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1 Introduction
1.1.1 The Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the A428 Black Cat to

Caxton Gibbet improvements scheme (the Scheme) was submitted by National
Highways (the Applicant) to the Secretary of State for Transport via the Planning
Inspectorate on 26 February 2021 and accepted for Examination on 23 March
2021.

1.1.2 During Issue Specific Hearing 5, Cambridgeshire County Council,
Huntingdonshire District Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council
(referred to henceforth as the Joint Authorities) were asked by the Examining
Authority to prepare an A428 Non-Motorised User (NMU) linear route (pre)
feasibility report to include the level of land take required and comment on
deliverability within the existing built highway (see item no. 20 of [EV-092]).

1.1.3 This document sets out the Applicant’s comments on the Joint Authorities' Brief
Feasibility Study for a new NMU link between St Neots and Cambourne [REP6-
065].
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2 General Comments
2.1 Introduction

 A feasibility study is a preliminary study undertaken very early on following a
project’s emergence when there is doubt or controversy regarding the proposed
development or when the project is large or complex.

 Typically, a feasibility study would consider all of a project’s relevant factors
including technical, legal and economic aspects as well as programming
considerations. Only through consideration of these points can the necessary
analysis of any proposal be sufficient to determine its viability.

 The Joint Authorities aspiration for an NMU route along the existing A428, as
stated in the Joint Authorities’ Written Summaries of Oral Representations made
at Issue Specific Hearing 5 [REP6-067] was identified as early as 2006 with the
first Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP) – see Appendix A. As early as
2016, it has been documented within the Joint Authorities' Transport Investment
Plan. It is clear therefore that this has been a consideration of the Joint
Authorities for many years.

 This section outlines the Applicant's general comments on [REP6-065] and
explains why [REP6-065] does not demonstrate the viability of an NMU route
alongside the existing A428 from Cambridge Road junction to Caxton Gibbet
junction.

 For the purpose of this document, the Applicant has defined an NMU route as
allowing for walkers, cyclists and horse-riders with the necessary separation from
the carriageway and highway boundary/top of embankment in line with the Joint
Authorities' aspirations. The Applicant, in accordance with DMRB CD143, has
derived the overall width of the provision to be 5.3m as set out in the Figure 2-1.

Figure 2-1: NMU route in accordance with DMRB CD143
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 The Applicant acknowledges and concurs with the Joint Authorities’ conclusion
that land acquisition is necessary in order to achieve an NMU route alongside the
existing A428 and for any alternative away from the existing highway. However,
the Applicant believes that extent of land acquisition required would be greater
than stated as the Joint Authorities have not considered the impact of earthworks
required or drainage ditch realignments as presented in an example scenario
below. In this scenario the NMU route itself fits within the boundary, however the
relocation of the ditch asset and boundary would require land acquisition to
accommodate.

Figure 2-2: NMU route impact on boundary

 Furthermore, as the Examining Authority will be aware from their unaccompanied
and accompanied site visits, the existing A428 corridor is heavily vegetated and
in most cases an impact to the verge widths and hence boundary will most likely
result in loss of mature vegetation and potentially loss of agricultural land.
Through the DCO Examination, the National Farmers’ Union and Interested
Parties have made representations that the Applicant should minimise loss of
agricultural land. To provide an NMU route without need or justification is
contrary to these representations.

2.2 Need
 The Applicant has developed proposals for the Scheme according to the scope

provided by the Department for Transport. To do this, the Applicant uses an
established delivery process (Project Control Framework) that National Highways
applies to all major projects which assesses the usage and projected future use
of its development to determine the appropriate level of provision for road users
and non-motorised users alike.

 This established delivery process ensures the Applicant adheres to the
requirements of the Planning Act 2008 when determining the extent of land over
which powers of compulsory acquisition are sought when applying for an order
granting development consent.
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 The Applicant must demonstrate that the land over which powers of compulsory
acquisition are sought is necessary for the Scheme to proceed and also that
there is a compelling case in the public interest for the land to be acquired
compulsorily. To support the application for the Scheme, a Transport
Assessment [APP-241 and APP-242] and an Economic Case [APP-240] have
been provided that warrant the use of public money for the stated benefits.

 To prepare the Transport Assessment and Economic Case, the Applicant has
undertaken Optioneering, Consultation, Preliminary Design and an
Environmental Assessment through the established delivery process to
determine the best and most practical solution. In producing [REP6-065] the
Joint Authorities have not given detailed consideration to matters of design, cost
nor impacts on the environment.  Therefore, the conclusions of [REP6-065] are
not considered to be robust.

 For the Non-Motorised Users, the Applicant conducts a Walkers, Cyclists and
Horse Riders Review and Assessment which surveys the usage of a route. In the
case of the Scheme, this has been supplemented with further NMU surveys. This
level of assessment gives the Applicant the confidence that any land take
required is justified in accordance with the requirements for compulsory
acquisition under the Planning Act 2008.

 Within [REP6-065] prepared by the Joint Authorities, paragraph 1.1.2 expresses
a need for a new NMU facility, stating ‘experience from the Cambridge Guided
Busway and A14 schemes both indicate that a new link would release significant
suppressed demand for both leisure and commuter activities.’ However, no
documentary evidence of need is provided to substantiate this anecdotal
statement.

 Throughout the Preliminary Design and Statutory Procedures and Powers stages
of the Scheme, the Joint Authorities have made many requests of the Applicant
quoting the benefits these would provide. In accordance with the Applicant's
duties, all feedback that has been received from stakeholders and Interested
Parties has been carefully examined to determine its viability within the design
proposals. The Applicant cannot accept design changes where the need or
benefits have not been justified, especially where land acquisition or substantial
additional cost is required. The Applicant has followed a detailed and prescribed
process to reach its conclusions on the Scheme, including the appropriate NMU
provision, to be taken forward, balancing many different considerations. [REP6-
065] fails to provide evidence of the need or cost benefit of providing the NMU
facility along the existing A428 which would alter the Applicant's original
assessment and conclusions on NMU provision.

2.3 Costings
 The Joint Authorities Transport Investment Plan (TIP) sets out the transport

infrastructure, services and initiatives that are required to support the growth of
Cambridgeshire.
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 The TIP is used to prioritise projects for more detailed scheme development and
for allocation of available funds to prioritised schemes. The TIP is also used to
identify funding gaps in order to inform future funding bids as opportunities arise.

 As the A428 NMU route has been included within the TIP by the County Council
since 2016, it would be expected that indicative estimations of the likely
investment required would have been known to the County Council and
presented within [REP6-065]. However, there has been no details provided of
any high-level cost estimation required or attempts to seek funding to deliver this
provision to date. If the Joint Authorities viewed this provision as essential, more
detailed information would have been available to present as part of [REP6-065].

 The Applicant further notes that any improvements to the highway network within
the Joint Authorities' administrative areas is not the sole responsibility of the
Applicant to deliver.  This is acknowledged within the Joint Authorities Statement
of Action in the ROWIP 2006:
‘These priorities are not within the County Council’s capacity to deliver alone.
Partnership working will be at the heart of any significant improvement to
countryside access in Cambridgeshire. It is also true that some actions will be
more easily achieved while others will require substantial funding and co-
operation between other parties over an extended period of time.’

 Within responses to the various submissions made by the Joint Authorities over
the examination, the Applicant has been clear that when improvements sought by
the Joint Authorities are outside the proper scope of the Scheme, this does not
prevent the Joint Authority from pursuing their objectives. Funding of countryside
access should not be solely reliant on delivering improvements to the Strategic
Road Network whether through optioneering, design and/or construction.

2.4 Environmental Impact
 The Applicant would expect as part of a feasibility study that the Joint Authorities

would have greater consideration for the environment, in particular the significant
mature vegetation along the route, especially in close proximity to Croxton Park,
a Schedule Monument.

 The Applicant has provided within the application documents Tree Constraints
[APP-184 and APP-185] and Tree Protection Plans [APP-186 and APP-187]
which details the extent of the vegetation and the root protection area.

 The Applicant estimates that in order to construct a 5.3m wide provision
(excluding any earthworks and drainage works) as per Figure 2-1 on the northern
side of the existing A428 there would be a loss of approximately 33% of the
mature vegetation and associated habitats.

 Furthermore, the increase of additional material required would result in other
impacts, for example an increase in the Scheme’s carbon budget, and the
requirement for additional or deeper borrow pits. In addition, there would also be
construction effects associated with noise, dust and ecological receptors, which
have not been assessed as part of the Scheme.
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2.5 Design Constraints
 The Applicant would expect as part of a feasibility study that the Joint Authorities

would have greater consideration for design constraints other than general width.
For example, consideration has not been given to utilities, drainage, earthworks
and/or structures.

 With regards to utilities, the Applicant notes that the route is used predominately
by power, telecommunications, and water undertakers – these all may require
diversion giving rise to additional impacts on local communities during
construction.

 With regards to drainage, the Applicant notes that the provision would add a
significant additional impermeable area over the length of the route (of the 9km
between Cambridge Road and Caxton Gibbet junction approximately 6.4km does
not have an NMU link) that would require a significant increase to the capacity of
the drainage network and the potential for additional attenuation and outfalls. In
addition, the Applicant envisages that due to the widening of the verge to
accommodate the NMU route, earthworks and drainage ditch realignment would
be required, which would in most cases have subsequent impacts on the mature
vegetation and highway boundary/land acquisition.

 With regards to structures, the Applicant notes that there are cross carriageway
culverts that would need to be extended to accommodate the NMU route.

 The Joint Authorities have acknowledged numerous locations where existing
highway furniture would need to be removed/relocated but does not detail the
subsequent impacts. If the verge is to be widened for such provision, then this
will have additional impacts on mature vegetation and highway boundary/land
acquisition.

2.6 Wider Developments
 The Applicant notes that there are two significant developments within the Joint

Authorities administrative boundary, Wintringham Park and Cambourne West,
which sees over 5000 new homes, schools, retail facilities and commercial
properties.

 It is reasonably to be expected that the Joint Authorities, as part of their approach
to strategic planning, seek improvement to the public right of way network
(inclusive of roadside facilities) to provide facilities for and mitigate the impacts
created by these developments. The Applicant’s network, the SRN, is not a
source of trip generation (i.e. housing) nor is it a destination (places of work,
education, retail) – these come solely from development sites. It is the Joint
Authorities' responsibility to ensure that the impacts from these developments on
the highway network (both the road and NMU network) is sufficiently mitigated
and enhanced in line with their aspirations and local policy requirements. From a
review of the Wintringham Park and Cambourne West development planning
applications, these contribute little to the wider NMU network.  If contributions for
wider NMU improvements have been made to the Joint Authorities via Section
106 payments, the Joint Authorities are then responsible to fund this provision.
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[REP6-065] presents scenarios where the Joint Authorities expect the Applicant
to enhance the local network, but, in fact, this should be the responsibility of the
Joint Authorities and developers in providing facilities and mitigating impacts from
consented local developments. It is not the sole responsibility of the Applicant to
enhance the public right of way network (inclusive of roadside facilities) based on
impacts from others.

2.7 Designated Funds
 The Applicant has made the Joint Authorities aware of the National Highways

Designated Funds process as a mechanism to seek funding for enhancements to
NMU provision.

 This mechanism has delivered the preliminary design of the footway/cycleway
along St Neots Road (Gap 1a) in consultation with the Joint Authorities. In
addition, Designated Funds has enabled the delivery of the Papworth Everard to
Caxton Gibbet roundabout NMU provision, currently being constructed.

 The Applicant has recently secured feasibility funding (Jan 2022) to assess, price
and develop proposals for the following proposals:
a. Cambourne to Madingley Mulch WCH route (8km).
b. St Neots to Cambourne WCH route (12km).
c. Eltisley to Caxton Gibbet junction WCH route (0.65km).
d. A new crossing of the existing A428 at Wintringham (0.2km).

 Whilst National Highways will fund and deliver the feasibility study, the Joint
Authorities will be required to input into the feasibility study, particularly in relation
to whether the County's standards for NMU provision can be met. If the
enhancements for the provisions can be feasibly delivered, the Applicant will
work with the Joint Authorities to submit further applications for Designated
Funds to deliver the proposals.
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Section 1a
 As mentioned above in paragraph 2.6.3, the Applicant is not solely responsible

for the delivery of enhancements to the local network. However, through
Designated Funds, the Applicant has commissioned the preliminary design of
this route. Notwithstanding this, the Applicant considers that the Joint Authorities
should commit to secure funding for the detailed design and construction of the
NMU provision in this location.

3.2 Section 2 – Caxton Gibbet to Eltisley
 The Applicant has addressed matters raised concerning an NMU link between

Eltisley and Caxton Gibbet in the following representations:
a. REP1-021 in response to RR-013, RR-048 and RR-100, sub-reference bh.
b. REP3-008 in response to REP1-048, sub-references az and bc.
c. REP3-009 in response to REP2-003, sub-reference aq.
d. REP4-037 in response to WQ2.11.6.1 part d).
e. REP5-014 in response to REP4-058, sub-reference w and REP4-060, sub-

reference ax.
f. REP6-034 in response to REP5-022, sub-reference k

 As stated in paragraph 2.7.3, a Designated Funds application has been recently
secured for the feasibility study to assess, price and develop proposals for this
link.

3.3 Section 3 and 4 – West of Eltisley
Section 3

 The Applicant notes that there is no existing provision along Section 3 and that
the existing footway that crosses the A428 at the B1040 junction, diverts users
through Eltisley village, where those NMU users who wish to travel to
Cambourne can use bridleway 74/1. This route is more direct and away from the
carriageway, creating a better environment for the users.

 The Joint Authorities have not given any consideration to these
options/alternatives within the feasibility study to ensure or define the best
solution.

Section 4
 The Applicant notes the existing width of NMU provision and reiterates that in this

location along the A428 an NMU provision in accordance with Figure 2-1 cannot
be achieved without significant impacts to the mature vegetation itself or the root
zones, or in certain locations the need for additional land acquisition.
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 The Joint Authorities acknowledge the need for local 'pinch points' along the
route, but the Applicant believes that this applies to the majority of the route and
is not localised to pinch points. The Applicant refers the Examining Authority and
the Joint Authorities to the Tree Constraints Plans within [APP-184] and [APP-
185] which demonstrates the close proximity of trees and the associated root
zones within the area.

3.4 Section 5 – Croxton
 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the existing

width at the western end of the section is not sufficient to deliver the
enhancements proposed. However, the Applicant considers that this will be the
case for a much larger area and that an NMU provision in accordance with Figure
2-2, will require not only embankment modification but drainage ditch realignment
which would impact on mature vegetation and potentially require additional land
acquisition. Furthermore, residential properties and frontages may be impacted
by the NMU provision.

 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the existing
verge width at the eastern end of the section (approximately 300m in length) has
sufficient width on the southern side of the A428 for an NMU provision.

3.5 Section 6 and 7 – Croxton to Eltisley Manor
 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the existing

corridor at the eastern end of the section is not of sufficient width and therefore is
not feasible. The Applicant notes the alternative outside of the Order Limits, or
that proposed in paragraph 2.7, would require additional land acquisition for
which the Joint Authorities have not provided sufficient justification.

 In addition, the Applicant considers that there are other alternatives that the Joint
Authorities have not considered. For example, the Joint Authorities through their
own powers could consider upgrading footpath 1/13, part of 1/17, 1/8, 59/4 and
59/2 (PRoWs south of the existing A428 between byway 1/7 and Croxton High
Street) to bridleways to facilitate an alternative.

 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the verges
are generally wider at the western end of the section and notes that there is still a
high likelihood that mature vegetation would need to be removed to facilitate this
section. Furthermore, the Joint Authorities have not considered the need for
utilities diversion and culverts extension with associated ditch realignments that
would be required to facilitate this route.

3.6 Section 8 and 9 – Wintringham and Cambridge Road Junction
 The Applicant considers that the existing verges are insufficient to accommodate

a 5.3m wide NMU provision and that this would require the removal of mature
vegetation.

 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the area is
constrained and additional land acquisition would be required.
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3.7 Section 10 – Cambridge Road Roundabout
 The Applicant notes the gap in NMU provision from the Wintringham Park

development to the local highway network and reiterates the Applicant is not the
sole authority for delivering improvements to the local highway network. No
evidence has been provided by the Joint Authorities that adequate provision for
NMUs has not been secured as part of the Wintringham Park development and, if
it has not been secured, why this is the case. The Applicant maintains their
position that the NMU provision proposed for the Scheme is both proportionate,
reasonable and does not sever communities.

3.8 Alternative Route Option
 The Applicant acknowledges the Joint Authorities confirmation that the section of

the existing A428 between Toseland Road and Cambridge Road junction is
heavily constrained and that an NMU route is not feasible in this location without
additional land acquisition.

 Furthermore, [REP6-065] does not contain wider alternatives to find the best and
most appropriate solution. There are likely to be other alternatives that will likely
achieve the desired outcomes that should be considered. For example, reduction
in carriageway width to minimise the land, drainage, earthworks, and vegetation
impacts, whilst providing the added benefit of reducing driver speeds.
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4 Conclusion
 The Applicant considers that the Joint Authorities have not submitted evidence to

substantiate the anecdotal need for the enhancement and whether this NMU
route justifies the significant increase in cost, the increase in land acquisition
(potentially through compulsory powers) and the impacts to the environment.

 The Applicant considers that a shared NMU route along the existing A428 is not
feasible without additional land acquisition and potentially significant impacts on
the environment.

 The Applicant further considers that such a facility is a significant piece of
infrastructure which requires appropriate consideration through optioneering,
consultation and an environmental assessment. An NMU link between
Cambridge Road and Caxton Gibbet junction will require land acquisition,
whether by agreement or compulsory purchase, and therefore any proposed
option should present a robust case and have taken feedback from the
landowners and general public.

 The Applicant is willing to work with the Joint Authorities to consider options for
NMU enhancement outside of the DCO process, but is of the firm view that the
NMU enhancement sought is not necessary to mitigate the impacts of the
Scheme and nor do they present reasonable opportunities to be delivered as part
of the Scheme. The Applicant maintains the position that the proposed NMU
routes of the Scheme are both proportionate and reasonable and will lead to
enhancements of the NMU provision in the local area.

 The Applicant has secured feasibility funding to assess, price and develop
proposals for the NMU link between St Neots and Cambourne and will assist the
Joint Authorities to submit further applications for Designated Funds to deliver the
proposals, but this is separate to and outside of the DCO process.
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The Cambridgeshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP)

has been produced to meet the requirements of the Countryside

and Rights of Way Act 2000 (CROW). The ROWIP is required to

contain an assessment of the extent to which local rights of way

meet the present and likely future needs of the public, the

opportunities provided by local rights of way for exercise and

other forms of open-air recreation and enjoyment and the

accessibility of local rights of way to blind or partially sighted

persons and others with mobility problems. 

The background to the Improvement Plan activity at

Cambridgeshire County Council is considered, including both

previous improvement initiatives such as the Milestones

programme, and how the County has undertaken work on the

ROWIP. Work within the ROWIP guidance provided by DEFRA

and the Countryside Agency is described, together with work to

integrate the ROWIP with the Local Transport Plan.

Existing improvement activities are reviewed. These include 

new rights of way and cycle routes, opening up access to a 

wider user base and using improvements to historic rights of

way to help improve green corridors, which help biodiversity 

as well as access.

Rights of Way improvement is but one thread in the activities 

of the highway authority and its partners. The policy context 

for the ROWIP is reviewed, and relevant documents and policies

are described. Although the Cambridgeshire Structure Plan 

fully recognises the importance of Rights of Way, the rapidly

increasing development agenda in Cambridgeshire, given the

central government M11 growth area initiative, makes this a 

vital time to establish countryside access in new policies. Liaison

with the Districts is ensuring their inclusion in the new local

planning documents.

Delivery of significant improvements to countryside access in

Cambridgeshire, together with improvements needed for better

land management, will also be critically dependant on working

in partnership. The contributions required from both internal 

and external partners are considered in detail.

Cambridgeshire is a distinctive county, with much of the

northern and eastern part being at or below sea level. The

particularities of the Fenland landscape are considered, together

with other aspects of Cambridgeshire landscapes and history

which make countryside access different from other counties,

and which potentially mean that generic countryside access

solutions are inappropriate.

An evaluation of the full range of countryside access within

Cambridgeshire has been undertaken, at both strategic and local

level. The effective absence of improved public access in

Cambridgeshire through current ‘open access’ legislation puts a

heavier burden on improvements to the rights of way network to

meet user expectations. The following map shows the current

county Rights of Way network. Even at this scale, it is apparent

how disconnected the network now is without including roads. 

Old River Nene from March Footpath 6

“[Would like to see] a network rationalised so routes are where people want to be rather than where history dictates”

“The council should be more proactive and less reactive to rights of ways opportunities”

“Fen Drayton nature reserve is on my doorstep and I use it daily for dog-walking, running and horse-riding. It is tranquil area with an abundance
of wildlife which allows me to unwind after a busy day working in Cambridge.”

Public Consultation responses 1

Executive summary

1 Quotes used throughout the ROWIP were taken from the public consultation carried out during 2004
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1 Introduction

The rights of way network is a legally protected survival from an

age before motor transport dominated. For many years regarded

as a peripheral (and arguably under-funded) resource for

recreation by a small number of users, the well-documented

history of the 2001 Foot and Mouth epidemic established the

value of countryside access to the rural economy. 

The new vision of improved countryside access in

Cambridgeshire builds on the rights of way network to bring

benefits addressing transport, tourism, the rural economy, social

integration, health, and the environment. In this project, we have

considered current provision, contemporary user needs and

aspirations and how to encourage non-users to take more

exercise. 

The work has dovetailed with a study on ‘Strategic Open Space’,

undertaken in collaboration with the Districts under the auspices

of PPG17, to better understand the opportunities for countryside

access within Cambridgeshire. A wide range of issues has been

analysed, and potential solutions identified. 

The County values the grass-roots input, which has long

informed the delivery of countryside access, and anticipates

working with parishes and District Councils to ensure that future

provision meets local needs as well as wider agendas. Delivery

will be beyond the control or the capability and capacity of the

highway authority alone, and will require a range of functions

and organisations to work in partnership.

Quotations from the initial consultation carried out in 2004 have

been used to introduce each section to point up the importance of

the widest possible involvement in the future of countryside

access in Cambridgeshire.

The range of issues which ROWIP guidelines, plan assessment

criteria and established best practice expect to see considered is

very wide. When coupled with the accelerating pace of change in

Cambridgeshire, this makes for a significant body of work and a

large document. It is hoped that the arrangement of data in this

report will enable you to quickly find the material most relevant

to your interests. 

“I come from a very wild hilly area and when I first came here I thought I would hate it , but it grows on you and now I love the sense of space and
the fens. There is a surprising diversity of wildlife in what looks at first glance like very intensively farmed land.”

“Too much traffic. Many rights of way end up on very busy roads.” 

“More action against landowners who plough, crop, and otherwise obstruct paths. More waymarking.”

Public Consultation responses

Sunset on the Washes 
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2 Background to this work

“The Fen Rivers Way provides superb safe walking whilst allowing a sense of wildness and peace” 

“inevitably the more remote the decision making process the more bureaucratic it becomes”

“The council work [should] work with the Police to catch and prosecute the minority of 4x4 idiots who break existing laws and drive where they are
not allowed and who give the rest of us responsible users a bad name”

Public Consultation responses

Footpath junction on edge of March

Cambridgeshire County Council is responsible for managing the

Rights of Way network in Cambridgeshire. Most urban rights of

way have previously been subject to agency management

agreements with the City of Cambridge and the market towns,

while surfaced paths have been managed on the ground by the

County Council’s Highway Divisions in tandem with road

maintenance. Rural path management seeks to follow a joint

countryside agenda with landscape, biodiversity and open spaces

to provide a joined-up countryside policy. A variety of functions

and organisations manage complementary provision which joins

to provide a wider access network, albeit not yet as unified as

might be desired.

Previous improvement initiatives have emphasised the

documentation and ease-of-use of individual rights of way

recorded on the Definitive Map and Statement. Improvements

made under the Countryside Commission supported ‘Milestones’

programme concentrated on increasing the percentage of the

network open for use by opening up blocked paths, installing

bridges and providing finger posts to meet the highway

authority’s legal responsibility. Only a small percentage of the

total registered path mileage remains to be re-opened, generally

those paths that have suffered from uncontrolled development

whereby diversion is a more realistic option than building

demolition.

The intention of the CROW Act is that the ROWIP should look 

at improvements at the network level, with less emphasis on

individual paths. The rights of way network should form a 

linear network, a subset of a wider countryside access linear

network, itself a subset of accessible countryside. 

The Cambridgeshire ROWIP project has followed the guidelines

prepared by DEFRA. A Senior Access Officer was appointed 

with responsibility for the ROWIP, supported by CROW 

funding. An internal steering group was established, including

representatives from the LTP (Local Transport Plan), tourism,

walking, cycling and research. Support from elected council

members and the Local Access Forum was also secured for 

the approach taken, and regular progress reports are made to

these groups, raising the profile of ROWIP within the county 

and districts. 

The Local Access Forum (LAF) was established under the 

terms of the CROW Act that required every local authority to 

set up a forum to guide and challenge the Council’s work. The

forum represents the interests of people who live and work in 

the countryside, and is trying to strike a balance between

conserving it, working it and helping people to enjoy it. The 

role of the LAF is to advise the County Council and its partners

on recreation and access strategies and comment on the ROWIP

and other issues.

An early decision was made to aim to complete the work in time

to be integrated with the 2005 Local Transport Plan. The lead

officer attended a ROWIP training course at Lose Hill, and has

liased regularly with neighbouring authorities both individually

and in an Eastern Counties ROWIP Forum. Notice has been taken

where possible of the output from the Countryside Agency. 

Research has included both internal work and externally

contracted suppliers. Guidance suggests that the requirements 

of European Directive 2001/42/EC of 27 June 2001 on the

assessment of the effects of certain plans and programmes 

on the environment (known as the “Strategic Environment

Assessment”) should be considered. This is seen as inappropriate

for the Cambridgeshire ROWIP due to the limited environmental

impact compared to the major development schemes (separately

evaluated) to which it is tied. 



The popular image of Cambridge is often of college

quadrangles, science parks and general prosperity. The reality is

that Cambridgeshire as a whole is an especially diverse county,

with areas of significant deprivation in the agricultural Fens to

balance those who have benefited from technology start ups

around the City. Landscapes vary from chalk to clay and from

the tip of the Jussaric limestone to one-time islands on the peat.

Even before the enactment of the Countryside and Rights of

Way Act, past projects have sought to improve countryside

access in Cambridgeshire in a wide range of communities.

In the north, the County has worked with the Environment

Agency, the British Horse Society, Riding for the Disabled and

Fenland District to open up a new bridleway with permissive

access for carriages along the manmade cut of the modern River

Nene through the shrunken peat fields near Guyhirn.

In the east, the Devil’s Dyke restoration project is improving the

quality of chalk grassland biodiversity, heritage and access of

the largest Dark Age earthwork in England in partnership with

English Nature and English Heritage.

In the west, the old Bullock Road drove way running on the

clay ridge above the busy modern A1M is being restored to its

original width, providing a healthy green corridor between

ancient woodlands managed by the Woodland Trust.

In the south, the Ashwell Street forms part of the prehistoric

Icknield Way into Hertfordshire. Another potentially valuable

green corridor with an area comparable with a country park,

where improvements depend on resolving local community

concerns about fly tipping and unauthorised encampments.

In the City, new cycleways funded by the Local Transport Plan

and developer contributions and a new Highway Agency

bridge across the busy A14 provide safe and sustainable

transport to school and work. 

The common thread through these schemes is partnership

working, which will be crucial to the delivery of this Plan.
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3 What have we been doing before ROWIP?

“The main points I would make are that the countryside in Cambridgeshire is very varied. Also that rights of way are well and correctly sign
posted. This supported by an extremely helpful Rights of Way team allowing me to check what vehicular exist make Cambridgeshire and excellent
place to live and visit.”

“The river meadow footpaths, bridleways and byways in the Fen Drayton-Swavesey-Over Fen area afford serenity, solitude and huge vistas 
of blue sky, the silence broken only by woodpeckers or skylarks. Wonderful. At peace with yourself and nature.”

“Many (if not all, to an extent) users of the countryside have a very selfish view of it, that they own it and somehow believe that 
anyone who crosses their path is an enemy.”

Public Consultation responses

The popular image of Cambridge





The ROWIP is both driven by and constrained by the legislative

context. Particularly important primary legislation relates to the

following topics:

• Highways

• Nature conservation including new duties under the CROW

Act

• Flooding and pollution

• Disability discrimination

This ROWIP recognises that countryside access has to compete

for resources with many other public services, but seeks to

demonstrate that improved countryside access is a cost-effective

means of providing better health, sustainable travel and a better

quality of life for all the people of Cambridgeshire.
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6.2 Blue on the Map

A distinctive feature of the low-lying Cambridgeshire landscape

is the extensive river and drainage network, often providing

ribbons of natural land in an otherwise arable landscape. A

problem peculiar to the otherwise valuable riverside path

network is the ‘missing link’ due to the original towpath users

boating horses over water barriers. A related problem is the

discontinuance of historic river ferries. New and replacement

bridges are necessarily expensive, given the need to preserve

the navigation headroom and avoid impeding the floodplains. 

6.3 Bricks and Tarmac

The workings of the Town and Country Planning Act have

often been unkind to the network, with many post-war

developments still blocking the line of definitive routes.

Communication between planning and highway authorities is

improving, but more still needs to be done to retain and

improve key links in the path network. Central government

requires significant development in Cambridgeshire, with the

London-Stansted-Cambridge growth corridor recently having

been extended to cover the whole county plus Peterborough. A

total of 57,000 new houses are required, and while small on a

national scale, this number will have a significant effect on a

generally rural county. The new villages at Cambourne provide

an example of generally constructive partnership between

developers and the RoW team, including a perimeter bridleway

and a managed relationship between haul roads and rights of

way during construction. These principles are currently being

further developed in the planning of the proposed new town at

Northstowe. Alternative methods of funding will need to be

identified in order to ensure adequate access provision for the

increasing population.

Past County and Highways Agency (HA) road construction has

significantly compromised RoW network connectivity, as have

railway level crossing closures justified by safety but not

replaced by bridges. Recent County road improvement plans

such as the Papworth bypass have given better consideration to

RoW and soft user requirements. Although the HA consulted

during the planning of the A1M, the road as built unfortunately

represents a missed opportunity. The proposed A14

improvements therefore represent a significant opportunity for

users of the RoW network. The planning of the Cambridge to

Huntingdon Guided Busway supported in the 2003 Local

Transport Plan settlement has made a positive contribution to

the RoW network with most of the maintenance track being

made available as a dedicated bridleway. 

6.4 Digging and filling holes

As a lowland county, Cambridgeshire has nationally significant

reserves of sand and gravel. Unfortunately, these often lie in

attractive areas of water meadows and riverside walks. While

quarries have in the past significantly compromised Rights of

Way while extraction is being undertaken and sometimes after,

more recent schemes have accommodated improved public

access and conservation interest in the restored landscape plans

while minimising impact during extraction. For instance, 10km

of new paths have been created at Needingworth. While

exhausted quarries can be attractive for disposing of waste in

landfill, land restored after landfill can be unavailable for

countryside access for safety reasons. Careful attention needs to

be paid to future aggregate extraction planning proposals and

associated landfill to minimise landscape damage and

maximise the opportunities presented when schemes are

presented to meet national quotas. 

6.5 Land management

Despite the protected status of RoWs, conflicts over land use

cause continuing problems. The 1980 Highways Act allows

barriers to be sanctioned by the Highway Authority for stock

control and in the interest of public safety, but problems caused

by fly-tipping, illegal access by motor vehicles and

unauthorised travellers encampments are creating an increased

demand for additional barriers in the countryside. Where

unauthorised barriers are erected and legitimate users

obstructed, conflict can arise. Power and communications

utilities have powers to erect poles and stay wires on public

highways, including rights of way, without consultation. Most

poles are sensitively located, but some can present a significant

blockage on narrower footpaths and bridleways. Stay wires can

present a particular hazard to horse riders. Managing RoWs

which cross SSSIs (Sites of Special Scientific Interest) and

County Wildlife Sites requires additional planning and

management effort, in order to protect fragile habitats and

sensitive species, while IDB (Internal Drainage Board) and

Environment Agency river maintenance, a quintessentially

Cambridgeshire problem, can restrict new path routing and

require temporary path closures. Generally, a range of public

bodies may need to be consulted for even minor works, and the

consequent delays can complicate work and add costs.

6.6 Droves and Droveways

A feature of the Cambridgeshire Fen landscape is the drove,

typically laid out in the Parliamentary Inclosures to give access

from villages on higher ground to fields on the newly drained

fenland. In the summer these are often attractive wide grassy

corridors in an arable landscape, but in winter they can

degenerate into a morass with heavy agricultural use. This is

often not helped by lack of maintenance of drainage ditches.

Landowners are increasingly seeking to surface droves, but

often with inappropriate material, such as bricks, which can

cause problems to horses. Agricultural encroachment in places

reduces the drove width available to users. Future management

needs to consider all uses of the droves, noting that some are

rights of way, some are commons and some currently have no

public access rights. Away from the Fen, additional wide drove-

ways once provided alternatives to the turnpikes for cattle

being driven to Smithfield. Of these, the best survival is

probably the Bullock Road in Hunts, currently the subject of a

modest improvement programme.

6.7 The Sport of Kings

A distinctive feature of the Cambridgeshire/Suffolk border

associated with Newmarket is the increasing amount of land

managed for the horse racing industry. There are concerns

about the effect of public access when dogs are not kept under

control, and horse gallops with soft surfaces have provoked

complaints due to the difficulty of crossing them with

wheelchairs. Managing access through areas fenced as horse

paddocks without endangering valuable bloodstock can prove a

difficult compromise to strike. Stiles are seen as a potential

injury risk for the horses, but kissing gates are often not

favoured either. Confining paths between fences is unattractive,

and can cause problems with managing resultant surface

vegetation growth.
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3. Public need to be educated to understand countryside.

4. Much concern about recreational motor vehicles.

5. Barriers wanted to stop horses and cycles using public

footpaths.

6. Dogs should be better controlled and not allowed to foul.

7. Concern about illegal hare coursing, flytipping, illegal

encampments and theft.

8. Seek more flexibility in diverting cross field paths to 

field edge.

9. H&S concerns about RoWs in farmyards.

10. Want more rural policing.

11. Paths should be better signed.

12. Some paths are seen as seldom used - some would like

network rationalisation.

13. Frustration with legal procedures and costs to divert paths.

Land Management - Commentary

• Most landowners recognise user rights, but seem to feel that

this is not reciprocated by user responsibility. Recent

publicity for new County Code might help address this.

• CST also recognise issue with path diversion procedures, but

this is controlled by central government.

• More input needed from other agencies, especially the

police, if landowner concerns are to be effectively addressed.

• CST do seek to work in partnership with land managers,

with many miles of footpath being cut by farmers on their

own land under contract to the highway authority.

Businesses - Top Themes

1. Business sample perhaps too small to see meaningful

trends.

2. Most of the issues raised echo those concerning other

stakeholders.

3. Recognition by some that users are customers.

4. Concern about encouraging more people who do not

respect countryside.

5. Better signage particularly wanted by this group.

6. Equestrian businesses look for more bridleway provision.

Businesses - Commentary

• Foot and Mouth data illustrated value of countryside access

- good to have more recent, local recognition, though sample

possibly not very representative in this study.

• Economic value generated in county by good countryside

access helps justify investment in improvements.

Further Information

More detailed questionnaire response data is included in

Appendix 3. The full analysis is available on the ROWIP

section of the Council’s website

http://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/environment/countryside/a
ccess/rowip.htm

8.3 Focus Groups

This section is adapted from the full focus group analysis

prepared by MRUK (Market Research UK) also available on the

ROWIP section of  the Council’s website. The detailed output

from each of the three focus groups is included in Appendix 4.

Three focus groups were conducted in September 2004 with the

following groups:

• Unaffiliated users of the Cambridgeshire countryside.

• Members of user groups who are active in the

Cambridgeshire countryside.

• Land managers.

The meetings were part of a wider consultation with

stakeholders and members of the public about the

Cambridgeshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan. The full

consultation activity has also included paper and on-line

surveys, and one to one depth interviews. The focus groups

were set up specifically to find out about current levels of

public knowledge of Rights of Way, satisfaction with the RoW

network, relationships between different types of countryside

user, and the effectiveness of partnership working between land

managers and other agencies. Focus groups are a particularly

useful method of obtaining the views of different client groups

and providing depth and insight into particular issues. Because

the groups were facilitated by MRUK, an independent market

research company, the participants were able to talk openly

about potentially sensitive issues without concern about their

identities being revealed. 

Recruitment and Conduct of the Groups

MRUK handled the recruitment for all focus groups. For each of

the meetings, an agreed topic guide was used and the

discussions were noted during the session. Respondents were

assured that the final report would be written in such a way

that views could not be attributed to individuals and

participants were not expected to comment in detail on their

personal circumstances. 

The recruitment steps were as follows:

• The Countryside Services Team supplied a list of key

contacts.

• MRUK invited those on the list to attend a focus group,

enclosing a reply slip and Freepost envelope.

• Where insufficient responses were received, MRUK followed

up by phone with those on the list who did not have

addresses.

• Each group meeting followed a standard format, with the

facilitator delivering a brief presentation of the background

to the consultation, before opening the meetings up to

discussion and debate. A topic guide was used by to guide

the discussion and ensure that all relevant issues were

covered.

• Group members were offered a fee of £20 to cover their

expenses in attending the meeting.

Cambridgeshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan 25







Improving Access28

• Although CCC has the duty to maintain routes, they don’t

have the funding to carry out their obligations satisfactorily. 

• The establishment of P3 coordinators is viewed positively -

although some group members would prefer to be able to

contact them directly rather than through parish council clerks.

• In general, Rights of Way have improved over the last 30 years.

General Comments on the RoW Network (Land managers)

• It is in farmers’ interest to maintain the RoW on their land

because they also use the countryside for recreation and they

don’t want to damage their crops or machinery on poorly

maintained paths. 

• Payment for maintaining RoW is a very positive incentive.

• Many farmers don’t register the RoW on their land, which

puts them at a disadvantage. 

• Some farmers think that DEFRA will eventually pay them

for their RoW. 

• Farmers are doing the maintenance work for CCC, but not

being paid (or adequately paid) for it. 

• Cross-field paths should be eliminated, and replaced by edge

of field paths. 

• Parish Council volunteers funded by CCC are a valuable

asset in maintenance work. 

• Farmers are taking increasing responsibility for the

maintenance of RoW, but this work is not respected or

acknowledged by the public. 

• The creation of permissive paths has reduced problems with

cars and motorbikes because highways legislation is an

effective control mechanism. 

• CCC is sympathetic to the position of land managers - it is

difficult to provide a RoW network that meets everyone’s

needs and expectations.

Recommendations

These recommendations on the key issues were generated by

the focus group members, and are reported without comment:

Access: Investigate the integration of public transport with

RoW routes to encourage more use of public transport for

recreational use. Investigate the options to encourage the public

transport network to promote the carriage of bicycles to

recreational RoW routes.

Path Maintenance: Maintain paths by hand and not by

machine, which tends to cut them back too far. Agree an

acceptable standard width for different types of paths. Dig up

stumps, so that grass cutting is easier. CCC should publicise it

when RoW have been cleared so that users are aware which

routes are newly accessible. Eradicate blackthorn from paths.

CCC should consider paying farmers to maintain different

types of routes. Support parish councils in their role as key

players in the co-ordination of volunteers to carry out

maintenance activities.

Routes: Grade RoW routes for use and importance and

maintain them to different standards - for example, footpaths to

schools should receive high priority. Maintain more heavily

used routes to a higher standard than less well-used routes.

Map and link up bridleways and byways to encourage more

use by riders and cyclists. Consider the construction of more

designated mountain bike and off-road routes. Consider

whether some paths could be divided to separate cyclists and

walkers. Review all national footpaths, and take local people’s

views into account in deciding new routes.

Information: Publish up to date information about the

accessibility of different routes on the CCC website and parish

council information boards. Create an interactive site at the

CCC site and have a forum for users to upload information

about accessibility or ask questions. CCC should follow through

with its plan to publish a biannual magazine that focuses on

footpaths and bridleways. Publicise the colour codes on

signposts and conduct user tests to see if members of the public

understand them. Promote consistent colour coding across the

county. Use signs to indicate the name of the next destination

rather than just using an arrow to indicate direction. Site signs

so that they are clear of vegetation and indicate the obvious

routes. CCC should publish guidelines for the general public

that explain the farmers’ roles and responsibilities, and make

recommendations for peaceful co-existence.

Seasonal Controls: Consult key user groups in advance of the

issue of voluntary guidance on sensitive routes. Inform people

repeatedly about which routes are suitable for different

categories of user in winter.

Health and Safety: Clarify the position on farmers’ liability for

injury that takes place on RoW crossing their land. Investigate

how to prevent the illegal use of bridleways by cars and

motorbikes, by the use of deterrents such as bollards. 

Co-operation with Other: Users Explore the creation of a regular

forum for land managers to meet representatives of user groups,

such as the Ramblers Association, to discuss potential conflicts.

8.4 1:1 interviews

A series of structured 1:1 interviews was conducted to fill in

some of the gaps from the previous consultations.

Representatives of the following organisations contributed:

• British Driving Society - carriage driving on byways

• Camsight - people with visual disabilities in the countryside

• County Heritage - linking archaeological interpretation with

countryside access

• East Cambs Access Group - people with physical disabilities

in the countryside

• County Environmental Education Service - education in the

countryside

• National Trust - complementary countryside access provision

• County Ramblers Association - walking in the countryside

• Springfield Special School - students with learning

difficulties in the countryside

• Trail Riders Fellowship - road-legal motorcycle riding on

byways

Summaries of these interviews have been placed in the ROWIP

project file, and have been used to help inform the proposals in

the Statement of Action.

8.5 Corporate Consultation Survey 2004

Three questions relating to countryside access were included in

the 2004 Corporate Consultation Survey. 1318 responses were

received. This represents an encouraging 22% response rate for

postal responses (25% including those surveys conducted by

telephone), giving a 3% confidence interval. These results have

a particular value for ROWIP, as the respondents are not self-

selected regular countryside access users. Summary data are

presented here - more detail recorded by District can be found

in Appendix 5.
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Have you used rural paths (such as footpaths, bridleways or
byways) in the previous 12 months?

Yes: 66%

No: 33%

If yes, how would you rate your experience of using a rural
path?

(Tick one)

Very satisfied: 14%

Satisfied: 53%

Dissatisfied: 22%

Very dissatisfied: 9%

Does not apply/no opinion: 1%

If you have not used a rural path, why not? (Tick all that apply)

Don’t like walking, cycling etc: 16%

Lack of time or opportunity: 46%

Lack of information, unclear routes: 17%

Difficulty with accessibility or health restrictions: 18%

The type of landscape in Cambridgeshire or influence of
agriculture: 5%

Difficulty getting to countryside: 10%

Other  (please write in): 9%

Reasons for not using rural paths

Poor path maintenance: 73%

Excessive dog fouling: 40%

Difficulty finding/following path: 33%

Poor provision for disabled people: 27%

Problems using roads and verges to link paths: 26%

Crime/vandalism: 24%

Paths blocked by crops or ploughing: 24%

Difficulty crossing busy roads: 21%

Paths blocked by fences/barriers: 18%

Cycleways

There was an additional question under ‘highways’ relating to
cycleways (this includes cycle lanes, cycle tracks and dual-use
routes). Of 977 replies, 11% were very satisfied, 40% were
satisfied, 20% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 18% were
dissatisfied and 11% were very dissatisfied.

8.6 Complementary Consultation for Strategic
Open Spaces

BMG Research was commissioned to sample nine strategic open

spaces in Cambridgeshire and interview 100 people at each. In

total 858 responses were recorded as people completed their

visits. A Strategic Open Spaces User Survey Report was

prepared by BMG in October 2004. The sites were:

• Wicken Fen

• Holme Fen/Woodwalton Fen

• Wimpole Hall

• Coldham’s Common

• Wandlebury Country Park

• Milton Country Park

• Grafham Water

• Paxton Pits Nature Reserve

• Hinchingbrooke Country Park.

Key findings included the following:

• 19% visiting site for first time, 26% visit once a week.

• 56% come at weekends, 31% on weekdays.

• 54% come to walk, 29% nature walks, 25% exercise, 22%

family days out and 20% dog walks.

• 84% arrive by car/van, 8% on foot, 4% by bike and 

3% by bus.

• Amenities generally rated highly

• 86% feel the site is large enough for the number of visitors

• 44% visit other open spaces in Cambs.

• 70% rate the amount, quality and accessibility of open spaces

in the region as good, 10% as poor

• 32% suggest improvements, especially improved/free car

parking and more facilities for children.

• 71% would expect to travel between 1 and 15 miles to an

open space.

• 4% have a long term illness, health problem or disability;

and 2% are of ethnic origin.

This work clearly provides a valuable adjunct to the ROWIP

research. The full report is available through the Greenspaces

Officer, Countryside Services Team.

8.7 Working with Neighbouring Highway

Authorities

Close liaison has been established with neighbouring

authorities in the East of England. Regular meetings have been

held since early in the project to compare experience and

progress made with the ROWIP, organised by the Countryside

Agency regional office and latterly facilitated by The Access

Company. Additional contact has been made with relevant

authorities in the East Midlands region (Northamptonshire and

Lincolnshire). Issues addressed include the following:

• Instances of lack of continuity of ‘local’ Rights of Way /

status at border with neighbouring authorities. This appears

to be similar in scale to discontinuities within

Cambridgeshire, either at former county boundaries or

between parishes.

• Instances of lack of continuity of ‘strategic’ Rights of Way /

status at border with neighbouring authorities. A significant

example is where rights of way change status between

footpath and bridleway on the Great Ouse Washes between

Cambridgeshire and Norfolk, which affects users seeking to

follow the waterways over a long distance.

• Cambridgeshire residents using countryside access in other

authorities, e.g. mountain bikes in Thetford Forest in the

absence of accessible large woodlands in Cambridgeshire

and residents of Wisbech, which abuts Norfolk.

• Residents in other authorities using countryside access in

Cambridgeshire, e.g. residents of Royston (Herts),

Peterborough (Unitary) and Newmarket (Suffolk) which

communities abut Cambridgeshire.

• The need for coordinated management and maintenance of

rights of way which are in moiety or which cross

boundaries. This especially applies to Traffic Regulation

Orders and temporary closures and diversions.
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Issue

Since October 2004, the final implementation stage of the 1995

Disability Discrimination Act makes it an offence to prevent

people with disabilities from enjoying countryside access. Stiles

in particular obstruct both wheelchairs and people who are not

in full health. Stiles are, however, primarily a landowner

responsibility. CCC supports landowners by helping to provide

gates in appropriate places, but progress is currently limited by

lack of resources. Little information is presently available as to

which paths are accessible and which are not. 

Consultation Feedback

The obstruction caused by stiles features strongly as a concern

in the feedback. Discussions with representatives of users with

disabilities suggest that information on accessible routes and

the monitoring and maintenance of routes declared accessible

are as important as opening up individual paths.

Current Work

Historically, there is a duty to pay 25% of landowner costs in

providing barrier crossings. Prior to 1996, CCC generally

supplied stile kits. To be more proactive in improving access,

current policy is generally to supply new low-maintenance

metal gates. Landowners, P3 parishes and volunteers are

generally expected to undertake installation at the present 

time. An audiotape and leaflet of countryside access

opportunities is available for those with mobility and/or

sensory problems. Although now rather dated, the information

still has some value.

The Countryside Agency is currently undertaking a Diversity

Review researching the groups of people who face barriers to

accessing the countryside, those often under represented such

as women, children, people with restricted mobility and ethnic

minorities. This research will take forward the Government’s

Rural White Paper (2000) commitment to carry out a diversity

review on access to the countryside. 

The full diversity review will look at how we can encourage

more people with disabilities, more people from ethnic

minorities, more people from the inner cities, and more young

people to visit the countryside and participate in country

activities. Initially, views will be sought on what people need 

to enjoy the countryside. Then the Countryside Agency will

draw up a plan of action, which will help shape future work 

in this area.

SOA1 Making the Countryside More Accessible

Guiding principle GP1

“Countryside access provision should be physically accessible to the widest possible range of people. Management and improvement of the existing
Cambridgeshire rights of way network should aim to increase that accessibility, while new countryside access provision should generally be planned
to avoid imposing restrictions. Where an existing path may not be fully accessible to those with limited mobility due to limits imposed by external
constraints, such route limitations should be effectively communicated to users.”

Byway improvements at Gypsy Lane Dullingham
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Issue

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough’s Structure Plan reflects

central government’s request to accommodate 57,000 new

homes and their associated infrastructure as part of the M11

corridor expansion, stretching towards Peterborough and to

March. This has a double effect - development can adversely

affect the existing network, and the additional population will

make new demands of the remaining network.

The Highway Authority is able to safeguard existing rights of

way and also create improvements to the network as part of

development taking place. Improvements to the highway

network can be achieved through ‘planning gain’ under section

106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. This is

referred to as S106 funding. Section 38 of the Highways Act

1980 also enables the Highway Authority to require developers

to construct improvements to highways if related to

development.

The pressures that new developments can place on SSSIs (Sites

of Special Scientific Interest) situated close to the area require

sufficient and suitable green infrastructure, and for

management of visitors to minimise the impact. 

Consultation Feedback

Concern about development pressures featured heavily in both

public responses and in specific input from user groups. 

Current Work

Preparation of planning guidelines

Regular team input to planning proposals

Cambourne S106

Northstowe planning

LDF input

Cambridgeshire Horizons

SOA3 57,000 new homes

Guiding principle GP3

“New development should not damage countryside access provision, either directly or indirectly. New settlements should be integrated into the
rights of way network, and improved provision made for the increased population. Where appropriate, development should contribute to the
provision of new links and/or improvement of the existing rights of way network”.

New housing at Cambourne by Caxton Bridleway 5









Improving Access42

Issue

A central issue for the ROWIP is moving from looking after

individual rights of way to addressing the overall rights of way

network. Connectivity is then an important issue. Given the

lesser extent of the bridleway network compared to footpaths,

this is an especial issue for equestrians and cyclists.

Consultation Feedback

Feedback confirms that horse riders and off-road cyclists have

especial concerns, but all users from walkers to carriage drivers

and 4x4 wish to see a better connected network.

Current Work

The current cycle strategy mostly addresses the needs of skinny

urban tyres. The Sustrans network does provide some cycle

trails, but these are planned at a regional rather than a local

level. A parish by parish analysis has been undertaken which

helps show where gaps need to be plugged.

SOA5 Filling in the Gaps 

Guiding principle GP5

“Countryside access provision should build on the platform of the historical network to meet the needs of today’s users and land managers.”

Old West River from the air
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Issue

• Public access to the countryside can have a negative impact

on land management for conservation and the sustainability

of vulnerable species and habitats.

• Many farmers and landowners believe that providing public

access entails an inappropriate workload and financial

burden. 

• Concerns about rural crime and the potential effect of

increased access can deter landowners from improving

access. Issues include flytipping, illegal encampments, theft

and burglary, arson, poaching, hare coursing and associated

intimidation, illegal off-road vehicle use, and trespass.

• Uncontrolled dogs and fouling are a deterrent to countryside

users and makes managing land for access both costly and

hazardous. 

Consultation Feedback

Questionnaire feedback from landowners and the landowner

focus group both aired significant concerns about rural crime.

Current Work

Farmers are contracted to cut surface vegetation on their own

land. While this increases administrative costs compared to

larger contracts, farmers’ cuts are felt to be more sustainable

and to put money back into the rural economy.

Despite some recent problems, rights of way management

checks conservation issues using available information

including SSSIs and County Wildlife Sites on GIS. Formal

inspections by qualified staff are undertaken where the surface

vegetation cut crosses SSSIs.

An Assistant Rights of Way Officer has been appointed to liaise

with English Nature over access issues relating to designated

sites in order to ensure an accessible and diverse countryside

that demonstrates best practice in habitat and access

management. This will provide an important contact and

communication point for these issues. 

SOA6 Better Land Management 

Guiding principle GP6

“Management and improvement of countryside access should consider the needs of land management, conservation, heritage and concern
about rural crime.”

Old West River on the ground
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After conducting two consultations with stakeholders and

many interested parties throughout the last two years in

preparation for this Rights of Way Improvement Plan, the next

step is to take forward the proposed network improvements

under the eight priorities.

1. Make the countryside more accessible to everyone

2. Make the Rights of Way network safer to use

3. Prevent new development from damaging the network

4. Provide up to date, accurate and integrated information 

5. Join up the network by filling in the gaps

6. Manage access with farming, conservation, heritage and

crime in mind

7. Develop the Definitive Map so it is reliable, accurate and up

to date

8. Make using the Rights of Way Network straightforward,

enjoyable and inspiring

This will mean working closely with many other agencies,

organisations and individuals whose work and interest involves

them in rights of way and any improvements made to the

network. ROWIP is a shared document, as many functions in

different organisations will contribute to the delivery of the

Plan and the consultation allowed the plan to be produced with

support from these parties.

The Rights of Way Improvement Plan has been published as

part of the Council’s LTP (Local Transport Plan). It is hoped 

that opportunities and funding available through the LTP

will help deliver some of the improvements. Activities that 

are deliverable in the short term internally and within the

council’s budget will be undertaken and plans will be made

and other funding will be sourced externally to aid the

partnership working with other organisations. A consultant 

has been commissioned to advise on these and other potential

funding strategies. 

A full time officer will be responsible for the management and

planning of the projects and activities implemented through the

ROWIP. They will source funding for access improvements

required and work with external partners, groups and

organisations to take forward the vision of the ROWIP.

As the Cambridgeshire ROWIP will be one of the earliest

completed, the Plan will be updated initially on an annual

basis while the national ROWIP process settles down. A

complete revision will be undertaken after 10 years in

accordance with legislation.

11 Where Next?

“It has taken 11 years to get our footpaths diverted”

“Need education and respect of the countryside by the public”

“Need more rural policing”

Public Consultation responses from landowners

Foxton Footpath 1
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Association of Inland Navigation Authorities

British Canoe Union

British Driving Society

British Horse Society

British Waterways

BTCV

Cambridge Rambling Club

Cambridge Rowing Lake

Countryside Agency

Countryside Recreation Network

Cyclists’ Touring Club

DEFRA conservation walks and rides

EEDET

English Heritage

English Nature

Environment Agency

Fen Rivers way

Forestry Commission

Greenways and Quiet Lanes

Health Development Agency

Highways Agency

Icknield Way

Inland Revenue Heritage Assets

IPROW

Landrover Owners Group

LARA

MAGIC Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside

Middle Level Commissioners

Neighbouring authorities

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

Sustrans

Trail Riders Fellowship

Trail Running Association

West Anglian Orienteering Club

Widen the Choice

13.1 Websites

Countryside Services Web Page November 2004

Many websites were consulted during this work. Based on bookmarks kept in MS Explorer, a selection of the organisations and

initiatives whose websites were interrogated for information and data includes:





Fenland bridleway association

Swavesey bridleway association

TRF (Trail Riders Fellowship) 

LARA (Land Access and Recreation Association)

GLASS (Green Lane Association)

4x4 clubs

BDS (British Driving Society)

CTC  (Cycling Touring Club)

Mountain bikers

Cycle clubs

A1.7 Education and Youth

Youth Parliament

Cambridge University

CU (Cambridge University) Sports Union

APU (Anglia Polytechnic University)

Environmental Education Service

Scouts

Guides

Boys Brigade

Girls Brigade

Duke of Edinburgh Scheme

YHA Cambridge

A1.8 Health

Healthwalks coordinators

PCTs (Primary Care Trusts)

A1.9 Disability

East Cambs Access Group

Spring Common School

Camsight

A1.10 Other

Ethnic minorities

Citizens Advice Bureaux

Regular contractors who help to maintain the Cambridgeshire

rights of way.

East of England Tourist Board

River Cam Conservators
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ROWIP - Rights of Way Improvement Plan

RUPP - Road used as a public path - have been reclassified and

are no longer used in Cambridgeshire

S106 - Section 106 - monies contributed by developers to

provide public infrastructure (often referred to as planning

gain) 

SAC - Special Area of Conservation - a conservation

designation (may encompass several SSSIs)

SOA - Statement of Action

SSSI - Special Site of Scientific Interest - a conservation

designation

SUSTRANS - a cycling charity.

TRF - Trail Riders Fellowship - motorcycle user group

TRO - Traffic Regulation Order - typically restricting use of

byways by motor vehicles.

UCR - Unclassified road

Waymark - typically a colour-coded 3” disk showing status and

route of a right of way, often on a post.

The Countryside Services Team would be pleased to answer

any queries not covered by the above.
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Appendix 4 – Focus group
analysis

A4.1 Individual Countryside Users Group 

14 users of Cambridgeshire countryside of whom three people

switched from the Wednesday user group meeting. Participants

were asked to speak as individual members of the public rather

than as representatives of user groups. 

A4.1.1 What do people currently do for

recreation in the countryside?

Participants highlighted walking; bird-watching; mountain

biking on bridleways; photography; horse riding; carriage

driving; dog walking; walking small children; recreational

cycling; cycling to work; trail riding on motorbikes; training

rugby team. Footpaths; bridle paths and byways are all used

frequently. They value routes, which are circular for

recreation/health grounds, and routes between villages and

towns for access and commuting. Being in nature and fresh air

is important. They appreciate the country for wide range of

health and leisure reasons and because it is where they live.

Rights of way network in the north of the county is limited

because of intensive agriculture and the nature of the land.

Many mentioned that they particularly enjoy riverside walks

towards King’s Lynn and the Wash. There was a general

agreement that RoW have improved greatly in the last 30 years.

The reps of user groups such as the Ramblers acknowledged

that they generally hear about problem routes rather than

routes that are frequently used and where problems are not

frequently encountered. 

The main problems raised in relation to access to the

countryside were: 

• Not enough access to the countryside particularly in north

Cambs;

• Lack of circular walks;

• Routes which end up on busy roads;

• Lack of routes, which bicycle riders can legitimately use for

commuting between villages and towns. 

• Lack of safe bicycle routes which children can use safely,

year-round to and from school. 

• Problem that the paths cleared are not wide enough to

run/train safely (in rugby shorts). 

• Problem of flytipping. Response to flytipping by East and

South Cambs was singled out as being particularly poor.

(Ramblers reported an abandoned car on the roman road last

year, this year it was still there). 

• Failure by farmers to reinstate paths.

• Most bridleways and byways are so overgrown that horses

cannot use them. 

There was a general perception that the closer to Cambridge the

better RoWs were managed and maintained and that more

problems were encountered further away from Cambridge. The

riverside paths particularly along the Cam were praised for

their very good condition. Was this because the river authority

maintains them? Some participants considered this to be true -

others felt that the river authority do not generally maintain

RoW. Long distant paths for example between Histon and the

Fens are highly valued. The horse riders are also carriage

drivers and expressed frustration that there is access through

farms for horses but not for carriages. Kent Gaps would be

much appreciated in this regard.

A4.1.2 Awareness of legislation and rights

and responsibilities

Ramblers Association representatives expressed great

frustration that the open land access does not benefit

Cambridgeshire. They submitted a few areas of downland for

consideration but as they were less than 5 ha they were not

eligible. Ramblers want legislation to cover woodland and

riverside areas as well in order to benefit Cambs. Maintenance

and management of RoW (dealing with obstructions).

Complaints about long grass and nettles were countered with

feelings that the countryside should not be too laundered and

that walking through long grass is part of the countryside

experience. Another participant pointed out that grass could 

be left uncut for the sake of nesting birds or wildlife. It was

recognised that there is little clarity on whose responsibility 

it is to clear waste and debris from RoW. One participant said

that local authorities have no power to remove debris from

private land. 

The issue of widths of paths was discussed. It is perceived that

CCC let paths become so overgrown that they can no longer be

used and then blitz them for clearing. This approach was

criticised because Hawthorn and Blackthorn stumps are not

cleared adequately and make paths quickly impassable

particularly for horses. A contractor at the meeting felt that

rather than spending money on making certain byways very

wide - that a width that is acceptable to all should be agreed

and then all the stumps properly dug up so that basic

maintenance like grass cutting is possible. 

There were several calls for the CCC to publicise when RoW

have been cleared so that users know that they are accessible

again. This could promote increased usage to keep the

vegetation down (that is apart from blackthorn and hawthorn).

One needs to be brutal in clearing blackthorn in order to make

any progress. However this is sometimes seen as being in

contrast with preserving nature etc. 

Several users spoke of mistakes made by CCC where much

money was spent to open up RoW but in effect the mounds of

earth that were left behind and the lack of access for horse

drawn carriages means that they are unable to benefit. The

question of money was raised repeatedly over the course of the

discussion. Most participants recognised that there would never

be enough funding to maintain all footpaths and byways to a

high standard. One participant proposed that RoW should be

graded for use and importance and that these should be

maintained to different standards. For example a footpath to a

school would be a priority whereas a little used path should not

be prioritised. 

A graded system would enable users to know whether a path

was always open and accessible or whether it was dependent

on season or weather conditions. This would also mean that

scarce resources are better prioritised. There was not total

agreement with this suggestion: The ramblers felt that the

proportion of the transport budget spent on RoW was

miniscule. If some of the money for the guided bus were

diverted for RoW there would be more health and

environmental benefits. 





as cycle routes?  Road chipping is cheap and effective. The path

between Coton and Comberton was chipped years ago and it is

still in good condition.’ 

A4.1.6 Motor Vehicles

Whilst you can’t deny farmers access to their fields, off roaders

get blamed for the mess made by tractors. I know farmers who

can’t get to their fields because of the damage caused by off-

roaders. Problem is caused by lack of drainage - this is heavy

clay so once it’s wet nothing can be done. Problem that 4x4

drivers ignore the seasonal controls and then do a lot of

damage. Walkers can’t walk on ground that has been cut up by

these vehicles. Horses can’t go there either. When gravel is put

down it prevents access for horses. Problem is that a small

number of irresponsible users and multiple and conflicting uses

of the RoW - the friction is a fact of life. 

A4.1.7 Economic issues

Wouldn’t mind pay and display if I knew that the money was

going to be spent on maintaining RoW. Driving to the

countryside goes against the principle of walking. It’s not

practical because they will pay someone to collect the money -

or have machines, which will be broken into. The countryside

should be open and free. Car parks would be good but should

be free of charge. If you have a car park travellers will move in.

Car parks on well used paths - with height barriers would be

good. Small car park near us is used. Even if there was a charge

the CC wouldn’t make much money. Wimpole is a popular

place to park and walk - they don’t charge at the moment.

Swaffham Priory parking was well intentioned but hasn’t

worked. Cars get broken into so no one leaves them there. 

It would be good to have circular walks around villages. The

village hall car parks are under utilised and could be used for

this. It would also bring in money for local pubs, shops etc... If

local enterprises worked together to increase access by offering

parking they would all benefit. What about having honesty

boxes? If you see somewhere is well maintained people are

quite generous. They would be broken into. Is this parking

question just about making some money for the CCC? The CC

should work more closely with the district councils as they

have more interest in promoting local tourism. When we made

the Ouse river valley more user friendly it brings in lots of

people from outside the area. Districts have not realised the full

potential of having good RoW. 

A4.1.8 What would you like to see done

differently in the management of the

countryside RoW? 

Finish what you start. Minimal but coherent signage. Signposts

should tell where the path leads to. If you are not a local you

would not be able to follow the Cambs waymarks. Make

farmers reinstate paths to the width they are supposed to be. If

farmers receive subsidies can they be held responsible to

maintain RoW or risk losing their subsidies? 

End of discussion 
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A4.3 Meeting of Land Managers  
10 land managers and 1 NFU representative

A4.3.1 Introductions

Most participants are landowners with public RoW, 5 have

Defra support for countryside stewardship scheme. All have a

combination of footpaths, bridleways and permissive paths on

land. Two mentioned byways on their land. One farmer

/county councillor has recently given up involvement on this

issue because of the introduction of the CROW Act and

problems with user groups. He felt that user groups don’t 

have common sense when it comes to access, they expect

farmers to spend a fortune building bridges over fens to

nowhere, that conservationists in search of newts and

waterbells paralyse farmers from doing their work and 

that when something goes wrong (gates left open etc ...) that 

the farmer is always blamed

A4.3.2 Overall impressions of RoW

‘We are managing them better’ managing them on behalf of

CCC. But CCC gets hundreds of thousands of £ for

maintenance which isn’t passed on to the farmers who are

doing the work. Some receive money from parish funds for

maintaining heavily used RoW within the parish. The routes,

which are not used, should be moved, rerouted. Would like to

move them to where people would use them more. Cottenham

Parish council has 12 miles of footpath, which was unusable for

many years because of nettles and drainage. A group of

volunteers in the village were funded by CCC to clear the path -

CCC gave the money directly to the parish council but now the

money goes directly to that group of volunteers. It is brilliant

and the issue of the state of the footpaths has not been raised at

parish council meetings since the group took over maintenance.

It is a good example of how paths could be maintained. Main

concerns for farmers are around litigation between owners and

users. We are asked not cut around ditches to protect habitat of

water voles but then if people fall in ditches we are to blame. Is

there any way owners can opt out of responsibility for users of

RoW on their land? 

Our insurance premiums are rising astronomically and claims

against us are rising. People make frivolous clams for what was

their own fault. Insurance companies pay out because they

want to close the file and this impacts on all our premiums.

This needs to be tackled nationally under the RoW scheme.

People should carry their own public liability insurance if they

are out in the countryside. I was told by CCC officer that public

liability indemnity was held by the county council - is that the

case? But in Peak District this year someone left a gate open

and the farmer was prosecuted. The problem is that we can

own land in this country but we can’t use it how we like - we

need planning permission. If the state wants people to wander

all over the land then the state should pick up responsibility not

the luckless owner. The problem with free access is that we

want to encourage people to enjoy the countryside if they are

not doing any harm - in some cases walkers can help to prevent

vandalism, arson etc. Farmers are now more responsible in the

management of RoW than in the past 30 years. Most farmers

respect the RoW but do the public treat them with respect? 

Other users take for granted that landowners will deliver

everything but it costs us a lot of money. My vandalism

problems disappeared by making permissive paths and now we

can go after the motorbikes and cars by using highway

legislation. So the fact that we have made them into RoW has

actually solved a lot of our problems. Most walkers are very

nice and I enjoy them being there. Most problems arise from

people who shouldn’t be there in the first place. 

A4.3.3 Knowledge of the Public RoW

Problem is that many farmers don’t register RoW on their land-

the statutory declaration under the 83 act. Very few people do it

but if they did it would protect their rights. Some farmers think

that if they don’t sign up for RoW now in a few years time they

will be paid by Defra for it - why give it away now when you

could earn from it in a few years? Well you can terminate the

existing agreement with 3 months notice so it’s not really a

problem. Dogs are increasingly becoming a problem because

owners let them off the leads. I have a permissive track and

find that people are driving down it to let their dog off at the

end of it. Problem is that there is no law which obliges people

to keep dogs on leads - just says under control. In the Peak

District there are signs about keeping dogs on leads

everywhere. Dogs should be on a lead, on a path - not just

‘under control’. 

Why do we keep opening up the countryside more when we

can’t control the parts that are already open? If we don’t offer 

it the government will take it - better to do it on our own terms.

A major problem is that of security of premises and farm

environments.. A bridleway runs through my farm, which

people use as a byway - that is a real problem people with cars

and motorbikes using bridle ways. Where bridleways leave

roads we should put up bollards to prevent drivers. We need to

look at the illegal use of bridleways and need to see how they

can be gated. Problem is that motorbikes can still get in if

horses can. We are working out a plan with the district council

to make a circular route - but if just one rambler objects then the

whole thing falls apart and has to go to appeal. That is not

democratic - we need to make laws to benefit the majority. If

the villagers want something how can a rambler who doesn’t

live in the same county scupper it? Also the CCC picks up the

tab for user appeals but the landowners have to cover all our

legal costs. 

The Commons and Open Space Society are more problematic

that the ramblers. They search the internet looking for plans to

object to - if they see anything that threatens any RoW they 

will put in an objection - whether or not it makes sense, is

supported by villagers ... We need a simplified planning

division with more power to the council to make decisions. The

whole system is out of date. Villagers should have more say

about diversions - in my village the locals all supported a

diversion but the ramblers objected and put a spanner in the

works. That’s why the Cottenham group works so well because

it is made up of interested villagers. Another problem is that of

cyclists using footpaths. CCC don’t like bikes on footpaths but

kids especially need somewhere safe to cycle. 

The majority of cyclists seem to have no knowledge about their

responsibilities. When notices are put up they are usually torn

down or defaced. CCC are not good at replacing notices. Would

be really useful if CC or other authority issued guidelines

explaining why landowners do and ask for certain things. For

example in our parish people complain that they don’t see the

wildlife but that is because of the dogs running all the place -

they are a menace to birds and small wildlife. 

In our area there are magpie traps because they destroy the

nests of other birds. But walkers release them not knowing they

are putting other wildlife in danger. We should have meetings

between us the and RA etc.. to explain that the countryside is

managed so that they can enjoy it and what that management



means and entails. We are putting 6m grass strips around our

fields for wildlife but then people walk, cycle etc.. down them.

Problem is how to enforce good behaviour on RoW. We are

starting to address this through a school -farm link. We lecture

the kids who visit about respecting the countryside and wildlife

- they won’t change unless we teach them as youngsters. 

A4.3.4 Satisfaction with the RoW network

Most of the network is over 100 years old. 

All of us want to abolish cross field routes but opposition from

the ramblers etc.. make it very difficult to come up with

workable alternatives village to village. (100% of those present

wanted to abolish x field RoW). We were lucky we changed

ours in the 1970’s but the ramblers won’t give an inch - they

refuse to take a pragmatic view. In one case a development of

new houses was moved because of an old RoW. That’s why we

go down the permissive route because it can blight future

planning permission if we do down the statutory route. 

A4.3.5 Security

Should be easy to move RoW that go through farmyards. There

are clear health and safety implications for having members of

the public wandering around working farmyards. Public

footpaths threaten property security - we need them to be

moved away from our houses. 

There are basically 3 types of users: 

• the dog poo brigade - local villagers who keep to small area

around villages to walk their dogs

• the socks and boots brigade - serious walkers with maps

• the others who we don’t want who cause a nuisance, don’t

stick to paths and are potentially dangerous. 

The number of people walking at weekends has risen

astronomically. Problem of night joggers and night shooting

(although in theory they are not allowed to shoot within 20

yards of a footpath). We have a footpath going through our

farmyard and so far have lost more than £4,000 worth of

movable tools. Those of us with farms on the edge of towns

have more problems. If you are next to a council block you are

farming under completely different rules - we need support.

The CCC have sympathy for our predicament I think that CC

and landowners are in a similar position - both are frustrated

trying to provide a  RoW network that is useable in the modern

age. That’s it, it needs to be modernised. We need cycleways

within 20 miles of big towns - they don’t exist at the moment

and farmers will have to make a big sacrifice. People are

prepared to cycle a long way to work these days if they can. As

landowners we will be asked to provide cycle paths and we

should be paid for it. 

Problem is that these paths will be used by motorbikes - there

are kids around 15-16 who already have motorbikes and their

parents encourage them to ride off road on our paths. In the

past I have caught them and called the police but I got a death

threat from one of the parents. I think that RoW wherever they

are, should have a purpose. One farm has 3 paths starting and

ending at the same point in one field - what is the point of that?

Now paths can’t cross the A14 - are we supposed to build

footbridges over the A14? There is one over the M11 at

Grantchester - cost a fortune just to save walkers a quarter of a

mile. On the A14 in Northamptonshire there are footpaths

across the road - it is incredibly dangerous. 

A4.3.6 Signs

Waymarks should be higher so you can see them from one to

the next. I think waymarks are a waste of time - no one knows

what the different colours mean. People try to take them home.

They should say if they are a bridleway or a permissive route

and what that means. Cambs has much worse signage than

other counties. Structures like kissing gates where there are

cattle - the wooden ones were chopped down for barbecues -

now have metal ones but even they get nicked. Fly tipping is a

big problem down byways. 

A4.3.7 All weather use of RoW 

CCC is supposed to be responsible for the surface of the paths

but we look after ours, otherwise they become impassable. We

have grassed ours over and just keep it mowed. CCC very bad

at looking after bridleways - I would rather be paid to do it

because I have the machinery. Now I get paid for cutting the

grass on my grassed paths. Bridleways are different because

people will use them when it is too muddy and they ruin them.

We can close our permissive paths seasonally. Or if we were

spraying potatoes with acid we would close the path. We have

just reorganised all our permissive horse riding routes so that

they don’t come into conflict with walkers using the same

paths. In Bedfordshire they close byways during winter and

usually keep them closed if wet weather continues. They are

closed with a steel fence to which the farmer has a key if he

needs access. Seasonal controls for motorised vehicles are a

good idea as it is very costly to reinstate land that has been cut

up by vehicles. 

A4.3.8 What about seasonal controls on

agricultural machines/vehicles? 

We don’t use tractors on bridleways and byways in the winter -

that is just common sense as we don’t want to cut them up. It is

in our interest to keep them in good condition as we need

access during the harvest. 4x4 cause most damage to the

byways. 

A4.3.9 Working in partnership

Land owners want to be able to use their roads safely without

damaging crops or machinery. So it is in our own self interest

that we maintain our roads. I cut the footpaths on my farm

because I enjoy walking and because I don’t want thistles in the

crops - but mainly it’s a community thing - I like locals coming

for pleasant walks on my land. We do it because when it wasn’t

done in the past, people would just walk or ride in the

tramlines of the fields. Now we get paid to do it, which is good.

It’s not a lot of money but it is relatively easy for us to do. I

didn’t want to have a local reputation of blocking RoW so I

work to keep my footpaths clear. Also if I maintain it, then

people will walk and that does keep the vegetation down to a

certain extent. 

You must realise that those of us here are the converted. Many

farmers are not interested in RoW - you are getting a warped

view. The farming community is feeling embattled and this is

reflected in their attitudes towards the public and RoW. There

are difficult awkward farmers, just as there are difficult

awkward walkers and other users. We are very clear about our

legal responsibilities. Most of the grey areas occur for farmers

who basically don’t want public access on their land. I have not

had any problems dealing with the highway section of CCC.
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Around trees and planning permission - relations with CCC can

be more difficult. Problem is that the CC runs out of money

before it can efficiently do the job and pay for what has been

done. We are doing much more work than we are paid for and

this should be recognised. There are budget cuts at CC every

year - don’t see how the RoW improvement plan will be

funded. A14 and schools are the council’s priority - we will end

up picking up the bill. The cost for developers will rise

massively. There are questions about RoW and access in section

106 of the development bill. No land will go for development

because of the development land tax - if you sign it they will

build a bypass. 

National government says that the public should have freedom

to roam, more footpaths, more cycle paths. They expect farmers

to do the work for free. Those farmers who pull down the

shutters don’t feel as though they are working in partnership

but as being told they have to open up more land to the public.

It would be nice to open up from place to place so people can

cycle, ride and use the countryside. But this requires a lot of

money for those new links to be made. Sustrans got money

from the lottery - will the RoW. We are currently entering

agreements to offer a route, service it and make it permissive -

seems like the best way to go. 

A4.3.10 Accessibility for people with

disabilities

You can’t provide accessible RoW because there is not enough

money. Cross-country mobility machines cost around £7k - if

they have a motor they need a licence. Short of metalling the

RoW then access for disabled people is going to be very

difficult. Some paths have grids that wheelchairs and

pushchairs can cross - money came from CLA. It’s laudable but

it’s not really achievable to a broad extent. Disabled access is

bankrupting some churches and schools. It’s basically a route

down which we don’t want to be looking because of the cost

benefit ratio. We would rather spend £ to benefit more people

rather than a very small number. Maybe if we could develop a

market in access to the countryside - if we are not growing

crops maybe this could be a way to bring in an income? Land

managers need a budget to maintain and provide

environmental access. Back to the old argument - you own the

land but the state tells you what you can and can’t do with it.

The countrymen are overrun and ignored. 

A4.3.11 What would you like to see done

differently in the management of the RoW?

Want to see a revision of all the national footpaths - taking in

local people’s views and have a common sense not a historic

approach. Planners need to show more common sense and

understanding. Could there be trading of RoW like there was

trading for water? Would need to establish a value for RoW to

make that worthwhile. We need a complete overhaul of the

RoW. Objective of the improvement plan is to bring the RoW

up to date and meet the needs of the various users. But problem

is that this can’t be achieved because the law says once a

highway always a highway so we are totally hamstrung by

dead end paths and paths that no one uses. Without goodwill

from users we end up with more and more paths but we would

like to end up with better paths rather than just more - quality

not quantity. 

End of discussion 















• South Cambridgeshire District Council Conservation
Service Operational Plan 2004

A6.5 Other

• Primary Care Trust Agenda
NHS Responsible for implementation of government

policies/strategies in Cambridgeshire’s health service

• Sustrans Projects
Sustrans / County / Districts Development of the National

Cycleway Network. New routes planned along existing

paths and gives opportunities for new paths.

A6.6 Previous Strategies 

• Cambridgeshire Milestones Statement of Intent (1994)

• Environment 2000
A strategy for action (Cambridgeshire, undated)

• Countryside Recreation
Preliminary Guidance on Strategy Preparation (Atkins for

Countryside Agency 2000)

• Use of the (Cambs) Countryside (Highwood Research 1994)

• Cambridgeshire Rural Strategy (1988)

• Cambridgeshire Rural Strategy (revised 1992)

• A Study of Countryside Recreation & People with
Disabilities in Cambridgeshire (Fieldfare Trust, undated)
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Appendix 7 - Integration of
ROWIPs and LTPs
Extract from the ‘Full Guidance on Local Transport Plans,

Second Edition, Section 5, Local Transport Plan Practicalities’,

published 8 December 2004. The full guidance is available at

http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_localtrans/docum

ents/page/dft_localtrans_504005.hcsp

1. Over the course of the second LTP period, Rights of Way

Improvement planning will be progressively incorporated

into local transport planning. This provides authorities with

a new opportunity to ensure local transport planning is

making the most effective use of the rights of way network,

in both urban and rural areas - particularly in delivering

better networks for walkers and cyclists.

2. The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 introduced a

duty for all local highway authorities to prepare a Rights of

Way Improvement Plan (ROWIP). ROWIPs will:

• provide an assessment of the need to which rights of way

meet the present and future needs of the public

• provide an assessment of the opportunities provided by local

rights of way for exercise and recreation 

• and provide an assessment of the accessibility of local rights

of way to all members of the community, including those

with visual impairment or mobility problems.

3. The aim of integrating these two plans is to:

• clearly establish the shared aims and establish a definite link

between ROWIPs and LTPs;

• ensure that, as public highways, rights of way are embraced

by the LTP process and recognised in LTPs as a key

ingredient in the development of an integrated transport

network that provides choice in a variety of transport

modes;

• recognise the invaluable role rights of way can play in

assisting LTPs to achieve the shared priority and wider

quality of life objectives;

• strengthen and facilitate the long term sustainability of

rights of way

• in the longer term, reduce the quantity of plans produced by

an authority  

4. The Government recognises that it would be unrealistic to

expect authorities to fully integrate the two plans by March

2006, particularly as the first ROWIPs do not have to be

completed until November 2007. Full integration will

therefore take place from 2010 onwards, building on the

development of full ROWIPs. In the meantime, as a first step

towards integration authorities are required to submit a

short progress report on their ROWIP with their provisional

LTP in 2005. This should:

• identify the stage that the authority has reached in preparing

their ROWIP;

• include a high level statement of policy and objectives for

improving the rights of way network;

• identify any rights of way improvements or proposals that

link to the delivery of transport objectives and shared

priorities for transport, which include - accessibility,

congestion, air quality, road safety and other quality of life

issues.

5. Authorities are encouraged to incorporate prioritised rights

of way improvements that would help to meet LTP

objectives into their provisional (July 2005) LTP

implementation programme, to identify the funding source

(LTP capital funds or an alternative) and to report on the

delivery of those improvements in subsequent Annual

Progress Reports. The Government will consider these

progress reports and consider whether to ask for further

material in final LTPs in March 2006. Where Rights of Way

Improvement Plans are not sufficiently advanced to enable

priorities to be identified and incorporated into the

provisional LTP in 2005, authorities should seek to include

them in the final LTP or in subsequent Annual Progress

Reports. Authorities may then wish to re-prioritise their LTP

delivery programmes to deliver identified improvement

schemes on the rights of way network. 

6. Not all planned improvements to the rights of way network

will be relevant to transport priorities. A full ROWIP will

therefore still need to complete by November 2007. Further

guidance on the integration of the two plans will be issued

in due course. 





A428 Black Cat to Caxton Gibbet improvements
Applicant’s comments on the Joint Authorities’ Brief Feasibility Study for a
new NMU link between St Neots and Cambourne

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010044
Application Document Ref: TR010044/EXAM/9.96

Appendix B – Cambourne West Development Planning
Application Improvements






