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	ATTENDANCE

	Name:
	Name:

	Neil Barnes
Myra Chilman
Deborah Crowley

Phil Edwards
Mike Everitt
Richard Gething
John Hope
Arthur Lee
Roger Lowery
	Peter Newman
Colin Palmer
Derek Wareham
Mike Wilson
Brian Wilcox

Rob Hemblade (Herefordshire Council)
Will Steel (Amey Herefordshire)

Jill Addis (Amey Herefordshire)

	APOLOGIES

	David Boddington, Ben Nash and Jenny Williams

	Notes Prepared By:
	Jill Addis

	AGENDA SUMMARY

	1.0
	Apologies for absence

	
	Apologies for absence noted

	2.0
	Election of Chairman and Vice Chairman

	3.0
	Minutes

	
	To approve and sign the minutes of the meeting held on 20 October 2010

	4.0
	Matters arising/action points

	
	To discuss any matters arising from previous minutes

	5.0
	Forum Business

	
	Update from the Chairman

	
	PRoW Glossary

	
	Section 106 Agreements

	
	List of Streets Protocol

	
	ROWIP

	
	Effects of budget cuts

	
	Walking Festival

	7.0
	Rights of Way Manager’s Report

	
	Update regarding rights of way matters

	8.0
	Work Group Reports

	
	Update from working groups

	9.0
	Public Participation

	
	To receive questions from members of the public

	10.0
	Any other business

	
	Any business submitted to the Chairman prior to/or at the beginning of the meeting.  To be discussed time permitting at the discretion of the Chairman

	DISTRIBUTION

	HLAF Members, HLAF Paper Members, Rob Hemblade, Will Steel, Herefordshire Council website


	
AGENDA AND CHECK LIST
	ACTION

	

	326.
	apologies for absence
	

	
	Apologies were received from David Boddington, Ben Nash and Jenny Williams.  The Forum also received a resignation from Roger Bates.
	

	
	
	

	327.
	ELECTION OF CHAIRMAN AND VICE CHAIRMAN
	

	
	RG was nominated for Chairman by DW, and seconded by PE.  All voted in favour of re-electing RG.  RG said that he would not be seeking re-election after 2011.

NB was nominated for Vice Chairman by RG, and seconded by PN.  All voted in favour of re-electing NB.

RG pointed out that the elections should have taken place in October however it was felt that they were better placed in January to enable new members to make a more informed decision.  All agreed with this decision.
	

	
	
	

	328.
	MINUTES
	

	
	The minutes were agreed to be accurate, and were signed as a true record of the meeting of 20 October 2010.
	

	
	
	

	329.
	MATTERS ARISING
	

	
	255 WS had contacted the Wildlife Trust, but they were reluctant to put in a gate due to issues surrounding its location and access.  I.e. it is on a fast moving road, and may encourage people to block the existing field gate by parking in front of it. The Trust also asked if there was any demand for the gate.  There had been no demand outside the LAF.  
RL read an extract of a letter from Neville Hart to David Boddington.  It said that the Trust had received no formal request from PRoW for the gate, and that a formal application should be made.  WS said that he was happy to pursue this if that is what everyone wanted.  AL said that he did wish to pursue.  He also mentioned a blocked bridle gate at OS 541404, and a suspected blocked gate at OS 528418.

MW said that there was a second field gate almost opposite the bridle gate, which was away from the dangerous bend.  He added that although there was access land to the south, the rest had a closure order for part of the year.  It would be difficult to enforce the closure if a gate was installed.

RG asked if the second gate would be the one to go for in terms of access.  AL agreed that it would.

RL asked if the Trust had put up a notice advising of the restriction, and if not, why not?  MW replied that there was no sign, and the Trust did not want to advertise access.

It was agreed that a letter would be sent to the Trust.  This would be put together by MW and signed off by RG.

RL asked if there had to be access to Access Land.  RH replied that the council had powers to open it if there was a demand, but there was no duty to act, and there was no duty on the landowner to act.

PE asked if there was safe access for one vehicle to drop someone off.  RH said that 
	MW

	
	he would run it by the Highways Network Manager.
MW added that there wasn’t a suitable drop off point.

RG said that this inherent danger should be noted in the letter.

MW said that action was progressing in terms of an interpretation sign for access on the Upper Lugg.  He had obtained a notice board, and Amey had agreed to supply labour.  RG asked who would be funding this.  MW said that the cost would be shared.  RH added that the costs were fairly minimal.

309 The Walking Festival is going ahead in spite of earlier fears.

The current budget allocation for the P3 Scheme and the Lengthsman Scheme would not be reduced for 2011/12.

CP asked if there would be an additional cost if new parishes wanted to join the P3 Scheme.  WS said that there were some ‘dormant’ parishes in the scheme, which may give others a chance – it was too early to say yet.

Brian Wilcox said that the budget fixing meeting for 2011/12 would take place on 4 February, and nothing was definite until then, but the P3 Scheme and Lengthsman Scheme should remain the same.

DW asked if any money not spent could be carried over into the next year.  WS replied that it could, but then the difference would be made up.

AL said that the Ramblers were carrying out a lot of work in Holme Lacy parish, which meant that more P3 money would be left.  He asked if this money could then be put towards the purchase of a bridge.  WS said that this could be discussed if an approach was made.

RG added that volunteers in Bridstow were replacing stiles with gates, in agreement with Amey.

321 The LTP consultation had finished and a response had been sent off emphasising the importance of RoW.
312 AL asked if the service standards were available.  RH said that they had not been signed off yet.  They were in place in draft, but it was a long process.  AL said that they were needed in order to monitor Amey and the contract to the council.

ME said that the ESC had set a date of 28 February for a follow up meeting.

321 An article had been put together by RG and NB, and sent to Herefordshire Matters, but this had not been published.  RH said that he had been in contact with John Burnett, and it would be carried over to the next issue.

RG confirmed that he had invited Jesse Norman to attend the July LAF meeting, suggesting dates of 22 or 29 July.  This would be incorporated into a site visit.  He is awaiting a response.
	RH
AL/WS
RH

	
	
	

	330.
	FORUM BUSINESS
	

	
	Update from the Chairman

This was largely covered earlier in the meeting.  The future of the English Access Forum was still in doubt as Natural England had no further money available to support them.  The Rights of Way Review Committee is in a similar position and is looking to the possibility of a subscription from members.  People were anxious for the RoWRC to continue, and funding was being sought elsewhere.  CP added that they were also
	

	
	having difficult in finding a Chair.
RG said that there was still co-ordination at a regional level through Jim Stabler.

PRoW Glossary

This was now on the website.  
Section 106 Agreements

AL wanted to know where the S106 money was for developments such as the Cattle Market and Holmer Road.  RH said that the service had to provide evidence of the current and future demand for access land.  E.g. access to a sports pitch was set at a certain number of metres square.  A housing development would then reduce this.  The S106 money went towards balancing this out.  In urban areas the money tended to go to the ‘green’ aspect. I.e. parks.  In rural areas a RoW may be put in.  There had been one success so far - £116 from a development in Eaton Bishop.  Evidence used here had come from the ROWIP.

The Cattle Market is a business development, so there is no S106 money specifically for open spaces.

The S106 money from the Holmer Road development went to Aylestone Park, a sports pitch at Halo, and the skate park.

AL asked if the Crest development money was spent on local public rights of way.  RH said that he didn’t think so, but he would check.

PE said that it was a good idea to have ideas ahead of any potential development.  The demands of the community should be waiting at county level.  It had worked in Belmont were a developer had starting putting in a footway and cycleway around the Belmont Pools.  MW added that Parish Plans were a good way of putting ideas forward.

WS said that the RoW team comment on all planning applications affecting current RoW, and also look for improvements.

PE added that it was a good idea to know your local Ward Member.

RG said that the Decentralisation and Localism Bill was out, and it was looking to reform the community infrastructure levy.

ROWIP

RH said that the plan expires this year.  It will be reviewed and revised.  Any successes and what has been delivered will be reviewed.  PE asked how comment would be invited from people outside the LAF.  RH replied that this was originally done, but was not envisaging doing this again.  PE said that it should not be insular.  NB replied that the article in Herefordshire Matters should take the issue to a wider audience.

AL said that the new ROWIP should not be a wish list.  It needed to be achievable using local people.  ME added that it should be sent to the usual organisations for comment.

Peter McKay raised a query regarding Parish Plans.  He said that parishes require guidance regarding anomalies.  RH said that the Parish Plans were initiated by the parish council.  The parish should decide what they want to do, and form a group to initiate action.  The community needed to drive it forward.  

RG added that the PFO should be brought into the loop as they should already know about the anomalies.  RH said if the parish did not feel that something was important, it
	RH

	
	should not be put into the plan.
Effects of budget cuts

This was covered earlier in the meeting.

Walking Festival

AL said that the festival was going ahead and suggested that the LAF put a walk together for it.  He had three suggestions:  Lugg Meadow and Aylestone Park, Westhope Common from Dinmore, and the Bromyard Downs.

RG asked if the group would be expected to lead the walk.  AL said yes.  It was agreed that AL would lead a walk.  ME and DC volunteered to be back markers.

WS said that they should check the distribution of the walks and aim to slot in in an area where few walks had been arranged.  AL agreed to look into this.

Forestry sell off

RH produced a consultation document called ‘The Future of the Public Forest Estate in England’.  This looked at several different models according to the type of forest.  Section 16 only protected pedestrian access which means that cycling and riding rights could be lost.

RH proposed a response to this, and would circulate the link to the document.  The LAF should provide responses to RH by 21 April.

AL asked if all land would be sold off. RH replied that some would be leased to local communities.

PE asked where the sites were in Herefordshire.  RH said he didn’t know off the top of his head.  WS added that they were fairly substantial.

RG proposed that the Legislative Working Group meet to discuss the issue and pass comments to JA by 25 March.
	AL/DC/ME
AL

ALL

RG

	
	
	

	331.
	RIGHT OF WAY MANAGER’S REPORT
	

	
	WS presented his report.  Copies of this will be available on the website.  

PE expressed his thanks for the good progress being made by the RoW team.

AL pointed out that there were 23 temporary closures on the council website and asked whether the Enforcement Officer would be taking action against the council for not carrying out its duties.

BW said that there was a meeting for Councillors at Amey on Monday.  He hoped that the positive comments would be repeated there.

RG added that in a previous LAF report concerns about the transfer to Amey had been mentioned.  These concerns had not been realised, and he congratulated Amey on the work that had been done.

BW said that he was please to hear that, adding that the council still retained ultimate responsibility.

AL said that the lack of maintenance on bridges over the last 20 years was why they were all failing at the same time.  He said that grant funding needed to be found for carrying out these statutory duties.

PE wondered if Parish Councils may consider helping out – taking community
	

	
	ownership.

RG said that it was difficult for the LAF to get directly involved, but it could highlight possible grants, and advise Parish Councils.

PE added that if a basic footbridge was needed, it might be worth contacting the Parish Council to ask if they would be willing to help meet some of the cost.

RG said that he and NB would discuss how to best progress this idea with RH and WS.

ME said that RoW bridges were not mentioned in LTP3, but road bridges were.  He asked if money could not come from here.  RH replied that Transportation did pay for large bridges.

ME agreed that in general things are improving, but added that a DMMO can still take 15 years.
	RG/NB/RH/WS

	
	
	

	332.
	WORK GROUP REPORTS
	

	
	The RDG met before the main meeting to discuss the proposed work programme.  CP and RH had annotated PM’s document, and the group had highlighted four key areas.

· ROWIP – looking at progress

· Unclassified roads – how to get them legally recognised.  WS had a draft protocol.

· Anomalies – volunteers need to be identified to look into these in more detail and come up with recommendations.

· Maintenance – long term obstructions.

All agreed with these priorities.

CP added that this was his last meeting as Chair of the RDG, and RG expressed thanks to him for his work in that role.

WS produced the draft protocol saying that due to the lengthy DMMO process people had looked to adding instead to the List of Streets which would only shift the problem.  The protocol looks to mirror the DMMO process, and cases will be similarly prioritised and dealt with as appropriate using the same staff.  He asked that members look through the protocol and let him have any comments.  The aim was to have the finalised procedure in place by April.  Comments therefore need to be returned by 25 February.

The new composition of the working groups is as follows:

RDG

Roger Lowery, Mike Everitt, Derek Wareham, Colin Palmer, Arthur Lee and Peter Newman.  Peter McKay was co-opted onto the group.

Legislative

Neil Barnes, Richard Gething, Jenny Williams and Myra Chilman.  CP asked that he have some involvement with the Forestry Commission document.

ROWIP

Peter Newman, Richard Gething, Jenny Williams, Mike Wilson and Arthur Lee.  Peter McKay was co-opted onto the group.
	ALL

	
	
	

	333.
	PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
	

	
	PM asked that future meetings be advertised in the Hereford Times.
PM felt that the PRoW Glossary was incomplete and argued that it was not a LAF document.  RH replied that it had come from the Scrutiny Report, and was only intended to be an informative document. Peter McKay asked that the document be reviewed and a decision made as to whether it is an HLAF or HC document.
	

	
	
	

	334.
	ANY OTHER BUSINESS
	

	
	ME asked that the digitisation of the Definitive Map be raised at the next meeting.
	

	
	
	

	
	DATE OF NEXT MEETING

	
	Dates of future meetings were confirmed as:

13 April – venue tbc

22 or 29 July – venue tbc

26 October - Brockington 

Suggested venues for the July site visits were the Hereford Connect2 Greenway and the Wye Project.
Meeting ended at 9.10pm
	


Chairman:




Date:
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