available to reflect growing footfall, and to secure the successful 
implementation of the ROWIP. 
 
Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes.  At least 10 years of work here!  We may want to consider a business case for improving the staff commitment (from within) towards delivering the regulatory side.  
NO CHANGES 
 
Q2 In general, do you think that the policies and practices included in the Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan will deliver the Vision contained in it? If not, why not?  
Respondent 2 - Yes 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – In general yes. 
 Canal and River Trust – Yes. 



 
Park Society - We note the Statement of Actions for enforcement, conflicts and dogs code (1.31-1.34) but could find no associated policies or 
practices to correlate with Vision Aim 4. As in 1 above, the proposed policies and practices will “help” deliver the Vision but are insufficient to 
fully provide for Aim 3.  
Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Let’s see what the public says; is possible that public may want more clarity on ‘what will get done first’ so to speak.  
Aim 3 – this is access for all in a general sense. It does not mean that the whole network will be access for all but that the network will 
provide opportunities for all. The changes to the way the Authority deals with furniture, and seeking to eliminate certain types of furniture, will 
make the network more accessible generally. 
 
Aim 4 – the provision of more information e.g. online Definitive Map, online access land, urban commons and waymarking will help deliver the 
Vision 
 
NO CHANGES 
 Q3 Do you think that eliminating, as far as possible, steps and stiles from the rights of way network will make it more accessible and attractive for a wider range of people? Do you envisage any problems arising from such a strategy?  
Respondent 2 - Yes. The difficulties may arise where landowners have issues with stock control. It should not happen, but it does.  
Rural Action Cwm Taf - Possibly, para 2.94 states  
“Stiles can pose problems for older people, people with mobility problems, dog walkers (where there is no dog stile) and families with small children (where 
there may or may not be pushchairs or buggies in use and where the children cannot climb stiles without assistance). In some cases, a stile will be an 
absolute barrier.” However, there does not seem to be any analysis that identifies which stiles are an absolute barrier. Stile replacement is also 
one of the actions that requires significant extra staff time and budget, perhaps a more targeted approach to prioritise routes that are likely to attract some of the people identified above should be adopted. There could be a problem with off road motorcycling etc.  
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes. However this should be carried out in consultation with each landowner and also recognise that each location 
will have to be considered individually.  
 



Park Society - We agree that eliminating such obstacles will improve accessibility for the less mobile walker and for the increasingly older 
walker.  Problems may arise if the gate self-closing mechanism fails and there may be a consequent increase in maintenance required. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes; and yes!  Landowner objections but perhaps post-EU world will stimulate a change in attitude.  Any or all stiles are an absolute barrier to someone 
 
NO CHANGES 
 
Q4 Do you think that improving accessibility around and between settlements is a good place to start?  
Respondent 2 - Yes, given that so many people enjoy low-level and (perhaps) circular walks which take in local attractions to visit. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf - Yes however this policy is ok so long as it is in the context that routes around settlements also connect to routes 
between settlements. There is no point getting to the edge of a settlement and then having to proceed on the highway. 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes. 
 
Park Society - Yes. This needs to be a priority, in enabling local communities to easily access the RoW network from their homes and facilitating short journeys without needing recourse to the car. Where significant new development is planned, this will inevitably generate 
additional use of the RoW network within the locality. In these circumstances, we would encourage, not only good footpath links from new 
development into the RoW network, but also the use of funding via Section 106 agreements to ensure that the quality of local networks is 
appropriate to cater for greater use. This is likely to require appropriate policies within the review of the Local Development Plan as well as 
within the ROWIP. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes, relevant to Place Plans and achieving consensus at the most local level of accountability.  Also helps BBNPA to direct limited resources towards work of most beneficial social impact and, potentially, to measure the benefits in a meaningful way.  NO CHANGES 
 



Q5 Do you think that ceasing to replace defective or sub-standard stiles on public footpaths and installing self-closing gates free of charge instead is a sound strategy?  
Respondent 2 - Yes. I am aware of cases where stiles are a deterrent to people with physical conditions which mean they can use stiles only 
with difficulty or not at all. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf - Yes, but special consideration should be made for routes that cross farmland, particularly where there is likely to be 
livestock. Gates are important to stop straying and theft and therefore need to be self-closing and secure. 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes. 
 
Park Society – Yes. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes, BBNPA will need to publicise this well in advance though (through LAF, community councils, farmers’ press, regional newspapers, and tell WG and NRW), so that the public understands fully why BBNPA is doing it and where its liabilities end and landowners’ start.  NO CHANGES  Q6 Where a self-closing gate is not acceptable to the landowner is it fair to provide a stile for free and ask the landowner to install it (albeit there is a duty on the landowner to do so in any case and the Authority must contribute at least 25% of the costs involved)?  
Respondent 2 - Despite their legal duty, not all landowners are amenable to/can afford to install a stile. The Authority would presumably weigh up the costs of the action outlined above against the cost of enforcement measures, assuming this is a practicable option. In part, this may 
depend on individual cases: a stile would be no help on a route promoted for use by people with impaired vision or mobility. Outside these 
categories, while it would not be fair to the Authority to take the above, it might be the only means of securing the route. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes. 
 Park Society - This approach appears fair but we are concerned that there may be an increase in defective stiles that have not been replaced.  
The policy should be monitored and reviewed in due course. 



 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes, BBNPA will need to publicise this well in advance though (through LAF, community councils, farmers’ press, regional newspapers, and tell WG and NRW), so that the public understands fully why BBNPA is doing it and where its liabilities end and landowners’ start.  
NO CHANGES 
 Q7 Is having an online map showing rights of way along with furniture and their locations a sound idea?  
Respondent 2 - Yes. Preferably downloadable and also available as hard copy if possible. Not all areas have adequate reception and not all 
potential users have smartphones. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes. 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes. 
 
Park Society – Very much so. 
 
Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes!  BBNPA can use this model to build other spatio-temporal data models for public and its own use.  
NO CHANGES 
 
Q8 Is the proposed policy to eliminate instances where multiple furniture items are present at the same location sound?   
Respondent 2 - Yes. The example illustrated in Fig. 38 is apposite. More pedestrians are likely to be able to open a gate than able to climb a 
stile. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes. 
 Canal and River Trust – Yes. 



 
Park Society - Since funding is difficult, it is incumbent on the Authority to ensure such funds that are available are spent wisely and a reduction 
of multiple furniture items when one or other deteriorates is considered an efficient use of monies. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes, BBNPA will need to publicise this well in advance though (through LAF, community councils, farmers’ press, regional newspapers, and tell WG and NRW), so that the public understands fully why BBNPA is doing it and where its liabilities end and landowners’ start.  
NO CHANGES 
 Q9 The Authority does not currently erect signposts or waymarkers on the open hill unless exceptional circumstances apply. Do you think that it is sensible to continue with this policy? If not, why not?  
Respondent 2 - Yes, it is. The majority of people who access open hills will, or should be, properly equipped and able to navigate along their 
chosen route by their chosen means. One cannot legislate for the small minority who exceed their capabilities except by encouraging everyone 
to be prepared and informing them of the conditions of terrain, weather etc. they are likely encounter. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes. 
 
Park Society - We consider that there may be other occasions where waymarking such as on Offa’s Dyke path is appropriate and suggest that 
the Authority consult on having a few similar markers on the western part of the Beacons Way. 
 
Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes but BBNPA probably needs to explain itself better e.g. FAQs.  There have been a few special waymarkers erected on Offa’s Dyke in the past but the Authority would need to consider whether they were 
appropriate on the Beacons Way in the west of the Park. 
 
NO CHANGES 
 Q10 Do you think that the proposed policy to prioritise some types of definitive map modification order applications is fair?  



 
Respondent 2 - Yes. Broadly agree with the categories set out. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes.  
Canal and River Trust – Yes. 
 
Park Society - The policy appears fair but we would recommend that a review is undertaken in, say, a year after its implementation, to assess 
its effectiveness and identify possible improvements. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – It’s up to BBNPA how to organise this work and a triage approach is appropriate.  
NO CHANGES 
 
Q11 Do you think that the proposed policy of focussing promotion on local circular routes suitable for dog walkers, families with children 

and people with mobility problems is sound? 
Respondent 2 – Qualified yes. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf - Yes however this policy is ok so long as it is in the context that routes around settlements also connect to routes 
between settlements. There is no point getting to the edge of a settlement and then having to proceed on the highway. 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes, however where routes are already multi-functional this should be made clear to prevent conflict between 
different users. Routes suitable for other users should also be promoted, with it being made clear that they are also suitable to dog walkers 
etc. and that everyone should share the space.  
 
Park Society - Yes, but this should be done in conjunction with local groups so as not to duplicate eg Walkers are Welcome, the Walking Festivals, Bwlch walking group etc.  We would expect some means of monitoring the effect of these promotional materials to be undertaken 
to ensure that monies are well spent.  These routes would also be appropriate for improving provision of information boards. 
 



Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – Yes, BBNPA will need to publicise this well in advance though (through LAF, community councils, farmers’ press, regional newspapers, and tell WG and NRW), so that the public understands fully why BBNPA is doing it and where its liabilities end and landowners’ start.  Needs to be considered in relation to behaviour change for dog walkers, and availability of public conveniences.  Might also need to press for more financial contributions from the beneficiaries, particularly the commercial ones.  
NO CHANGES 
 Q12 Do you agree that the Authority should continue to manage the rights of way network according to its current prioritisation system?  
Respondent 2 – Yes. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf – Yes. 
 
Canal and River Trust – Yes, however query whether the canal towpath should be included in Category 1?  
 
Park Society - The current prioritisation system appears to provide a framework for the sensible targeting of investment. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA) – I think this will change as a consequence of stronger focus on routes around settlements.  Don’t yet know how it will change though!  
Both the Usk Valley Walk and Taff Trail follow the canal towpath therefore most of it is a Category 1. 
 
NO CHANGES 
 
Q13 Do you have any other comments with regard to the Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan?  Respondent 2 – No. 
 
Rural Action Cwm Taf - Recognise the important contribution that a well maintained and accessible local rights of way network makes to the 
economy of the Brecon Beacons National Park and wider rural areas. Rights of way are the easiest way people access the countryside and 
therefore maximise opportunities for all people to experience the health and wellbeing benefits of the natural environment and landscape 



features of National Parks and other rural areas. As such it is important that the network is as inclusive, accessible and well maintained as 
possible and it is imperative that the necessary investment is allocated towards it.  
 
Canal and River Trust - We are the charity who look after and bring to life 109 miles of canals in Wales. Our waterways contribute to the health and wellbeing of local communities and economies, creating attractive and connected places to live, work, volunteer and spend leisure 
time. These historic, natural and cultural assets form part of the strategic and local green-blue infrastructure network, linking urban and rural 
communities as well as habitats. By caring for our waterways and promoting their use we believe we can improve the wellbeing of Wales. The 
rust is known as Glandŵr Cymru, the Canal & River Trust in Wales and we are a statutory consultee in the Development Management 
process. 
 
The Trust recognises the incorporation of our canal towpaths as part of walking and cycling routes and, where designated as a bridleway, or as 
a permissive route, towpaths are also available for horse riding. 
 
The canal towpath is a well-used and well-loved resource and we recognise the level of support given to its development, promotion and 
improvement by the National Park Authority. Glandŵr Cymru have worked closely with the NPA to promote ‘Step by Step’, as a pilot project 
in social prescribing and we hope to roll this out to other suitable locations on the canal and on other canals in due course. We are also 
working with the County Council to improve waymarking and provide other ancillary facilities such as seats etc. and there is an aspiration to 
jointly provide a Discovery Trail from Torfaen to Govilon in conjunction with other partners.  
It is hoped that such projects will increase awareness and usage of the canal towpath to provide increased well-being opportunities for local 
residents and visitors to the area and we will continue to work closely with the relevant authorities to seek funding opportunities for 
improvements. 
 
The Trust aims to ensure towpaths remain in good condition, consistent with the character of the area in which the towpath is located and its level of use, to ensure all users have an enjoyable towpath experience. 
 
We recognise that this is dependent on people being considerate, particularly to those who are not moving, are slower, or more vulnerable; in 
general priority should be given to the slowest and those using the waterway. 
 
The Trust promotes a towpath code, which is a common-sense guide to sharing the towpath and what to expect of others. At its heart is the Trust’s Share the Space, Drop your pace slogan, a registered trademark. This encourages users to: 



Share the space – towpaths are popular places to be enjoyed by everyone. Please be mindful of others, keep your dogs under control, and 
clean up after them. 
Drop your pace – pedestrians have priority on our towpaths so be ready to slow down; if you’re in a hurry, consider using an alternative 
route for your journey.  
The Trust has published ‘Better towpaths for everyone’ which is a national policy document aimed at encouraging the shared use to towpaths, 
and the design of any improved towpath should be in line with our guidance in terms of width and materials and any new signage would need 
to reflect our branding and style as suggested in ‘Better towpaths’. 
 
Park Society - 
 
1. We note that, as a result of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, the National Park Authority cannot re-open or 

create routes for mechanically propelled vehicles of its own volition (para 2.136 and following).  However, the problem of recreational use 
of motor-cross bikes and 4x4 vehicles is an increasing one and we would recommend that the National Park Authority work with partners 
to identify a strategy that encourages recreational use elsewhere and adequately prevents their inappropriate use within the Park. A start 
would be to identify locations and routes used by off-roaders in the Park and to consider what preventative measures could be used e.g. 
strategically placed gates or stiles. Suitable locations for off-road vehicles could possibly be found within the extensive commercial forests 
beyond the Park’s boundaries. 
  

2. We note that you recognise the need to work with farmers and land managers to promote and implement the least restrictive furniture 
option and will seek to keep structures to a minimum.  Whilst most farmers/landowners are co-operative, some are unhelpful and some 
may be obstructive.  We agree that enforcement action should be taken against those farmers/landowners that will not work with you. 
 

3. Similarly, there are a minority of dog owners who fail to keep their dog under appropriate control/on the lead.  We accept that this is a 
complicated issue but consider that publishing a Brecon Beacons Dog Code and providing advice at the present level is not sufficient to 
address the problem. 
 

4. We note that Figure 20, which identifies main cycling routes, shows a relative lack of provision in the west of the Park. We would urge the 
Authority as part of the ROWIP to develop proposals to address this deficiency with a strategy for linking the Cynon, Nedd and Tawe valleys to the south west of the Park with the cycleway network based around the Usk valley. 
 



5. We welcome the importance given to working with major institutional landowners in improving access, but would in particular encourage 
collaboration with the Water Industry to facilitate access within their landholdings. 
 

6. There are locations around the Park where RoWs are routed to cross watercourses, but bridges or stepping stones are absent, turning some routes which could be valuable parts of the network into cul-de-sacs. We would encourage the Authority to develop a programme 
to address this deficiency. 
 

7. We welcome the leaflets on walks links to bus services, but would urge the authority to develop a greater focus on linking walks to public 
transport, in order to make walking opportunities more available to those without access to a car, and to reduce the carbon footprint of 
visitors. While the bus network within the Park is important in this respect, the promotion of walks links to the many railway stations 
which lie just beyond the Park’s boundaries could be particularly valuable. 
 

8. In providing car-free access to walking and cycling opportunities, we would encourage the Authority to investigate mechanisms for re-
introducing the valuable Beacons Bus services, and in particular the innovative Bike Bus. 
 

9. If the term access is interpreted in its wider sense, it is not just physical access but also about information on access. As such information 
centres and facilities need to be seen as playing an important role in the ROWIP. For the many less well-informed visitors such access to 
information and advice defines access to the National Park! 
 

10. Also if access is defined in this wider sense, it is disappointing that there is little mention of the Welsh language, particularly given the 
NPA’s statutory obligations in this respect. Also, given the NPA’s equality obligations, it is disappointing that there is no mention of 
information in braille or large print for those who are visually impaired, or access to type talk for those who are hard of hearing. Also, 
more consideration needs to be given to encouraging visitors from ethnic minorities to using the RoW network. 
 

11. We welcome the information on the promotion of outdoor recreation (paras 3.89 – 3.104), but we are disappointed to find no reference 
to the activities of the Brecon Beacons Park Society with its continuing extensive year-round walks programme. 
 

12. With both the review of the Local Development Plan and the update of the National Park Management Plan underway, we would urge the 
Authority to use every opportunity to use those planning frameworks to facilitate the implementation of the ROWIP.  



13. Notwithstanding, the comments above, we very much welcome the priority given by the NPA to updating this document, one of the NPA’s 
most important documents. It is clear that a lot of hard work has gone into reaching this stage, and we look forward to working closely 
with the NPA in taking it further forward and securing its implementation. 
 Paul Sinnadurai (BBNPA)  Aim 7:  suggest “… working and evolving landscape…” to reflect the inevitable landscape and land use policy changes.  A suggestion for the Vision Statement:  as currently phrased, it reads more like an Aim because it includes ‘intent’ through use of the words “to improve” and “so that…”.  Suggest amending:  All potential users of the rights of way network and access land are enabled to 

appreciate and enjoy the special qualities of the National Park in a sustainable way, benefiting their health and well-being as a result.  Figure 3:  BOATs take up just 0.07% (Table 1), whereas Figure 3 illustrates this as 1%; I suggest the annotation is shown as “<0.1%”.  I see why this has been rounded up but it does so by 14-fold, whereas the other figures are rounded by a fraction.  Figure 3 could be deliberately misused.  Paragraph 2.16:  I suggest:  “… open country or forestry estate, the latter managed by Natural Resources Wales,” to avoid possible ambiguity that NRW manages all the categories listed.  Figure 7:  may be worth clarifying that the numbers refer to days since issue reported to resolution.  
(Park Society 1) It is suggested that illegal off-roading is a problem beyond the scope of the ROWIP as the Authority has no powers to deal 
with the criminal or anti-social behaviour associated with it. 
 
(Park Society 3) A dog code is the initial part of a wider strategy which is still being developed 
 (Park Society 4) Whilst the Authority promotes cycling and mountain biking routes within the Park the strategic leads for cycling generally is 
Sustrans and the local authorities. The National Cycle Network crosses land which the Authority owns and maintains but these are very small 
parts of a whole. The Authority would expect to work with the local authorities as a partner on the development of cycle routes. 
 



(Park Society 6) There is no duty upon the Authority to provide crossings on watercourses where no crossing existed previously. However, 
crossings may be desirable in certain locations and these will be considered in accordance with the priority system. There are both financial 
and liability implications for each new crossing installed. 
 (Park Society 7) The Draft ROWIP recognises that linking walks to public transport is dependent on the long-term stability of bus routes 
(given that there are no rail routes within the Park). As long-term stability cannot be guaranteed this constrains the development of linked 
walks especially if a publication or promotion is involved. 
 
(Park Society 8) Both the Beacons Bus and the Bike Bus were funded from external sources. That funding came to an end. 
 
(Park Society 9) The focus on information has moved from information centres to publications and online provision. There are actions in the 
Draft ROWIP to supplement this. 
 
(Park Society 10) Welsh language and equality obligations are overarching duties upon the Authority and apply to all its work. Information is 
already provided bilingually and provision is made for those with disabilities. There are also issues that fall under the Well-being duty that also 
apply to the Authority and which are specifically discussed in the ROWIP.   
 
(Park Society 11) The Draft ROWIP has concentrated on the Authority’s own promotion of outdoor recreation. We are aware that great 
efforts are made by others in this regard and that there is a vast array of groups in existence and a large amount of promotion going on. 
However, there is too much to be included. 
 
NO CHANGES 
 
(Paul Sinnadurai) Aim 7:  suggest “… working and evolving landscape…” 
 
CHANGE  (Paul Sinnadurai) Suggest amending:  All potential users of the rights of way network and access land are enabled to appreciate and enjoy the special qualities of the National Park in a sustainable way, benefiting their health and well-being as a result.  CHANGE 



(Paul Sinnadurai) Figure 3:  BOATs take up just 0.07% (Table 1), whereas Figure 3 illustrates this as 1%; I suggest the annotation is shown as “<0.1%”.  I see why this has been rounded up but it does so by 14-fold, whereas the other figures are rounded by a fraction.  Figure 3 could be deliberately misused.  CHANGE  (Paul Sinnadurai) Paragraph 2.16:  I suggest:  “… open country or forestry estate, the latter managed by Natural Resources Wales,” to avoid possible ambiguity that NRW manages all the categories listed.  CHANGE  (Paul Sinnadurai) Figure 7:  may be worth clarifying that the numbers refer to days since issue reported to resolution.  CHANGE 


