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WEST LOTHIAN ACCESS FORUM

“An independent statutory body set up to advise West Lothian Council on access issues under The Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 and on Rights of Way”
DRAFT MINUTES OF EXTRAORDINARY MEETING OF 22 JULY 2008 

AT 5.30pm AT COUNTY BUILDINGS, LINLITHGOW

Present

 Members

Andy Gibbs


Chair

Tom Inglis


Scottish Wildlife Trust

John O'Keefe


SNH

Jamie Smart


NFU Scotland

Hazel Hay


West Lothian Tourism Forum

Morag Cadzow

Scottish Rural Property Business Association

Annie Taylor


British Horse Society / West Lothian Bridleways Association

Richard Toleman

Cyclists Touring Club

John Davidson


Scottish Rights of Way and Access Society

Moira Currie


Disability West Lothian

Val Milne


British Horse Society

In attendance

David Oldham


WLC Access Officer

Craig McCorriston

WLC

Robert Garner


SNH

Mary Konik


WLC Countryside Ranger Service

Cheryl Duncan

WLC Access Ranger

George Thomson

WLC Lowport Centre

The chairman welcomed members and thanked them for attending this extraordinary meeting. He introduced Robert Garner and ascertained that there were no objections to two representatives from SNH, RG and John O’Keefe, putting forward their views.

He then explained that the meeting had been called to address the objections and comments to the current draft of the Core Paths Plan, subsequent to a meeting of himself, Chris Alcorn, David Oldham and representatives of SNH on Friday 18th July.

Since this was an extraordinary meeting with a great deal of business, reading and adoption of the minutes of the last Access Forum meeting were postponed until the next meeting.

J O’K summarized the meeting between the W. Lothian council and SNH, referring to their letter of 18th June and correspondence from the last Steering Group meeting. He stressed that SNH was commenting on all the CPPs and that they had found Friday’s meeting very positive.

Jamie Smart commented that he was unhappy with comparisons with CPPs from neighbouring councils since he felt that lack of information made such comparisons meaningless.

RG explained that SNH was unhappy with the timescale expressed in relation to Plan 3, specifically Page 57 5.2.2 and the date of 2030, since they felt that this gave the impression of sufficiency by 2030. The development of the CPP is an ongoing process that will be affected by growth of the community

AG proposed, and it was agreed by the forum, that Para. 5.2.2, and other paragraphs, might be reworded, and that a specific date is not included, without loss of validity.

RG stated that SNH felt that the reasons put forward by the council for limiting the CPP network were invalid. Legislation does not impose the cost of the maintenance of the paths on the council since the access authority has the power but not the duty to maintain paths.

SNH questions whether the CPP is sufficient to serve the whole of West Lothian. Most paths are around larger settlements with few extensions. Smaller communities often have only one path coming in, with no circular routes and are therefore not adequately served by the CPP.

The CPP for West Lothian proposed about half the mileage per head of population compared with those put forward from surrounding councils.

SNH suggest that the problem could be addressed by using existing paths, predominantly on council land, to extend the CPP and provide linkage, e.g. in Polkemmet, a circular route round Stoneyburn, a connection to the station through woodland from Addiewell. 

DO stated that Plan 1 was considered sufficient and deliverable by the council. Several paths already on the plan need more money spent on them to bring them up to standard than had been accounted for. The inclusion of a further 40 kms of path, as suggested in a list of paths that could be included, i.e. an increase of 20%, would significantly stretch funding which is, at present, somewhat fragile. Council will, however, be looking at existing paths over the next few months with a view to inclusion where funds are available.

DO felt that the public perception of the CPP from two rounds of consultation was that paths would be well maintained. Since many paths are not well maintained now, e.g. the path round Balbardie golf course which is very wet in places, there are costs involved in bringing the paths up to expectation with little money available for extension.

JO’K suggested that if most of the paths used for extension of the plan are on council land then council must be responsible for their upkeep anyway. Also extra cost might only extend to provision of a signpost.

AG stated that extension of the network through private land would not be possible and any paths considered for extension must be on council-owned land.

JS questioned whether, in the comparison with other networks, the ratio of path length to budget had been considered as opposed to path length per head of population. Decisions were made with regard to the budget available for access, which is not under the control of the forum. He felt that any extension of the paths which could not be maintained by the council would impose a cost on the landowner since the access users cannot be charged.

He agreed that the public perception of the plan is for well maintained paths and pointed out that farmers and landowners want to see this system work. The CPP can be seen as starting point which affordable and deliverable and on which more might be built as funds become available.

Craig McCorriston agreed that the council could look at inclusion of paths on council-owned land and suggested that funds available to country parks might be used to improve access. He also pointed out that there are several sited programmed for development, e.g. Ecclesmachan and Westfield, where public access must be secured.

Upon invitation by AG for comments from around the table:-

Richard Toleman pointed out that the council is being objective whilst SNH is being subjective or his concern that if we provide paths in some of the communities how do we defend not giving other communities more?

Tom Inglis pointed out that there were no paths planned over the Bathgate hills and suggested that this might be looked at in maybe ten years time. Meanwhile the roads are unusable for anything but motorised traffic. Perhaps the quiet roads project could be reassessed in time?

In user group objections, ramblers and walkers had suggested that the CPP should be considered alongside other rights of way. Pavements, disused railways, canals and even ginnels are all used by people getting from place to place. Could these be used to link in and make more sense of the CPP?

Also there are connections between paths east to west but very few connections north to south.

(CM and Cheryl Duncan left the meeting.) 

Annie Taylor commented that she would like to see more linkage on the map, but did not think that the delivery of more paths was an option. She asked if there had been an assessment of the cost implications of extra paths. 

There had not.

She also mentioned that it had emerged in conversation with the Forestry Commission that they were surprised that there had been no application had been made for access for CPs through any of their woodland.

Hazel Hay suggested that the forum needed more information on the proposed extras paths and the cost implications.

Morag Cadzow felt that the plan needed to be given a chance to evolve without too much commitment at this stage.

DO updated the forum the remaining objections and comments to the CPP.

There was only one user-group objection which suggested a path ending at the A71. It was not considered that this was a good idea but alternative routes might be considered.

AT pointed out that there are no pedestrian lights where the cycleway crosses the A71 at Kirknewton which could definitely be considered dangerous and it was suggested that  mention of this might be made to the highways department. If lights were to be put in it was suggested that they could be of the sort usable by the disabled and possibly by horse riders.

A number of objections required a site visit from members of the forum so that judgement could be made on how the council could be advised on the way forward.

AG suggested that a small sub-group of forum members, made up of access providers and access users, be delegated to visit sites of objections to work with DO to resolve issues. The same group could assess the suggested additional paths to extend the CPP. This was agreed by the forum.

JS agreed to be part of the group but pointed out that he may be compromised as to time.

MC offered to take his place should he be unavailable.

George Thomson agreed to be part of the group

AT also agreed to be part of the group.

Val Milne agreed to attend should AT be unavailable.

Moira Currie agreed to be part of the group where disability access was an issue.

The forum agreed that this group should visit and assess sites where there were problems and assess and comment on potential additional paths.

AG thanked everyone for attending and reminded the forum that the next scheduled meeting would be in October with a possible meeting of the steering group before then and after the sub-group could report back. 

The meeting ended a: 

