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TES Ramblers Response to T&W Council Consultation  
regarding DMMO Policy and Guidance Changes 

 
Shropshire and TES Ramblers support the expressed desire for a clear policy on how to deal 
with the historic backlog of DMMO’s as well as how to better manage them in the future. 
The subsequent paragraphs are cross referenced with original document. 

 
2. Background 
2.3 We have a backlog of DMMO’s that go back over 20 years. It is not clear from this new 
policy how the Authority intends to deal with over 125 DMMO’s currently awaiting 
determination.  
 
2.6 There is a typo in para 2.6. Should not ‘undertake’ be ‘undertook’? 
 
 
3. The Policy 
3.3 It is sometimes very difficult to find out who owns land or a series of parcels of land over 
which an unrecorded right of way may pass. This statement is very daunting. Could it be re-
worded, so as not to immediately put off someone thinking about making an application? 
Perhaps by saying ‘It is preferable that the applicant…’. Mention should also be made here 
that the Council provides a standard form of Notice for this purpose. 

 
3.5 There is no mention anywhere of the 20 year time period that the accumulated witness 
statements should cover. If 7 witness statements are intended to cover 20 years of ‘use by 
right’ then this number seems low. The advice always used to be 15-20 witness statements. 
If an Application was to go to Public Inquiry, it might be thought by the Inspectorate that 7 
witness statements was a bit low. As there is no intention of creating ‘a rule of 7’ then this 
paragraph should make it clear that quality is more important than quantity and that 7 is a 
minimum.   
 
 
4. Register of DMMO applications 
4.1 This is the bare minimum legal requirement. It should be explicitly stated that the 
register will be available online and the Definitive Map should be annotated to aid all third 
parties with an interest in the application. It is disappointing that although mention was 
made at the LAF meeting that it would be desirable for the register to be similar to the 
Planning Portal, no mention is made here. There should be a statement as to timescales 
after the initial registering of the Application. 
 
4.2 and 4.3 Whilst para 4.2 states that the default priority is ‘date of receipt’, para 4.3 states 
DMMO’s will be assessed according to the list of criteria. There would be greater clarity if 
these two paragraphs were combined as it is not clear which paragraph prevails. 
 

• Are the priorities in para 4.3 in order of their importance? It is not clear how this list of 

priorities will be applied. Some definitions and examples would help. For example, what 

exactly is public benefit? Would public benefit include filling missing links in the 
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network, where, for example, paths stop at a County border? The creation of new routes 

and improvements that make the existing network more accessible should be prioritised 

so that communities that currently have very limited links to the open countryside may 

benefit. 

 

5. Consideration of the Evidence 
5.2 & 5.3 These paragraphs are virtually impossible for a layperson to understand. There are 
too many double negatives. They need to be re-drafted for the sake of clarity. We 
understand that they refer to Statutory Declarations made by landowners about rights of 
way on their land. It would be useful, if not essential, for those researching unrecorded 
rights of way to have access to a list of Statutory Declarations made by landowners.  
Staffordshire CC provide a list on their website, and we believe that this good practice could 
be followed by T&W Council. 
 
5.4 A protocol that clearly states who should be consulted and within what timescales, 
along with the expectation of what Parish and Town Councils are expected to do with the 
information is important. If this information was available via a Planning portal-type of 
platform then all the better.  
 
 
6. Determination of the Application 
6.3 Will the Council explain why an application has been refused? Will the applicant be 
given an opportunity to amend the application for re-assessment? If there is a standard 
template letter for the Planning Inspectorate, this could be made available on the T&W 
website. 
 
6.4 It is not clear if the file can be re-opened later. If fresh evidence is made available, can it 
be added to the existing closed file for re-application? 
 
 
7. Publication of DMMO 
No comment 
 
 
8. Public Inquiries 
Non-contentious DMMO applications will benefit as they will be dealt with more speedily. 
However, it can be very daunting for ordinary members of the public to make an application 
that is subsequently challenged. This lack of support would seem to be giving less power to 
ordinary members of the public in their quest to identify and record unrecorded rights of 
way. 
 
We understand that there are differing thresholds used when assessing an application for a 
DMMO. The threshold used to decide whether to publish an Order is different from that 
used later in the legal process. This change of policy has created much adverse comment. 
There have been questions of moral obligation as well as questions referencing the hard 
work put in by volunteers, who are, to some extent, doing the Council’s work for them (for 
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the general good of everyone), only to be told that the Council will not support this work 
should a DMMO go to PI. This policy plays into the hands of well financed legal teams at the 
expense of the ‘common man’ trying to change the Definitive Map for the ‘common good’. 
 
Our question is this: if the Council believes that an application is strong enough to go to 
Public Inquiry with a reasonable chance of success, should the Council then not take some 
responsibility for supporting this application? 
 
What examples of ‘exceptional circumstances’ are imagined? 
 
9. Guidance 
No comment. 

 

 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFTING OF A NEW DEFINITIVE MAP AND 
STATEMENT FOR TELFORD & WREKIN 

 

The TES Ramblers welcome the publication of the new Definitive Map and Statement for 

Telford & Wrekin and acknowledge the lengthy and difficult task that it has been. The Map 

is still called the Definative Map online and needs correcting. Some extra instruction on how 

to navigate and use the tools would also be welcome. Perhaps you could also re-order the 

Rights of Way in the legend, so that they follow the usual increasing status: FP, BW, RB, 

BOAT, public highway. 

 

1. THE MAPPING SYSTEM USED 
The redrafting of the Rights of Way onto a modern digital mapping system still presents 
problems for people who may wish to view it: 
 
1. The new DM does not use the OS 1:25,000 map as a base layer. The OS is the mapping 

system used in practice by voluntary bodies and the majority of walkers, riders and 
cyclists. It is also the mapping system used by both Shropshire and Staffordshire Councils 
on their interactive versions of the DM. Therefore, when comparing paths on the ground 
to identify problems such as obstructions and diversions, and to understand connectivity 
between adjacent Local Authorities, it is highly desirable to be able to use the same 
mapping system. 

 
2. The mapping system used only clearly distinguishes ‘A’ roads. All other roads and tracks 

appear to be in ‘white’. There is nothing to distinguish a ‘B’ road from a private farm 
track. This makes it impossible to tell how the rights of way network connects with the 
highways network, and where rights of access begin and end. The DM needs to use a 
base map layer that clearly identifies all other roads, tracks and other routes on the 
ground. Adopted and unadopted public highways should be clearly identified as public. 
This would achieve the stated aim to make access to rights of way easier. 
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3. The base map lacks contours and the other usual landscape features seen on OS maps. It 
is therefore harder to know exactly where any route goes, especially in the more rural 
areas where navigating relies of these features.  

 
4. The extensive network of cycleways which connect residential areas to and through 

places of work in nearby industrial estates and via them to the Town Centre and other 
places, which were part of the original town plan and development, and still exist on the 
ground, are not shown or given any status on the map. (e.g. The network from Sutton 
Hill, through Halesfield & Randlay to the Town Park and Town Centre). Many are falling 
into disuse as people forget about them, but they provide very useful routes for walkers, 
cyclists, equestrians and pedestrians. They should be identified on the map, given some 
proper status, then signed and waymarked on the ground. 

 

5. We understand that the Council acknowledges that there are errors and omissions on 
the new DM. Some of these are Major routes such as the Shropshire Way and T50 Trail. 
These anomalies should, as a matter of importance be listed for priority action. There 
are also many rights of way that alternate between routes of differing status over short 
distances and these too need to be resolved into a more logical consistent status.  

 

2.  MODIFICATIONS TO THE DEFINITIVE MAP 

1. Members of the public should be able to easily find out whether any particular RoW has 
a DMMO applied for. Most DMMO applications are unknown to other path users. 
Greater transparency will be achieved if, not only is there a register with outstanding 
DMMO applications, but that this information is easily visible on the DM itself. If the 
register was maintained in a similar fashion to the Planning Portal, then anyone would 
be able to add their comments at any time. 

 
2. The suggestion to republish the Definitive Map every two years was questioned at the 

LAF meeting. A solution that met with wider approval was to republish when an agreed 
number of new applications/identified errors had been reached, or every two years 
(whichever came first). This would mean that in the early years, republication is likely to 
be more frequent. Legislation requires that the Map is kept under ‘continuous review’ – 
every two years does seem to be stretching it a bit. 

 

3.  DEFINITIVE MAP MODIFICATION ORDER POLICY AND PROCESS 
There are over 125 outstanding DMMO applications. The Council says it intends to 
determine all these applications by Summer 2021. That is – they will make a decision on 
whether they intend to publish an Order based on the application. Does this mean that the 
Orders will actually be published within a similar timescale? Or is it just that the decision to 
publish has been made? 
 

1. A proposed rejection of an application based on the quality of the original application 
should be delayed until an invitation for further new evidence has been sent to the 
applicant. 

2. A decision not to publish should not be a permanent closure of the file in all 
circumstances and situations. 
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4.  CATEGORISATION OF RIGHTS OF WAY IN TERMS OF STRATEGIC 
AND LOCAL IMPORTANCE 
 

The Council says that the categorisation of PRoW will guide prioritisation of financial 
resources, legal processes affecting the network, and advice provided by the Council to third 
parties. 
We would ask the Council not to lose sight of the fact that public rights of way are more 
than a spreadsheet of information. Access to green open space is essential to maintain 
physical and mental health and wellbeing. Walking is the glue that binds communities 
together. It is on foot that one meets and greets one's neighbours. People walk, ride and 
cycle to socialise, for fun, for health and wellbeing as well as to get from A to B. 
 

• Will this categorisation process, in practice, change anything significantly for users of the 
network? 

• How will the Council ensure that landowners comply with their obligations?  

• It is stated that resources will be directed to areas of greatest benefit. HOW is this 
defined?  

• How will you ensure that rural areas will not be ignored because ‘greatest benefit’ will 
always go to areas of highest population? 

• Once the Council has audited the rights of way network you will have a far better idea of 
the overall picture across the borough. How will you then be addressing the 
longstanding issues of dilapidated furniture, obstructions caused by neglect, ploughing 
and cropping?   

• Will you take advantage of the categorisation procedure to also set out the priority 
attached to each category when it comes to maintenance and response to complaints? 
Staffordshire CC have classified routes as well as their priorities for maintenance and 
repairs: 

https://www.staffordshire.gov.uk/environment/RightsofWay/Documents/PRoW-Charter-
Coronavirus-amendment-Stay-Alert-stage-v2.pdf 
 

• How will you resolve the legacy of paths truncated by new roads built when the new 
town expanded? 

• No mention has been made of access for those people with limited mobility. A policy of 
recognising this is an important issue, and then addressing it, is needed. This could 
possibly be addressed through consultation with Parish and Town Councils.   

 

Major Routes 

• The definition of a Major Route should be expanded to also include routes that serve 

and link Local Nature Reserves, Country Parks, public parks and areas of open access.  

• The cycleway network that runs through and around many residential and industrial 

areas should be given proper status and also included as a Major Route.  

• Rights of way that are the only means of access to open countryside for large 

communities should also be included. For example, many areas in the north of the new 

https://www.staffordshire.gov.uk/environment/RightsofWay/Documents/PRoW-Charter-Coronavirus-amendment-Stay-Alert-stage-v2.pdf
https://www.staffordshire.gov.uk/environment/RightsofWay/Documents/PRoW-Charter-Coronavirus-amendment-Stay-Alert-stage-v2.pdf
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town in the Telford & Wrekin area have little or no access to large areas of countryside 

or even a decent sized area of green public open space, without the use of bus or car to 

get there. All existing routes in these sorts of areas should be considered of ‘Major’ 

importance. 

 

Minor Routes 

This category seems only to be concerned with the ‘linking of communities’. What about the 

linking of communities to green spaces (open countryside, nature reserves etc)? The 

importance of simply going for a walk into the countryside for mere pleasure seems to have 

been forgotten. The definition needs to be widened to include circular ‘dog walks’, routes 

used simply for pleasure, routes used to get away from a community and used to explore 

the countryside. 

 

Other  

Whilst we agree that there are indeed many routes that have no discernible strategic or 

obvious amenity value, the key to classifying these routes correctly will be ‘local 

knowledge’. Many a path looks pointless on a map but can still form an important part of a 

route for local people.  

 
Process for Categorising Rights of Way 
 
The process of categorisation has already begun with a desk top survey. A physical survey 
and recording of ‘assets’ such as stiles, kissing gates etc, as well as maintenance liabilities 
has still to be done. Ramblers can be involved with this and are willing to participate.  
 
• How are the results of the initial desk-top exercise being submitted to partners and 

stakeholders? 

• Will the Council prioritise the improvement of accessibility via the replacement of stiles 

on both Major and Minor routes? 

 
The Benefits of Delivering the Project 
 
The Council expects that categorising the rights of way network will help to develop and 

promote it across different areas of the Council’s responsibilities. 

• Is there a map of the ‘green network’ and key rights of way serving them? 

• Will the Council adopt a minimum walking distance policy for residents to be able to 

reach open space? This would help identify where routes should be safe-guarded and 

new provision provided if possible. For example, large communities such as Muxton, 

Donnington and Leegomery have few legal rights of way on their doorstep. These 

communities could be prioritised for targeting DMMO applications. 
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• There is no mention of timescales and targets. 

The Ramblers manifesto states that everyone, wherever they live and whatever their 
background, should have access to high-quality green routes within a short walk of their 
front door. In a new town, where new estates are being planned all the time, improvement 
of access to the countryside should be an important consideration in the planning process. 
Our local neighbourhoods should be designed for walking and for access to green spaces. 
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