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To: The Hon Laurence Skelly, President of Tynwald,
and the Hon Council and Keys in Tynwald assembled

REPORT OF THE
SELECT COMMITTEE OF TYNWALD ON FOOTPATHS, BRIDLEWAYS
AND GREEN LANES (PETITION FOR REDRESS OF GRIEVANCE)
2021-22
I.

CONSOLIDATED LIST OF CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
There are several different types of path which can be accessed by the public in different
ways. While the owner is responsible in many cases for the path’s upkeep, the
Department of Infrastructure also has various responsibilities in respect of ensuring
access to highways and Public Rights of Way. These multiple rights and responsibilities
make for a confusing picture. We think there is a case for reviewing this area of law and
ensuring it is fit for purpose. (para 19)
Legislation to make landowners responsible for the repair of gates and stiles has not led
to better maintenance of the Public Rights of Way network. This legislation should be
reviewed. (para 29)
Adequate revenue funding is required to maintain public paths to an acceptable
standard. (para 37)
Recommendation 1
That Tynwald is of the opinion that there should be adequate investment in
maintaining the Public Rights of Way network and Government-owned public paths.
The Department of Infrastructure is responsible for the ongoing failure to maintain the
Public Rights of Way network to an adequate standard. (para 46)

1

The Department of Infrastructure has failed in its duty to maintain the Definitive Maps
and Statements. The Maps must be updated as a matter of urgency. (para 50)
Recommendation 2
That the Department of Infrastructure lay before Tynwald by April 2023 a report
detailing how it intends to address the backlog of changes that need to be made to the
Definitive Maps and Statements.
A separate agency for maintaining the Island’s public paths should not be established at
this stage. What is needed instead is a clear strategy, a proactive maintenance schedule,
and adequate funding. (para 65)
Recommendation 3
That the Council of Ministers should establish a working party to develop a viable and
fully costed strategy for proactively maintaining and developing the Island’s Public
Rights of Way and Government-owned public paths, working in conjunction with the
Departments of Infrastructure, Environment, Food and Agriculture, and Enterprise,
local authorities, the Countryside Access Group, and other stakeholders; and seek
Tynwald’s approval for the strategy by July 2023.
As part of the development of the strategy, the working party should consider:

II.



The funding required to maintain all Public Rights of Way and Governmentowned public paths to an adequate standard and how it should be allocated;



What would be required for the Department of Environment, Food and
Agriculture to take on responsibility for maintaining rural Public Rights of Way;



What would be required for local authorities to take on responsibility for
maintaining non-premier Public Rights of Way;



What would be required to keep the Definitive Maps and Statement up-to-date
and accurate; and



Whether the legislation in this area could be reformed to aid the more efficient
maintenance of paths.

THE COMMITTEE AND THE INVESTIGATION

The petition and remit of the Committee
1.

This Committee was established by Tynwald on 16th November 2021 to consider, consult
on and report on the petition of David Buttery presented at St John’s on 5 th July 2021.
The petition highlights issues with the maintenance of paths and calls for a single agency
to take responsibility for maintaining the Island’s Public Rights of Way (‘PROW’) network.

2

Evidence taken
2.

We issued a call for evidence on 30th November 2021, inviting views on the efficiency and
effectiveness of the current model for maintaining footpaths and other paths open to the
public; the legal position on ownership of and responsibility for maintaining footpaths
and other paths; and how the current model for maintaining footpaths and other pays
interacts with and supports Government policies on tourism, agriculture and
environment. Most of the responses we received are published with this Report; a few
responses have not been published at the request of the authors.

3.

We asked for written evidence from the Department of Infrastructure (DOI), Department
of Environment, Food and Agriculture (DEFA), the Manx Utilities Authority (MUA), and all
local authorities. The responses received are published with this Report.1

4.

We heard oral evidence from the following witnesses:


David Buttery, the petitioner, on 3rd February 2022;



Angela Byrne, Head of Visit Isle of Man, and Jade Foster, Business Development
Executive, Visit Isle of Man, on 7th February 2022;



Andrew Sidebottom, Interim Chief Executive; Andrew Lees, Director of
Agriculture and Lands; Jason Bolt, Head of Forestry, Amenity and Lands; and
Graeme Watson, Access and Recreation Officer, Department of Environment,
Food and Agriculture on 7th February 2022;



Jeffrey Robinson, Director of Highway Services; Alan Hardinge, Civil Maintenance
Manager; and Ffinlo Williams, Highways and Public Rights of Way Officer on 7th
February 2022;



Catriona Livingstone, owner of Manx Walks; David Leiserach, Footpaths Officer of
the Manx Footpaths Conservation Group; and Phil Braidwood of Hiking
Companions walking group, on 28th February 2022;



Phil Gawne, Clerk of Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners and former
Minister for Infrastructure on 28th February 2022.

Scope of this Report
5.

1

In this Report our focus is on countryside routes that are primarily used for leisure, rather
than urban footpaths or footways (i.e. pavements). The responses to our call for evidence
were overwhelmingly concerned with rural routes, footpaths in particular. These make
up the vast majority of the PROW network.

Appendices 1-8.
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6.

III.

Our focus is on the options available for improving the maintenance of the Public Rights
of Way network and Government-owned paths, rather than privately owned paths which
the landowner has decided to open to the public.

BACKGROUND: WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTAINING WHICH
PATHS?

Terminology
7.

‘Footpaths, bridleways and green lanes’ are terms used to refer to different types of
highways. A highway is any way over which the public has the right to pass and repass.
The particular type of highway determines the manner in which the public has the right
to pass over it, e.g. on foot, on horseback, on a bicycle, in a vehicle, or a combination of
methods.

8.

All highways fall into one of two categories: those which are maintainable at the public
expense (adopted) and those which are not (unadopted).

9.

Under the Highways Act 1986,2 the Department of Infrastructure is responsible for
maintaining the surface of every highway which is maintainable at the public expense.
These highways are set out in Section 3 of the Act. They include any footpath in existence
before or after the commencement of the Act; bridle-paths created by a public path order
or an order under section 91A; and any cycle track or cycle-path in existence before or
after the commencement of the Act.

10. The maintenance of unadopted highways is the responsibility of the landowner.
However, the Department of Infrastructure is responsible under Section 88(1) of the
Highways Act for ensuring that all highways that have been used by the public for 21
years or more remain open to the public.
11. Not every adopted footpath, bridle-path or cycle-path open to the public is necessarily a
public right of way. The PROW network is made up of 338 routes totalling 316km,
including well-known routes such as the Millennium Way, the Heritage Trail, the Raad ny
Foillan, and the Bayr Ny Skeddan. The routes were first put on a statutory footing as
Public Rights of Way via a lengthy process which began in 1933 with the enactment of
the Rights of Way Act and culminated in the publication of the Definitive Maps and
Statement in 1982.3 The process continues to this day.
12. ‘Green lane’ is not a legal term. It is used colloquially to refer to an unsurfaced track,
often with hedges, which might follow an ancient route. A path known as a ‘green lane’

2
3

See Annex for relevant extracts from the Act. The Act in full is available online at legislation.gov.im.
Appendix 3, pp. 23-24.
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could be a highway such as a footpath, bridle-path or carriageway, or it might not be
classed as any kind of highway.

Public Rights of Way
13. Under Section 3 of the Highways Act, the Department of Infrastructure is responsible for
maintaining the footpaths, cycle-paths and bridle-paths that make up the PROW
network.
14. Under Section 2 of the Highways Act, the DOI may delegate its responsibility for
maintaining highways, including PROWs, to a local authority. Currently one local
authority (Arbory and Rushen) has been given this responsibility.4
15. While the DOI is responsible for the surfaces of all PROWs, since 2016 private landowners
have been responsible for maintaining infrastructure such as gates and stiles under
Section 55C of the Highways Act. Local authorities also have the power under this section
to repair gates and stiles on privately owned land and claim repayment for doing so.
16. Under Sections 92-92C of the Highways Act, the DOI is also responsible for maintaining
and amending the Definitive Maps and Statement, which are the legal record of all
PROWs.

Paths on Government-owned land
17. There are many Government-owned paths open to the public, which are maintained by
the relevant Government body at public expense.5 They are generally not part of the
PROW network and may not even be classed as highways. They are however often
popular routes used by the public.
18. DEFA in particular is a major landowner, maintaining routes in glens, plantations/forests
and on the uplands. Under the Forestry Act, the public is entitled to go on uncultivated
mountain or moorland owned by DEFA.6

Permissive paths
19. ‘Permissive paths’ are those to which the landowner has agreed to grant the public
access, but the public does not have a legal right to use them. They are not maintainable
at the public expense. However, the DOI has agreed with some landowners to maintain
permissive paths so that the public can continue to use the path safely.7
There are several different types of path which can be accessed by the public in
different ways. While the owner is responsible in many cases for the path’s upkeep, the
4

Appendix 11.
Appendix 7, 8.
6
Appendix 7.
7
Appendix 1.
5
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Department of Infrastructure also has various responsibilities in respect of ensuring
access to highways and Public Rights of Way. These multiple rights and responsibilities
make for a confusing picture. We think there is a case for reviewing this area of law and
ensuring it is fit for purpose.

IV.

PATH MAINTENANCE: PROBLEMS AND CAUSES

The extent of the problem
20. When explaining what had led him to present the petition, Mr Buttery vividly described
to us the various maintenance issues he has encountered when using footpaths and other
public routes:
Overgrown paths where the vegetation needs cutting back. Deep ruts caused by
vehicles, but motorbikes mostly, and rainfall. […]
Broken stiles, blocked gates, broken stream crosses, broken boardwalks, unfenced
livestock – we had that going on where you end up in a field full of Highland cattle and
you do not know what is going to go on next. Deep mud – plenty of that goes over the
top your boots. Flooded paths – the old railway line going towards Kirk Michael, by the
Devil’s Elbow, is absolutely impassable. I think once I got through it, when we had not
had any rain for about six weeks. It is like the Somme.8
21. Many of the responses to our call for evidence echo these observations, as does the
evidence we heard from the panel of experienced footpath users on 28th February 2022.9
In particular, they said that they had noticed a marked decline in maintenance over the
last ten years or so.
22. Ms Foster of the Visit Agency told us that the main types of complaints they receive from
visitors regarding footpaths are to do with overgrowth and signposting.10
23. This anecdotal evidence accords with what we heard from representatives of the
Department of Infrastructure. Mr Robinson highlighted that maintenance standards had
been in decline since the budget for highways was cut in 2010,11 and admitted that the
Department was ‘failing in our own expectations’.12

8

Q13.
See also Appendices 20-23.
10
Q34.
11
Q91,
12
Q106.
9
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Too many cooks?
24. As was highlighted in his petition and oral evidence to us, Mr Buttery felt that the root
cause of the problem is that different agencies are responsible for the maintenance of
public paths, leading to a lack of ownership and consistency.13
25. As noted above, while the DOI has overall statutory responsibility for the PROW network,
in practice several bodies are involved in its maintenance. In addition, DEFA is responsible
for many other paths commonly used by the public, though they do not form part of the
PROW network. This can lead to situations such as in Groudle Glen. The glen is owned by
Onchan Commissioners, but some of the paths are maintained by DEFA and some are
maintained by the DOI.
26. We heard from both DEFA and DOI that they do try to collaborate where possible and
they are both involved in the newly established Countryside Access Group, a forum for
representatives of various users of the PROW network.14 However, DEFA also admitted
that they are not generally aware of the work that is being done on the PROW network,
as it falls outside their estate.15 While we recognise that this is a result of the fact that
the Departments are separate legal entities, with their own distinct statutory
responsibilities, we question whether this is most efficient way to undertake what is, in
practical terms, very similar types of work.
27. In 2016, the Highways Act was amended to make the landowner responsible for the
maintenance of gates and stiles (section 55C). It is unclear why this change was made.
The issue was not raised in the House of Keys or Legislative Council during Second
Reading or Clauses stage, and it was not considered by the Committee established by the
Legislative Council to examine the Highways (Amendment) Bill.16 What is clear is that it
has not led to improvements in the maintenance of the PROW network; instead,
standards appear to have fallen further.
28. Many Public Rights of Way pass over farmland. Mr Lees, the Director of Agriculture and
Lands, said to us that, while he has not personally received many complaints from
farmers about the issue, he suspects that the financial burden of maintaining
infrastructure on Public Rights of Way is a ‘huge worry’ for the agricultural sector, at a
time when costs are rising.17 The Manx National Farmers’ Union also drew our attention
to farmers’ concerns about their insurance liability where routes are not being
adequately maintained, and that farmers are unsure who to contact about issues.18
13

Q1.
Appendix 1.
15
Q70.
16
See Report of the Select Committee of the Legislative Council on the Highways (Amendment) Bill 2015 (PP
2016/0071).
17
Q69.
18
Appendix 19.
14
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29. Under section 55C of the Highways Act, local authorities also have the power to repair
gates and stiles on private land and are entitled to claim repayment for the repairs from
the landowner. From the responses we received, we are not convinced that all local
authorities are aware of these powers.19 However, we recognise that many of the local
authorities simply do not have the resources to monitor the state of Public Rights of Way
in their areas, and therefore we think that it is unreasonable to expect them to do so.
Legislation to make landowners responsible for the repair of gates and stiles has not
led to better maintenance of the Public Rights of Way network. This legislation should
be reviewed.

Funding
30. The 2021/2022 budget for maintaining the PROW network is £361,340. The budget
increased from £240,496 in 2017/18 to £341,523 in 2018/19 and has remained around
£350,000 since then.20
31. Just over half of the budget is spent on internal staff costs. Five staff in two teams
undertake maintenance between March and October each year.
32. The rest of the budget is for contracts or direct job costs. Since 2019, the Department has
used contractors to trim the Raad ny Foillan three times per year, at a cost of £67,710
funded from the annual maintenance budget.21 This leaves around £100,000 for the rest
of the network.
33. Mr Robinson emphasised to us that funding for highways in general has decreased
dramatically since the VAT crisis of 2009, from around £12 million revenue expenditure
each year to £1.5 million.22 While some of that has been compensated by increased
capital budget, this is not suited to, or intended for, funding routine maintenance work;
as Mr Robinson put it, ‘the time processes to spend it far exceed bushes growing’. 23
34. In oral evidence to us, Mr Williams estimated that an annual budget of around £710,000
would be sufficient to maintain the network to an adequate standard, and that another
£200,000 would be enough to improve the network. 24 There does not, however, appear
to have been any detailed work done on the funding required.

19

Appendices 10-18.
Appendix 2.
21
Appendix 1.
22
Q99.
23
Q99, also Q111.
24
Q148.
20
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35. When we asked why the Department had not bid for additional revenue funding for
footpath maintenance, Mr Robinson said that they had in the ‘recent-ish past’ but had
not been successful.25
36. DEFA’s funding for paths on their estate similarly comes from capital.26 There is no
dedicated budget for maintaining paths. The Department has used money from the
minor capital works budget to update infrastructure, and in the 2018/2019 budget the
Department received £1 million for enhancements to the National Glens. While we
commend the work that DEFA has done in this area, we would highlight that these paths
similarly require ongoing maintenance and therefore adequate funding.
37. Regarding the decisions to cut budgets in the wake of the VAT issue, Mr Gawne, speaking
as a former Minister, told us that:
All Ministers were fully aware of the implications of making these significant cuts. […] I
have sat as DAFF Minister and DEFA Minister and heard the DoI Minister saying, ‘We
can make this £2 million cut. We can introduce the shared services system whereby
maintenance is done by the DoI and cut a further £2 million or £3 million out of the
budget but you are going to see a much less significant service because you simply
cannot do all these things with half the money’.
So this has been clear. It has been clear all along. It has been clear to all Ministers who
have been Ministers since 2009 that this is the inevitable consequence of not putting
enough investment into looking after your infrastructure.27
Adequate revenue funding is required to maintain public paths to an acceptable
standard.
Recommendation 1
That Tynwald is of the opinion that there should be adequate investment in
maintaining the Public Rights of Way network and Government-owned public paths.

Operational issues
38. The limited funding available means that the work undertaken by the footpaths
maintenance teams is largely reactive. Apart from regular cutting back, which the teams
aim to do on every route at least once a year, there is no maintenance schedule as such.
Rather the work is done in response to complaints received and emergency events.28
39. As the footpath teams sit within the wider Highways Division, the staff may be deployed
for other highways work where necessary, for instance when there are weather events
25

Q111.
Appendix 7.
27
Q178.
28
Appendix 2.
26
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requiring urgent action.29 This understandably has an impact on the teams’ ability to
focus on maintaining paths.
40. Arbory and Rushen Commissioners have had delegated responsibility for maintaining
certain highways and Public Rights of Ways since 2018.30 However, as Mr Gawne
explained to us, there appears to have been some confusion about the delegation within
the DOI. In 2021 the DOI undertook maintenance work on around a quarter of the routes
that were supposed to be maintained by Arbory and Rushen, leading to a substantial
saving for the Commissioners.31 Mr Gawne understood this to be a result of changing
personnel who were not adequately informed, which points to a management failure.
41. Mr Robinson told us that he envisages using contractors in long-term partnership
agreements to maintain the network.32 However, he also told us that there is a lack of
management skills in DOI to manage contracts and external workers.33

Working with the third sector
42. The Department worked with the charity Beach Buddies from 2018 to 2021 via a
volunteer management contract.34 £25,000 was provided per year to fund a full-time coordinator to develop and manage a network of volunteers to undertake maintenance
work on the PROW network—known as Footpath Friends. The contract was awarded via
an FD8 waiver.
43. When we asked whether this venture had been successful, Mr Hardinge said that ‘it did
bridge a gap but nowhere near filled the gap that we need to’.35 Mr Robinson elaborated
that the skill sets of the volunteers were limited and not suited to the more structural
work that needed to be done.36

Strategy
44. The DOI published a PROW strategy in 2018.37 While the broad aims in it are supportable,
the Department has admitted that it represents a wishlist rather than a viable strategy,
and it is currently not meeting the targets in it.38 The strategy has not debated by or laid
before Tynwald.

29

Q116.
Appendix 11.
31
Appendix 11, Q176.
32
Q111.
33
Q111.
34
Appendix 6.
35
Q104.
36
Q105, also Q102.
37
Appendix 4.
38
Q106.
30
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Highways Maintenance Charter
45. In April 2022, during the course of this inquiry, the DOI published a Highways
Maintenance Charter, in line with a commitment in the Island Plan. 39 We were
disappointed to read that ‘there are currently no scheduled inspections of the Public
Rights of Way, Green Lanes or other footpaths’ (p.7) and that maintenance is limited to
three cuts per year for the Raad Ny Foillan and one cut per year for all other footpaths
(p.12). It could be said that this is a Charter to continue not to maintain footpaths.

The DOI must take responsibility
46. While it is true, then, that there are a number of different bodies involved in the
maintenance of the PROW network, we do not think that this is the main reason why
paths are not being maintained to an acceptable standard. Rather, it is the result of the
Department of Infrastructure’s failure over many years to manage the network
adequately. This is also evident from the Department’s failure to maintain the Definitive
Maps, discussed in the next section.
The Department of Infrastructure is responsible for the ongoing failure to maintain the
Public Rights of Way network to an adequate standard.

V.

MAINTAINING THE DEFINITIVE MAPS AND STATEMENT

47. Under Section 92 of the Highways Act, the DOI is responsible for the Definitive Maps and
Statement.40 The Maps depict the network of Public Rights of Way and the Statement
describes each route in writing. As they are ‘definitive’, Mr Robinson told us, the Maps
and Statement cannot be challenged in court — even if they do not reflect reality.41
48. Any proposed changes to the Maps and Statement — in other words any proposed
changes to a Public Right of Way — have to go out to public consultation for 28 days. An
Order must then be put before Tynwald for approval to change the Map and another
Order is needed to change the Definitive Statement.42
49. The Definitive Map in its current form is not accurate. The Department has identified that
over 200 Orders need to be approved by Tynwald to bring it up to date, for instance to
reflect natural changes that have happened to routes.43 For context, over the last ten
years, only ten PROW Orders have been approved by Tynwald.44 These often prove to be

39

Appendix 5.
Appendix 3. The Definitive Map can be accessed online via the ‘Island Infrastructure’ map on
https://www.gov.im/maps/.
41
Q120.
42
Appendix 2, Q118.
43
Appendix 1.
44
Appendix 2.
40
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controversial pieces of legislation; for instance, it took three attempts to change Public
Right of Way No. 320 at Meary Voar, Santon.45
50. Mr Robinson admitted to us that it only became clear during the inquiry of the Select
Committee of the Legislative Council on the Highways (Amendment) Bill 2015 that ‘no
work had been done on [updating the Definitive Map] for probably 30 years’.46 This does
not give us great confidence in the Department’s ability to carry out its statutory duties
in this area. This is a serious failure.
The Department of Infrastructure has failed in its duty to maintain the Definitive Maps
and Statements. The Maps must be updated as a matter of urgency.
Recommendation 2
That the Department of Infrastructure lay before Tynwald by April 2023 a report
detailing how it intends to address the backlog of changes that need to be made to the
Definitive Maps and Statements.

Creation of new PROWs
51. There have been only two new PROWs created in the last ten years. Instead, changes to
the Definitive Map tend to be where landowners wish to close or divert a PROW. 47
52. Mr Robinson told us that the Department has drafted instructions for legislation to make
it easier to create PROWs where the landowner is not willing, for instance to create
coastal footpaths to replace inland sections of the Raad ny Foillan or to extend the
Heritage Trail up to Ramsey.48 While we would like to see these footpaths extended in
principle, we are concerned by the idea of the Department taking on additional routes
when it is not able to maintain the current network to an adequate standard. We are also
concerned by the prospect of forcing unwilling landowners to be responsible for
maintaining gates and stiles on these routes.

VI.

SHOULD WE ESTABLISH A FOOTPATHS AGENCY?

53. In calling for a dedicated agency for footpaths with ring-fenced funding, the petitioner is
seeking a recognition of the importance of our public paths and a commitment to
directing adequate resources towards their maintenance. We think that this can be
achieved by means other than establishing a separate agency.

45

See Tynwald Debate, 22 Jun 2016, 1688 T133, available at:
https://www.tynwald.org.im/business/OPHansardIndex1416/6340.pdf; Tynwald Debate, 21 Feb 2017, 656
T134, available at: https://www.tynwald.org.im/business/OPHansardIndex1618/0450.pdf; Tynwald Debate, 18
Jul 2018, 1860-1869 T135, available at: https://www.tynwald.org.im/business/OPHansardIndex1618/2327.pdf.
46
Q125; cf. also Appendix 35.
47
Appendix 2.
48
Q130.
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Grey vs green paths: DEFA’s role
54. Several witnesses have suggested that one solution would be for DEFA to maintain
‘green’ or rural Public Rights of Way, building on their clear success in maintaining and
developing paths in glens, plantations, and on the uplands.49 Under this model DOI would
retain responsibility for maintaining ‘grey’ or urban Public Rights of Way.
55. Mr Robinson said that it would be difficult to disentangle the DOI’s responsibilities for
the PROW network from its overall responsibility for highways, citing the fact that the
Manx legislation is based on the UK legislation.50 However, in England the maintenance
of highways is undertaken by various different bodies: most Public Rights of Way and
local roads are delegated to County Councils acting as Highway Authorities, while the
government-owned company National Highways is responsible for motorways and major
A roads.
56. As noted above, the Manx legislation provides for responsibility to be delegated to local
authorities, but not any other bodies explicitly. New legislation may therefore be
required in order to allow the Department to delegate responsibility for maintenance for
‘green’ paths to another Department such as DEFA. This would be a matter for the
Attorney General’s Chambers to examine further. However, in principle, it should be
possible for the Department to maintain overall responsibility for the network without
having to undertake day-to-day maintenance.
57. Ms Livingstone succinctly described what we think could be a workable model:
There was a distinction made between grey and green, and I think it would be effective
to leave DoI as the holder of legislation to protect the public's right of access, maintain
the definitive map, make the highways safer for pedestrians by putting in pavements
and fixing the ones that are not fit and looking at linking trails and footpaths with new
pavements and turn all the footpaths that are not on highways over to DEFA to
maintain. So keep DoI, do not try to unravel that, but let DEFA do what they are good
at, which is working in the countryside and give them money for skilled manual workers;
get a team of people out there.51

Devolution to local authorities
58. Another option would be to explore further the viability of devolving responsibility for
maintenance to local authorities. This is already provided for in the Highways Act.
However, to date only one local authority, Arbory and Rushen, has been delegated

49

Q173
Q147.
51
Q173.
50
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responsibility for maintaining PROW in their area. Others have asked for permission but
have not been given it.52
59. When we asked Mr Gawne why he thought other local authorities may not have been
delegated responsibility for maintaining highways, he said that he felt, from his time as
Minister for Infrastructure, that the Director of Highways was not keen on devolution.53
However, in oral evidence to us, the Mr Robinson said that it was because there was no
money to support local authorities in doing so, which they are entitled to ask for under
the Act.54
60. As Mr Gawne explained to us, a benefit of devolving to local authorities would be that
maintenance could be paid for by rates, rather than through revenue funding from
income tax.55 It would also use local resources and knowledge to maintain local rights of
way, which could lead to better outcomes. However, it could also lead to inconsistent
standards across the network, which would be particularly noticeable on the premier
routes. As such, we think that this could only be a viable option for non-premier routes.
61. In order for local authorities to take on responsibility for maintaining footpaths, Mr
Gawne emphasised that there would need to be clarity in terms of the statutory
requirements and also suggested that there should be incentives, such as renegotiating
costs at the incinerator.56

Working with the third sector, volunteers, and Community Service groups
62. Despite the DOI’s lack of enthusiasm for the outcomes of the work they did with Beach
Buddies/Footpath Friends, we think that there is still potential for working with the third
sector and volunteers to help maintain the network. The Probation Service drew our
attention to the work that could be done by Community Service work groups, which
would in turn offer training opportunities for offenders.57 However, the Department
would need to manage the contracts and be prepared to provide training where
required–and of course adequate funding would also be required.

A pathway to success: Making a clear commitment to maintaining our public
paths
63. What the evidence has highlighted overall is a) a lack of joined-up thinking across
Government, b) a lack of political will, and, consequently, c) a lack of money dedicated to
maintaining paths. We think that one of the best ways to demonstrate political will is for
Tynwald to debate and vote on this issue. We therefore propose that a fully costed
52

Appendix 14.
Q178.
54
Q97.
55
Q179.
56
Q177.
57
Appendix 24.
53
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strategy for maintaining and developing Public Rights of Way and other Governmentowned public paths should be brought to Tynwald for approval.
64. We are not convinced that the Department of Infrastructure is best placed to take the
lead on developing a new strategy. While we are encouraged by the developments that
have taken place since the petition was presented and this Committee was established,
such as the long-overdue appointment of the Public Rights of Way Officer, we think that
this is too little, too late. We are very concerned by the Department’s poor track record
in this area, particularly with regard to the failure to keep the Definitive Maps up-to-date.
We are also mindful of the Department’s limited resources for PROW policy, which
should instead focus on updating the Definitive Maps.
65. We therefore propose that the Council of Ministers should establish a working party to
develop the strategy, involving stakeholders from across Government, including the DOI,
as well as other relevant parties. The working party should consider what is required in
terms of resources and legislative change to ensure the efficient maintenance of our
paths in the future, and report back to Tynwald with a strategy for doing so.
A separate agency for maintaining the Island’s public paths should not be established
at this stage. What is needed instead is a clear strategy, a proactive maintenance
schedule, and adequate funding.
Recommendation 3
That the Council of Ministers should establish a working party to develop a viable and
fully costed strategy for proactively maintaining and developing the Island’s Public
Rights of Way and Government-owned public paths, working in conjunction with the
Departments of Infrastructure, Environment, Food and Agriculture, and Enterprise,
local authorities, the Countryside Access Group, and other stakeholders; and seek
Tynwald’s approval for the strategy by July 2023.
As part of the development of the strategy, the working party should consider:


The funding required to maintain all Public Rights of Way and Governmentowned public paths to an adequate standard and how it should be allocated;



What would be required for the Department of Environment, Food and
Agriculture to take on responsibility for maintaining rural Public Rights of Way;



What would be required for local authorities to take on responsibility for
maintaining non-premier Public Rights of Way;



What would be required to keep the Definitive Maps and Statement up-to-date
and accurate; and

15



Whether the legislation in this area could be reformed to aid the more efficient
maintenance of paths.

Mrs S L Maltby MHK (Chair)
Mrs D H P Caine MHK
Mr R W Henderson MLC
May 2022
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c

i
e
HIGHWAYS ACT 1986
Received Royal Assent:
Passed:
Commenced:

11 April 1986
15 April 1986
1 December 1986

AN ACT to consolidate with amendments and improvements certain enactments
relating to highways and other roads.
GENERAL NOTE: The maximum fines in this Act are as increased by the Criminal Justice
(Penalties, Etc.) Act 1993 s 1.

PART I – HIGHWAY AUTHORITIES
1

Highway authorities
The functions exercisable by the Department of Infrastructure (in this Act
called “the Department”) by virtue of this Act with respect to highways
shall be exercisable with respect to any highway in the Island.1
and (3) [Repealed]2

2

Delegation etc of certain functions to local authorities
[P1980/66/6]

The Department may by agreement with a local authority delegate to that
authority all or any of its functions with respect to the maintenance and
improvement of, and other dealing with, any highway.3
A local authority shall, in the exercise of any functions delegated to it
under subsection (1), act as agents for the Department and in accordance
with such conditions as the Department may attach to the delegation, and
among such conditions there shall be included the following —

c

(a)

that the works to be executed and the expenditure to be incurred
by the authority in the discharge of the delegated functions shall be
subject to the approval of the Department;4

(b)

that the authority shall comply with any requirement of the
Department as to the manner in which any such works are to be
AT 17 of 1986
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carried out, and with any directions of the Department as to the
terms of contracts to be entered into for the purpose of the
discharge of the delegated functions; and5
(c)

that any such works shall be completed to the satisfaction of the
Department.6

If at any time the Department is satisfied that a highway with respect to
which functions are delegated under subsection (1) is not in proper repair
and condition, the Department may give notice to the local authority
requiring it to place it in proper repair and condition within such time as
may be specified in the notice, and if the notice is not complied with the
Department may do anything that seems to it necessary to place the road
in proper repair and condition.7
A delegation to a local authority under subsection (1) may be determined
by notice given by the Department to the authority during the first 9
months of any calendar year, or the functions so delegated may be
relinquished by a notice given by the authority to the Department during
any such period; and the notice shall take effect as from the 1st April in the
second calendar year following that in which it is given.8
(4A)

Without prejudice to subsections (3) and (4), if it appears to the
Department that a local authority to whom any function is delegated
under subsection (1) is not discharging that function in a satisfactory
manner, the Department may by notice to the authority suspend the
delegation with effect from such date, not being less than 2 months after
the service of the notice, as may be specified therein.9

(4B)

A notice under subsection (4A) may relate to all the functions the subject
of the delegation or to such one or more of those functions as may be
specified in the notice.10

(4C)

Where a notice is served under subsection (4A) the local authority may
refer to arbitration the question whether it is or was discharging the
function in a satisfactory manner; and if the arbitrator determines that it is
or was discharging the function in a satisfactory manner he may direct that
the notice shall cease to have effect.11

(4D)

The Department may by a further notice withdraw a notice under
subsection (4A).12

(4E)

Where a direction under subsection (4C) or a notice under subsection (4D)
is given after a notice under subsection (4A) (“the original notice”) has
come into effect, the direction or notice shall have effect from such date,
not being less than 2 months after it is given, as may be specified therein,
but without prejudice to anything done before that date by virtue of the
original notice.13

(4F)

Where a delegation under subsection (1) is suspended by virtue of a notice
under subsection (4A), then for as long as the notice has effect —

Page 12
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(a)

the functions in question shall be discharged by the Department to
the exclusion of the local authority;

(b)

any rights and obligations of the local authority under any contract
entered into for the purpose of the discharge of those functions
shall be enforceable by or against the Department;

(c)

the Department shall have the right to use for the purpose of the
discharge of those functions —
(i)

any land or premises held or occupied by the local authority
for the purposes of those functions, and

(ii)

any plant, equipment and materials acquired
appropriated by the local authority for those purposes;

or

(d)

any person employed by the local authority wholly for those
purposes (otherwise than in an administrative, professional,
technical or clerical capacity) shall be deemed to be employed by
the Department on the same terms and conditions as those on
which he was employed by the local authority;

(e)

the local authority shall furnish to the Department all such
information, and shall permit the Department to inspect and take
copies of all such records, as the Department may reasonably
require for the discharge of those functions.14

Any question between the Department and a local authority arising under
subsection (4F) shall be referred to and determined by arbitration.15
The Department may enter into an agreement with a local authority —
(a)

for the construction of a new highway on behalf of the Department,
or16

(b)

for the carrying out by the authority of any work of improvement
of, or dealing with, any highway,

and subsection (2) applies to the discharge of the functions of a local
authority under any such agreement and to the conditions to be included
in any such agreement as it applies to the discharge of functions delegated
under subsection (1) to any such authority and to the conditions to be
attached to any such delegation.17
Plant or materials belonging to a local authority by whom functions fall to
be exercised by virtue of a delegation or agreement under this section may
be used by them for the purposes of those functions subject to the terms of
the delegation or agreement.
[Repealed]18

2A

Agreement for maintenance of highways
A local authority may enter into an agreement with the Department with
respect to any highway in the district of the authority under which the

c
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authority is to carry out, in accordance with the terms of the agreement,
such works for maintaining or improving the highway as are specified in
the agreement.
An agreement under this subsection may contain such financial provisions
as appear to the Department and the local authority to be appropriate for
the purposes of the agreement.
This section is without prejudice to section 2.19

PART II – MAINTENANCE OF HIGHWAYS
Highways maintainable at the public expense
3

Duty to maintain certain highways
[P1980/66/36]

The Department shall be under a duty to maintain every highway which
is a highway maintainable at the public expense.20
Without prejudice to any other enactment (whether contained in this Act
or not) whereby a highway is or may become for the purposes of this Act
a highway maintainable at the public expense and subject to any order
made under section 6, the following highways shall for the purposes of
this Act be highways maintainable at the public expense, that is to say —

Page 14

(a)

a highway existing on or before the 14th March 1887;

(b)

a highway constructed by the Department or a former highway
authority after the 14th March 1887 and before the commencement
of this Act;21

(c)

a highway constructed by the Department after the commencement
of this Act, otherwise than on behalf of some other person;22

(d)

any highway made up before the commencement of this Act
pursuant to the Highway (Unadopted Roads) Act 1953 or any
enactment repealed by that Act;

(e)

any road made up pursuant to Part VII;

(f)

any highway which the Department or a local authority, before the
commencement of this Act, resolved should become a highway
repairable by the Department or that authority, as the case may be,
pursuant to section 12 of the Highway (Unadopted Roads) Act 1953 or
any corresponding enactment repealed by that Act;23

(g)

any highway which the Department resolve ought to become a
highway maintainable at the public expense;24

(h)

any highway constructed, whether before or after the
commencement of this Act, under Part IV of the Housing Act 1955
which, in the case of a highway so constructed after the
AT 17 of 1986
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commencement of this Act, the Department resolve shall be a
highway maintainable at the public expense;25
(i)

a highway created by a highway diversion order;

(j)

subject to the terms of an agreement under section 4, a highway
dedicated pursuant to such an agreement;

(ja)

a bridle-path created by a public path order or an order under
section 91A;26

(k)

any footpath, whether coming into existence before or after the
commencement of this Act;

(ka)

any cycle track or cycle-path, whether coming into existence before
or after the commencement of this Act;27

(l)

any highway not included in the foregoing which was,
immediately before the commencement of this Act, a highway
repairable by the Department or a local authority.28

The Department shall cause to be made, and shall keep corrected up to
date, a map of the Island showing the highways which are highways
maintainable at the public expense, other than footpaths.29
Every map made under subsection (3) shall be deposited at the offices of
the Department and may be inspected by any person free of charge at all
reasonable hours.30
(4A)

Without prejudice to the duty of the Department under subsection (1), a
local authority may, within its area, undertake the maintenance of a bridlepath, cycle-path, cycle track or footpath that is a highway maintainable by
the Department and, if it does, the Department may provide that the
whole or part of the expenditure incurred by the local authority in doing
so is to be defrayed by the Department.31
[Repealed]32
In this section “made up” has the same meaning as in Part VII, and
references in subsection (2)(f) to a local authority include references to the
Local Government Board acting in the exercise of the default powers
conferred by section 8 of the Highway (Unadopted Roads) Act 1953 or any
corresponding enactment repealed by that Act.

Adoption of highways
4

Agreements for the adoptions of roads
The Department may enter into an agreement (“a road adoption
agreement”) with any person to undertake the maintenance of —
(a)

c

a private road, or
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Approval of gate or stile on footpath or bridle-path
If —
(a)

a person owns, leases or occupies agricultural or forestry land or
land used to breed or keep animals or land that is to be brought
into use for any of those purposes; and

(b)

a footpath or bridle-path crosses the land,

the person may, with the approval of the local authority, erect a gate, stile
or similar structure on the path to allow the land to be effectively used for
agriculture or forestry or for breeding or keeping animals.
A local authority, when considering an application for approval under
subsection (1), must consider any guidelines issued by the Department.167

55C

Duties of land owners for gates and stiles
This section applies if —
(a)

a person owns land;

(b)

a footpath or bridle-path crosses the land; and

(c)

there is a gate, stile or a similar structure on the footpath or bridlepath.

The owner of the land must ensure that the gate, stile or structure is safe
and to the standard of repair needed to prevent unreasonable interference
with the rights of those using the path.
If it appears to the local authority that the duty imposed by subsection (2)
is not being complied with, it may, after giving to the owner reasonable
notice of its intention, take all necessary steps for repairing and making
good the stile, gate or structure.
Any cost and expenses reasonably incurred by the local authority in and
in connection with the exercise of its functions under subsection (3) is a
debt due to it from the owner of the land.168

55D

Power of local authorities to erect decorative works
With the Department’s approval, a local authority may on or in a highway
in its district erect a flagpole, pylon or other structure to display
decorations.
The Department may give its approval subject to conditions.
The local authority must ensure that anything erected under subsection
(1) is erected in a way that —
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(a)

minimises the obstruction of the highway as much as reasonably
possible;

(b)

does not obscure or conflict with the highway’s traffic signs; and
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Vesting of highways
[P1980/66/263]

Every highway which is for the time being a highway maintainable at the
public expense, together with the materials and scrapings thereof, shall
vest in the Department, but this subsection shall not be deemed to vest in
the Department the soil of the highway otherwise than for the purposes of
its functions under this Act.267
Every bridge carrying a highway over a river or glen shall vest in the
Department, subject to the right of the owner or occupier of land abutting
on the bridge to fix watergates to it, in such position as may be approved
by the Department, for use in connection with that land.268

87

Dedication of land for highways
The Department may enter into an agreement with any person having the
necessary power in that behalf for the dedication by that person of a
highway over any land.269
An agreement under subsection (1) shall come into effect on the date of
making of the agreement or on such later date, if any, as may be specified
in the agreement.
An agreement under subsection (1) may contain such financial provision
as the Department consider appropriate, and may provide for the
dedication of the highway subject to such limitations and conditions
affecting the public right of way over it, being limitations or conditions to
which a dedication may lawfully be subject.270
This section is without prejudice to the powers conferred by section 4.

87A

Dedication of cycle-path or bridle-path
Notwithstanding any rule of law to the contrary —

88

(a)

any person having power by virtue of an interest in land to dedicate
a highway over that land may dedicate a way over it as a cycle-path
or bridle-path; and

(b)

use of a way by the public on pedal cycles, or on horseback or
leading horses, may give rise (whether by virtue of section 88 or at
common law) to a presumption of dedication of the way as a cyclepath or bridle-path, as the case may be.271

Presumption of dedication as highway
Where a way over any land, other than a way of such a character that use
of it by the public could not give rise at common law to any presumption
of dedication, has actually been enjoyed by the public as of right and
without interruption for a full period of 21 years, the way is to be deemed
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to have been dedicated as a highway unless there is sufficient evidence
that there was no intention during that period to dedicate it.
The period of 21 years referred to in subsection (1) is to be calculated
retrospectively from the date when the right of the public to use the way
is brought into question, whether by such a notice as is mentioned in
subsection (3) or otherwise.
Where the owner of the land over which any such way passes —
(a)

has erected in such manner as to be visible to persons using the way
a notice inconsistent with the dedication of the way as a highway,
and

(b)

has maintained the notice after the 8th June 1933, or any later date
on which it was erected,

the notice, in the absence of proof of a contrary intention, is sufficient
evidence to negative the intention to dedicate the way as a highway.
In the case of land in the possession of a tenant for a term of years, or from
year to year, any person for the time being entitled in reversion to the land
shall, notwithstanding the existence of the tenancy, have the right to place
and maintain such a notice, but so that no injury is done thereby to the
business or occupation of the tenant.
Where such a notice is torn down or defaced, a notice given by the owner
of the land to the Department that the way is not dedicated as a highway
is, in the absence of proof of a contrary intention, sufficient to negative the
intention of the owner to dedicate the way as a highway.272
An owner of any land may at any time deposit with the Department —
(a)

a map of the land on a scale of not less than 1:10,560, and

(b)

a statement indicating what ways (if any) over the land he admits
to have been dedicated as highways;

and in any case in which such a deposit has been made, statutory
declarations made by that owner or his successors in title and lodged by
him or them with the Department at any time —
(i)

within 6 years of the date of the deposit, or

(ii)

within 6 years of the date on which any previous statutory
declaration was last lodged under this section,

to the effect that no additional way (other than any specifically
indicated in the declaration) over the land delineated on the said
map has been dedicated as a highway since the date of the deposit,
or the date of the lodgement of such previous declaration, as the
case may be, are in the absence of proof of a contrary intention
sufficient evidence to negative the intention of the owner or his
successors in title to dedicate any such additional way as a
highway.273

c

AT 17 of 1986

26

Page 77

Section 89

Highways Act 1986

Nothing in this section affects any incapacity of a corporation or other
body or person in possession of land for public or statutory purposes to
dedicate a way over that land as a highway if the existence of a highway
would be incompatible with those purposes.
Nothing in this section operates to prevent the dedication of a way as a
highway being presumed on proof of user for any period less than 21
years, or being presumed or proved in any circumstances in which it
might have been presumed or proved immediately before the passing of
the Rights of Way Act 1933.
Nothing in this section or section 89 affects section 90.
For the purpose of this section “land” includes land covered with water.

89

Evidence of dedication as highway
A court or other tribunal, before determining whether a way has or has not been
dedicated as a highway, or the date on which such dedication (if any) took place,
shall take into consideration any map, plan or history of the locality or other
relevant document which is tendered in evidence, and shall give such weight
thereto as it considers justified by the circumstances, including the antiquity of
the tendered document, the status of the person by whom and the purpose for
which it was made or compiled, and the custody in which it has been kept and
from which it is produced.

90

Protection of rights of reversioners
The person entitled to the remainder or reversion immediately expectant upon
the determination of a tenancy for life or pur autre vie in land shall have the like
remedies by action for trespass or an injunction to prevent the acquisition by the
public of a right of way over that land as if he were in possession thereof.

91

Public path orders
Where it appears to the Department that there is need for a footpath, cyclepath or bridle-path over any land, and the Department is satisfied that,
having regard to —
(a)

the extent to which the footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path would
add to the convenience or enjoyment of a substantial section of the
public, or to the convenience of persons resident in the area, and274

(b)

the effect which the creation of the footpath, cycle-path or bridlepath would have on the rights of persons interested in the land,
account being taken of the provisions as to compensation in
section 112,275

it is expedient that the footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path should be
created, the Department may by order (in this Act called a “public path
order”) create a footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path over the land.276
Page 78
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A right of way created by a public path order may be either conditional or
subject to such limitations or conditions as may be specified in the order.
References in this section to the creation of a footpath, cycle-path or bridlepath include references to the widening or extension of the area over
which there is an existing footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path, as the case
may be.277
A public path order shall not have effect unless it is approved by Tynwald,
and Part I of Schedule 3 shall have effect as to the procedure for the
making, and the validity and the date of coming into effect, of such orders.

91A

Conversion of footways and footpaths into cycle tracks, cycle-paths or
bridle-paths
The Department may by order designate a footpath or part of a footpath
as a cycle-path, so that, on such date as the order takes effect, the footpath
or part of the footpath to which the order relates becomes a highway over
which the public have a right of way on pedal cycles and a right of way on
foot.
The Department may by order designate a footway or part of a footway as
a cycle track, so that, on such date as the order takes effect, the footway or
part of the footway to which the order relates becomes a highway over
which the public have a right of way on pedal cycles and a right of way on
foot.
The Department may by order designate a footpath or part of a footpath
as a bridle-path, so that, on such date as the order takes effect, the footpath
or part of the footpath to which the order relates becomes a highway over
which (subject to section 91B) the public have a right of way on horseback
or leading a horse and a right of way on foot.
Schedule 2 to the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1985 has effect as to the
procedure for making orders under this section.278

91B

Use of bridle-path for cycling
A member of the public shall have, as a right of way, the right to ride a
bicycle (not being a mechanically propelled vehicle) on any bridle-path,
but in exercising that right shall give way to pedestrians and persons on
horseback.
Subsection (1) has effect subject to any order made under this Act or any
other enactment.
The right conferred by this section does not affect the obligation of the
Department to maintain a bridle-path which is a highway maintainable at
the public expense, and this section does not create any obligation to do
anything to facilitate the use of a bridle-path by cyclists.279
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Rights of way: definitive maps and statement
The definitive maps and statement prepared, before the coming into
operation of this section as originally enacted, under section 6(1) of the
Public Rights of Way Act 1961, shall continue to be deposited in the Central
Registry.280
The Department may prepare copies of definitive maps (whether in the
form in which they were first deposited as mentioned in subsection (1) or
in a form which reflects amendments under section 92A and any
rectifications under section 92B which have been made to the definitive
map and associated statement on the date which the copy in question was
prepared) and keep those copies in electronic or physical form provided
that —
(a)

they show the land to which they relate at the scale of 1:10560; and

(b)

they identify, or are associated with a statement which enables a
user to identify—
(i)

the relevant date in respect of a right of way;

(ii)

the nature of that right, including whether it is subject to
conditions or limitations; and

(iii)

the route and width of the route over which the right of way
is exercisable.

Maps prepared as mentioned in subsection (1) or (2) are referred to
elsewhere in this Act as “definitive maps”.
In this Act references to a “statement” associated with a definitive map are
references to —
(a)

a statement associated with a definitive map prepared under
sections 5 and 6 of the Public Rights of Way Act 19611 by the former
Isle of Man Highway and Transport Board; or

(b)

a statement associated with any subsequent definitive map
prepared by the Department of Infrastructure.

A definitive map, and any statement associated with it, is conclusive
evidence of the particulars which it contains to the following extent —

1

(a)

if the map shows a public footpath, the map is conclusive evidence
that there was at 29th May 1973 a footpath as shown on the map;

(b)

if the map shows a road used as a public path, the map —
(i)

is conclusive evidence that at 29th May 1973 there was a
highway as shown on the map over which the public had a
right of way on foot; but

(ii)

is not conclusive evidence that at that date the public had
any other form of right of way over that road.

Repealed by the relevant entry in Schedule 9 to the Highways Act 1986.
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Highways Act 1986

Section 92

This subsection is subject to section 92C(2).
If, by virtue of subsection (5)(a) or (b), a map is conclusive evidence at 29th
May1973 of the public footpath or road used as a public path shown in it—
(a)

any particulars contained in a statement associated with it about
the position or width of the public footpath or the road used as a
public path are conclusive evidence of its position or width at that
date; and

(b)

any particulars contained in that statement about the limitations
and conditions (if any) affecting the right of way are conclusive
evidence that those limitations and conditions applied to the right
at that date.

For the sake of clarity paragraph (b) does not affect the question of
whether the right of way was subject to any other right, limitation or
condition at 29th May 1973 (or the date on which that right of way came
into existence, if later).
A document which purports to be authenticated by the Registrar General
as a copy of a definitive map or a statement associated with it—
(a)

is receivable in evidence without further proof; and

(b)

is to be deemed to be such a copy unless the contrary is shown.281

Sections 92A to 92C make further provision about definitive maps.282

92A

Definitive maps and associated statements: amendment
For the purpose of this section, the following are relevant events—
(a)

the coming into operation of any order under section 33, 34 or 91;
or

(b)

the happening of any other event, including an act of dedication
(whether under an agreement under section 4 or 87 or otherwise),

by reason of which —
(i)

a footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path particulars of which are
given in a definitive map or an associated statement has
been widened, extended or extinguished; or

(ii)

a new footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path has been created.

The Department must, as soon as practicable after the happening of a
relevant event, by order amend a definitive map and associated statement
to include particulars of any necessary change to that document resulting
from the event, subject to the remaining provisions of this section.
Before the Department makes any order amending a definitive map or an
associated statement the Department must take the steps specified in
Schedule 3, subject to subsection (4).
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Section 92

Highways Act 1986

Subsection (3) does not apply if the proposed amendment arises in
connection with —
(a)

an order under section 33, 34 or 91; or

(b)

an agreement under section 4 or 87.

In a case to which subsection (3) applies, if any objection is received within
the time permitted for making it and is not withdrawn, the Department
must not make the amendment without the leave of the High Court.
Subject to subsection (7), an order under subsection (2) must not come into
operation unless approved by Tynwald.283
An order under subsection (2) which does no more than give effect to —
(a)

an order under section 33, 34 or 91,

(b)

an agreement under section 4 or 87, or

(c)

such an order and such an agreement,

must be laid before Tynwald as soon as practicable after it is made.284 285

92B

Definitive maps and statements: rectification
This section applies if it appears to the Department that details of a
footpath, bridle-path or cycle-path shown or recorded in the definitive
map or statement —
(a)

do not reflect the route or width of the footpath, bridle path or
cycle-path on the ground; and

(b)

have not reflected that matter since 29th May 1973 or, if later, the
date on which the footpath, bridle-path or cycle-path was recorded
on the definitive map.

If this section applies, the Department must take the same steps to rectify
the definitive map or associated statement as it would take if it were
proposing to amend the map or associated statement under section 92A
(references in that section to amendment being read as references to
rectification).286

92C

Definitive maps and statements: supplemental
An amendment to, or a rectification of, a definitive map or associated
statement is to be treated as if it had always formed part of the map or
statement (as the case requires), subject to what follows.
In the case of an amendment to a definitive map or statement associated
with it section 92 has effect as if, instead of referring to 29th May 1973, it
referred to the date when the event giving rise to the amendment occurred.
The width of a public footpath, or a road used as a public path, shown on
a definitive map shall, unless the contrary is shown in the associated
statement, be deemed to be not less than 3 feet.
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The width of a cycle-path or bridle-path shown on a definitive map shall,
unless the contrary is shown in the associated statement, be deemed to be
not less than 6 feet.
The validity of the definitive maps and associated statement may not be
questioned in legal proceedings of any description except proceedings for
a declaration under the Human Rights Act 2001.287

93

Signposts and notices relating to footpaths etc
The Department may, on or near a footpath, cycle-path or bridle-path, or
a way shown on the definitive maps and statement as a road used as a
public path, erect and maintain direction posts, signs and other devices for
the guidance and direction of users.288
The powers conferred by subsection (1) include power to affix signs,
marks or other devices on any tree or structure on or near a footpath, cyclepath or bridle-path or such a way.289
If any person destroys, pulls down, turns around or defaces any such post,
sign, mark or other device erected or affixed by the Department, he shall
be guilty of an offence.290
If any person places or maintains on or near any way shown on the
definitive maps and statement as a public footpath, cycle-path or bridlepath or road used as a public path a notice containing any false or
misleading statement likely to deter the public from using the way, he
shall be guilty of an offence.291
The court before whom a person is convicted of an offence under
subsection (4) may, in addition to or substitution for the imposition of a
fine, order him to remove the notice in question during such period, not
being less than 4 days, as may be specified in the order, and if he fails to
comply therewith he shall be guilty of an offence.

PART VII – MAKING UP OF UNADOPTED ROADS
The private street works code292
94

Making up of unadopted roads
[1981/10/1]

Where any road has been or is made or opened to the public by any person
other than the Department and such road is not made up to the satisfaction
of the Department, the Department may from time to time resolve to do
street works in respect of the road; and the expenses incurred by the
Department in executing street works shall be apportioned, subject to the
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Select Committee of Tynwald on
Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes
(Petition for Redress)
The Committee sat in public at 11.34 a.m.
in the Legislative Council Chamber,
Legislative Buildings, Douglas
[MRS MALTBY in the Chair]

Procedural

5

The Chairman (Mrs Maltby): Good morning and welcome to the public meeting of the Select
Committee of Tynwald on Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. I am Sarah Maltby MHK,
and I chair this Committee. With me today are the other members of the Committee Daphne
Caine, MHK and Bill Henderson MLC, along with our Clerks.
This Committee was established to consider a Petition for Redress of Grievance presented at
Tynwald Hill in July of last year. Today, we will be hearing from the petitioner, Mr David Buttery
and finding out more about the reasons behind the Petition.
Before we begin, please can we all ensure that our mobile phones are off, or on silent? For the
purposes of Hansard, I will be ensuring that we do not have two people speaking at once.

EVIDENCE OF
Mr David Buttery, Petitioner
10

15

20

Q1. The Chairman: Mr Buttery, thank you for attending today. Could you please introduce
yourself and tell us about your interests in the Island’s footpaths?
Mr Buttery: I am David Buttery, Manxman, and I walk a lot.
I probably walk two good walks a week, every week, and mountain bike two or three times a
week. Particularly over the last three years we have covered the majority of the footpaths in the
Isle of Man and it has been a concern that there is no consistency of maintenance on the
footpaths. Some bits are really bad and other bits are quite good, but the problem as I see it is
that there are different agencies responsible for the maintenance of the footpaths. For instance,
with the DoI, the footpaths will fall within their greater budget and if they have more pressing
needs then the footpaths will suffer because they are going to prioritise the TT course.
So what I would like to see is a single agency responsible for footpaths, green lanes – the nonvehicular environment – with a consistent standard of care across the board. I think what I would
like to begin with is the nature of what would that Department be? Would it be a Department?
Would it be a charity? What would be the best way of achieving this?

25

Q2. The Chairman: So was it anything in particular that led you to present the Petition in the
first place? Anything that stood out to you as being a great concern?
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35

Mr Buttery: Most of it has been referred to. There was a submission by Catriona Livingstone
which is really comprehensive. She leads a walking group, she walks far more than I do, and she
has covered a lot of that.
There is a litany of problems: broken bridges, subsidence, mud and just even simple stuff like
the vegetation not cut back. If you are out there with a £250 GORE-TEX jacket on, you do not want
it shredded because somebody has not cut the brambles back. I am not going to be the one with
the £250 jacket, but we are bringing people here to walk and it is not a great advert for the Isle of
Man.
Q3. The Chairman: The DoI already has statutory responsibilities for the public rights of way
network. Why do you think that this is not working?
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Mr Buttery: As I mentioned before, I think it is to do with the allocation of their resources. They
would probably love to do a good job, but if they have got something else more pressing that they
see as more … It is how they prioritise it. But they do not have a great track record. They have not
done very well lately, have they, to be honest?
So I think it would be better handled by a separate agency with a ring-fenced budget, an agency
that just does footpaths, it just does that, and this is the money they have got every year to deal
with it. There would need to be some kind of performance indicator, some benchmark where we
know if they are doing any good or not. Is this thing working? There is no point in just setting it up
and letting them go. It needs to be monitored.
Q4. The Chairman: So would any other existing Government Departments, in your opinion, be
better suited to taking on this duty? If not, why not?
Mr Buttery: I think there are two options: (1) you could go for something like Manx National
Heritage, which is a charity with a board of trustees. They are in effect a non-executive, so they
formulate policy and strategy and they feed that down to the working group that deal with it,
which would, I would imagine, be drawn from existing Departments. The advantage of that is that
you do not have quite the layers of bureaucracy that you have got within Government. But the
disadvantage would be that it would probably take a while to set that up. It is a bit of an unknown
quantity, really, it would take a long time and we have still got people, mostly from Government,
who will be running it.
So it might be a much simpler thing to do to use DEFA and have a sub-department of DEFA.
They have got the structure there, they are pretty good at what they do, their work is first class.
If you see what they have done in the glens, they are really good. So, that way, you are not
reinventing the wheel and you could maybe draw people at DoI into that. I do not know who in
DoI deals with it but you could maybe take in the people who deal with it in DoI.
I do not quite understand how Government Departments are structured, but I would see it as
a sub-department with a head of that sub-department and its own budget.
I do not know if that makes sense. Does that make sense?
Q5. Mrs Caine: Yes, you are talking about maybe a division, (Mr Buttery: Yes, okay.) that is still
within DEFA as you are suggesting.
Can I just take you back when you mentioned roaming the Island that you are finding no
consistency of maintenance and then you highlighted the work of DEFA in glens was particularly
good. Are there any other areas that you find are better than others?

75

Mr Buttery: DoI have done the bigger stuff, they have done the Heritage Trail, which I think
was subcontracted to Stephen Christian, between Douglas and Peel. That was excellent, it took a
while, but that was an excellent job, they were really good at it. But there is stuff on the uplands
that they are responsible for that is atrocious. I have been up to my chest in it!
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Q6. Mrs Caine: I think DEFA are also responsible for some of the uplands and we have had
some evidence from local authorities that some local authorities have no responsibility at all for
footpaths. Some local authorities have limited footpaths that they maintain, that have applied
and been rejected to look after additional footpaths within their area, whereas in the south of the
Island that local authority has a budget and is looking after all the footpaths.
So looking around the Island, are there any areas that stand out as being better than others?
Or is it the piecemeal nature that you are worried about?
Mr Buttery: It is a bit random, really, there is not really any consistency to it. I would not say
anywhere is better than any others. There are some great bits and there are some terrible. We
went up and followed the Silverburn River and it got to a point – I do not know whose
responsibility that one is, I think that might be DEFA. But that had all fallen in. It was a beautiful
walk – or it could have been – that was absolutely lethal. There was about a 30-foot drop on it.
Then there are other bits. DEFA have just done the footpath down through the glen at the
Dhoon and they have done a tremendous job on it. Well, the bit they have done, they have done
a tremendous job. They have got a lot more to do but it is really well put together; it is safe, it is
accessible.
Q7. Mrs Caine: I think the issue is, though – for instance, Dhoon Glen, which I know very well –
just recently there were several trees down and part of the footpath has had a bit of a landslip.
I suppose the authorities DEFA and DoI are battling climate events and more significant rainfall,
particularly, and that is having an impact. Also, the coastal footpath is one that we hear a lot of
criticism about, that is being promoted.
Do you have any experience of that?
Mr Buttery: Yes, the bit from Meary Veg down to Santon, there are lumps of that … There has
been bridge work in there and that has all fallen in.
So I do not think it is really about just identifying … You will get the walking groups who can
identify and do report these problems back. I do not think there is any problem with reporting the
problems back, I think it is just a case of getting a consistent standard of maintenance. I think you
need to split it between maintenance and strategy.
So you have got your dream jobs, I would love to see those bridges at Glen Wyllin and the one
across the main Peel Road, it would be great. But they are big jobs and they are really expensive.
I think the important thing is get the maintenance right first. Look at what you have got, fix what
you have got, get it signposted and walkable. Get it usable. Focus on doing the small stuff first.
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Q8. Mrs Caine: Do you think there would be any benefit with that routine maintenance, the
cutting back, being devolved to the local authorities with each responsible for their patch? But
then the capital schemes, the rebuilding of Silverburn River, the big infrastructure things that need
repairing on the major walking routes could be within a central body.
But do you think the maintenance could be devolved to the local authorities?
Mr Buttery: Yes, you could devolve the maintenance between several groups, but it would
have to come under the administration of a single group. I think that is the important thing. If you
leave them to it, if you just said, ‘Oh, well, that’s the responsibility of the local authorities’ – what
is to make them do it? They might choose not to, they might say, ‘We have got other things to do.
We need a bus stop building’ – or whatever it is.
I think, yes, do it, but it has to be overseen by a single group. You could use volunteers, there
are lots of opportunities for volunteers to do stuff – building walkways, building bridges, or just
cutting the hedgerows back. But there are a few issues with that, it is not quite as simple as …
Beach Buddies is pretty simple, they just go and pick stuff up and it is great, but if you are going
to turn members of the public loose with a strimmer or a chainsaw, you might find you have got
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a few insurance issues going on. So you have got to think about what you can do. Who can achieve
what?
I think the most important thing is you have got to have a single structure overseeing it all. You
have got to have some responsibility that is identifiable, because what you have got within
Government Departments is a sort of collective failure going on and nobody ends up being
responsible for anything. You are trying to find somebody who is responsible and it is all a hall of
mirrors going on. You need somebody driving this thing.
Q9. The Chairman: So there are many competing priorities within Government for funding and
resources. What would you prefer to see de-prioritised in order to support the creation of a single
agency for footpaths, to prioritise the maintenance of footpaths?
Mr Buttery: Prioritising the same with their operational prioritising or setting up a public group
together?
Mrs Caine: De-prioritise.

150

Q10. The Chairman: Yes, what would you want to be de-prioritised in order to support the
creation of a single agency for footpaths?
Mr Buttery: I do not really understand.

155
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Q11. Mrs Caine: What would Government have to stop doing in order to do footpaths? Do you
think there are things that Government is doing, that the footpaths should take priority?
Mr Buttery: Oh, if you have got to allocate resources? That is a whole different area.
It is quite easy to say, ʻOh, the Promenade.’ I do not know enough about how the budget is
spent or how they allocate it to be able to say. I do not think it is really my job to say, ‘You should
stop spending on this and you should spend it on that.’
People do that sort of stuff all the time and it is always everybody’s little pet project, isn’t it?
‘Why haven’t you fixed my road? There are all potholes down my road?’ ‘Why are you building
footpaths when I can’t park my car without disappearing down a manhole cover?’
I do not know that I would be advised to comment on that, really.

165

Q12. Mrs Caine: Okay, but in terms of footpaths, they should be provided with adequate
budget to be maintained properly?

170

Mr Buttery: Well, I am sure it would be possible. The two main Departments are DEFA and DoI,
they do most of that at the moment. What proportion of their budget is spent on footpaths? There
is your starting point. So you say, ‘We spent x amount last year; and we spent x amount.’
Okay, that is the start for the budget, so let’s go out and have a look, let’s get a priority list of
maintenance. What is really pressing? What is dangerous? What is impassable? Let’s work on that
and go forward on that basis.

175

Q13. Mr Henderson: Thank you very much, David.
I just want you to clarify for us, what really hacked you off to present a petition? What was it
you were noticing that you thought, ‘Right, I’ve absolutely had enough of this, I’m coming to
Tynwald Hill with my papers?’
180

Mr Buttery: I could give you a list if you are interested?
Mr Henderson: Yes, the top three or four.
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Mr Buttery: Overgrown paths where the vegetation needs cutting back. Deep ruts caused by
vehicles, but motorbikes mostly, and rainfall. Footpaths which exit on to busy main roads – there
are plenty of those on the Ballamodha straight, for instance, where you go out on to a road with
no pavements. Port Soderick, where you come in off Meary Veg because you cannot walk round
Port Soderick cliffs and you are on to the Old Castletown Road which has got no pavements, with
cars going like the clappers.
We are local, we understand this, we know what to expect. Imagine if you had come here on
holiday and you think, ‘Oh, I’ll walk this lovely coastal path.’ The next thing, there are cars teararsing past you on the main road! It is dangerous; it is not good.
Broken stiles, blocked gates, broken stream crosses, broken boardwalks, unfenced livestock –
we had that going on where you end up in a field full of Highland cattle and you do not know what
is going to go on next. Deep mud – plenty of that goes over the top your boots. Flooded paths –
the old railway line going towards Kirk Michael, by the Devil’s Elbow, is absolutely impassable.
I think once I got through it, when we had not had any rain for about six weeks. It is like the
Somme.
Impact to vehicles on the ground surface. Property owners posting prohibitive signs on public
paths to discourage walkers. Property owners removing signs that indicate paths – that is another
one. Kissing gates that are too narrow for amply proportioned people to get through – a bit of
that goes on. (Laughter)
Mr Henderson: You mean such as myself, David? (Laughter)
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Mr Buttery: Broken fencing, I have mentioned that. Slippery surfaces. There is loads of it.
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Q14. Mr Henderson: Okay, you mentioned something interesting before. If some sort of
central agency, or whoever, instead of just looking at the coastal footpath as the main thing to be
picking at, they should actually be prioritising where the dangerous stuff, or a hazard to walkers,
should be in an almost traffic-light system to make an assessment of any particular walk so that
hazards dangerous for health and safety are fixed first.
Mr Buttery: Yes, that would be a great place to start, because it is easy to assess. There is a
system to report faults on the footpath network, you can geolocate it, and they would presumably
have somebody that goes out and checks it. But they do not really have to, you can take a picture
with your phone. You could send that in and it is pretty obvious what is what.
The temptation is that they just come along and stick a load of barriers around it. That is
Douglas Corporation, it is not the DoI, but down on Port Skillion where you come down the main
steps to Port Skillion beach, that has all been undermined by the sea, so that has collapsed now.
So if you want to get round the lighthouse, if you want to walk your dog up around the lighthouse,
you cannot do it. You get to the bottom of those steps and all they have done is … The time it has
taken to go and get a lot of barriers and stick all the barriers up, stick the signs up and do all that,
they could just get down there with a load of concrete and fix it.
Prioritise getting these things fixed, do not prioritise closing them off!
Q15. Mr Henderson: Thank you for that.
So, part of your complaint is in fact the state of the footpaths, not just for cutting back, but the
actual mud, landslips, sunken parts of footpaths and so on? Could you say categorically in front of
this Committee that you notice a regular maintenance programme going round, even if it is a small
one? Or would you say there has been more of a lack of a maintenance programme in addressing
all these things over the years?
Mr Buttery: Yes, it does seem to be a bit random, you get some bits that are really nicely done
and they do a fantastic job, and then other bits … I mean, we have found bits, I think it was up
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round St Mark’s or somewhere, and we were trying to follow the path on the map and it just
disappeared down into a bog, and there were the remnants of a boardwalk that had been put in
there. I bet there had been nobody over that for 15 or 20 years and, of course, what the
landowners do then, if you do not walk it, they take all the signs away, nobody uses it, and the
next thing you have lost yourself a public right of way. There is far too much of that.
Q16. Mr Henderson: So, do you think really an issue to start with would be an assessment of
what is in existence –

245

Mr Buttery: Sorry, say that again.
Mr Henderson: Do you feel that perhaps there should be an assessment of what footpaths are
there now, so that DoI are fully aware of the state of things anyway?
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Mr Buttery: Yes, that would be a good place to start and it would be a way to benchmark what
work has been done. What is the workload? What are we looking at here? They could prioritise
that and then at the end of the year … I don’t know …
So, targeting, how to target your maintenance. The first thing would be a reduction in the
number of closed paths. How many of these paths are shut? Let’s see how many of those we can
get open this year. Reduction in the time: how long have they been closed for? Do they keep a
record of that? I do not know how this is managed. I do not know if there is any record-keeping of
it.
But start with that: how many have we got that are shut? How long have they been shut for?
Let’s get those done and then have a benchmark. How many metres of new path have we put in?
Or, how many repairs have we done? There has to be a system of being able to measure this.
If you do not know what success looks like, you do not really know what you are doing, do you?
And also failure. If there is a failure somewhere, somebody has got to put their hands up for
that, ‘Oh, I employed the wrong contractors, I shouldn’t have done, they have made a mess of it.’
That sort of thing. There has got to be responsibility with it as well.
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Mr Henderson: Okay, thank you, David.
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Q17. Mrs Caine: I would be really interested in an Island survey of all the paths – the state they
are in, how many have been closed and for how long. It would be very informative in terms of a
maintenance programme for the existing network. But I wonder if you feel that the new body – if
there was to be a single authority to look after footpaths – should also look at creating new
footpaths or better routes, when you mentioned footpaths ending on busy main roads, for
instance, or sections of the coastal footpath not on the coast, that sort of thing.
So would you anticipate that a single authority, as well as getting a better handle on routine
maintenance and structural repairs to footpaths, should also look at enhancing the network?
Mr Buttery: Yes, that would be where you would want it to go. You need to put your house in
order first, but once you have got that and you are successful at that, then that is where you need
to be going with it. Think about reopening sections that have fallen out of use.
I mentioned the bridges. For me, the bridges would be great, and doing that run from Peel up
to Kirk Michael on the old railway lines is stunning. It is an absolutely outstanding piece of
footpath, compared to anything. I was up in Northumbria and there is nothing like that up there.
It is absolutely brilliant.
So, a couple of bridges. At the moment you can walk it because you can get down where the
bridges have been taken away, but there is a huge number of people out on bikes now, loads of
people on mountain bikes, and horse riders. It would be nice to be able to get across that bridge.
So that is where they need to be going with it.

__________________________________________________________________
8
46

SELECT COMMITTEE, THURSDAY, 3rd FEBRUARY 2022

290

295

300

305

310

315

320

325

330

I think that I would see, in terms of a steering group, like a user group. So, if you have a user
group drawn from people who just use the network – that is hikers, mountain bikers,
motorcyclists, horse-riders, maybe the four-by-four lot – they would steer the maintenance.
So that would be tied in, really, to do with maintenance – but strategically long-term stuff I think
then you would draw a lot more people, you would need … I do not quite know how you would
put it together, but a kind of steering group made up of landowners, people involved in tourism,
cafe owners or anybody, like they did …
Did you ever see that Lake District plan? When they had the foot-and-mouth outbreak, there
was a real problem in the Lake District, they were in for an economically bad time. So they put
together a plan to revitalise the Lake District as a centre for tourism and it was hugely successful.
You cannot get a room in the Lake District, summer or winter, they get booked up to 80% or 90%
accommodation capacity. It is because they had a really good plan and it involved everyone.
Anybody who had a stake in that got to say what they thought they needed, or how they thought
it should be done. It is worth a read, it has been astonishingly successful.
It could certainly be a great thing if we are serious about tourism in the Isle of Man, something
along those lines, because I think the footpaths are probably the third biggest driver of tourism,
after the TT; and the railways are really big for tourism. It is a growing market, as the
demographic … If you look at how people are ageing, the age groups, most people who I see out
walking are like my age, they are 50, 60, 70-odd years old. There is going to be a lot more of them.
They are all out there on their big pensions – or, in my case, their small pensions. (Laughter)
Q18. The Chairman: I just wanted to know what your thoughts are on the principle of ‘right to
roam’. What are your feelings?
Mr Buttery: I would rather we steered clear of that right now. What I do not want this to be
seen as is a sort of campaign to take back footpaths from landowners, otherwise they will all be
leaning on their MHKs to say, ‘We don’t want a load of lefty ramblers with their dirty dogs
wrecking our land.’ We will just leave that one for now, I think.
Maybe in the future we will address that. But, for now, the main priority is let’s just get this
network fixed.
Q19. Mrs Caine: If we did not recommend the creation of a single agency to look after
footpaths, is there any other model that we could recommend that you would support?
Mr Buttery: I do not know. How do they do it in the Lakes?
I do not quite know how they oversee the whole thing in the Lakes, but one of the groups that
they use is called Friends of the Fells, so they have a very active volunteer group. I mean, Scafell
Pike is the biggest mountain in England, I think, and they get 100,000 people a year walking up
that, so it gets wrecked. These guys, Friends of the Fells, are there putting big boulders in and it is
being constantly maintained.
But in terms of overseeing that, I do not know, I think there are only those two options: you
either have a sort of National Trust/Manx National Heritage organisation with a board of trustees
feeding down to the people that do the job; or you get a division of a Department.
I think the simplest way to do this is going to be to take a division of a Department and transfer
responsibility to that division, and transfer the budget as well and whatever people they want to
draw in from the other Departments. I think Graeme Watson is up next week. He is the guy for
that, I think, he has got some ideas on that, he is pretty good. I would recommend you ask him.

335

Q20. The Chairman: The last question I have got here is, do you have any experience of using
the Definitive Map? What are your experiences of it; or not?
Mr Buttery: I use them a bit. I generally just use the Ordnance Survey.
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The girl I go walking with, she uses the one on her phone, which I cannot get to grips with at
all. It does not show enough for me, I like to see the big thing. That big-scale Ordnance Survey
map is really good, but there are bits that do not exist. You go and follow those, the signs have all
disappeared and you end up in a bog somewhere.
There was one we went on where they had got permission to divert the path. So the original
path went through the farmyard, which was probably fine when there was an old Manx farmer in
there, but now somebody has bought the place and it has all been done up, and they do not want
people trudging through what is now their front patio, or whatever the hell it is. So there is a sort
of barbed-wire corridor. It looks like that picture of the internment camp.
That is not good! That does not sell us, does it? It is not a great look when you have got to walk
through some sort of barbed wire channel to follow a footpath. That sort of thing needs to be
addressed, really. And this was the DoI, they just handed it over, ‘Oh, yes, you can do that.’ Well,
no, you cannot do it actually, how about that?
Q21. Mrs Caine: That would have to get Tynwald approval to change on the Definitive Map.
But there have been a few times the DoI have come to reroute footpaths, mainly for landowner
reasons, I think, rather than walker reasons, although sometimes it is because it is too flooded or
muddy to drain.
I was thinking on your comment that you have been walking all these 50 years-plus. Have you
noticed that recently the standard and the maintenance of footpaths has deteriorated drastically?
Is this the worst time? Have we had a decade of neglect that was not the case previously?
Mr Buttery: Yes, it has got worse.
Q22. Mrs Caine: Is it specifically the last few years?
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Mr Buttery: Yes, I think the first one we really noticed was doing the End 2 End Mountain Bike
Race, we used to go down the Dowse which runs from the top of Beary Mountain up by the
transmitter, that comes out down at St John’s. That got worse and worse and worse, to the point …
It was the rain that had washed it out, but it never got fixed. They have done some work on it
since then, I have not been down it for years, but they have fixed it. That was the first one I noticed.
I think the couple of really bad winters we had, where you have got a huge volume of water
going down these paths, what it does is it just takes all the small stones out first and then what
you end up with is football-sized boulders. There were, I think, three lads hospitalised in the
Manx 100 the other year trying to get down that one that comes out at the back of the Glen Mona.

375

Q23. Mrs Caine: That has been fixed, I think, now.
Mr Buttery: It had not the last time I went down there, but that was about a year ago so maybe
they have fixed it since then.
380

Q24. Mr Henderson: Could I interject – and pardon me, Daphne.
The erosion to the boulders-type thing on the footpaths, you mentioned about rain wash
causing a lot of it, David. But would you say motorised vehicles, especially scramble bikes, have
got a lot to do with that as well in some areas?
385

390

Mr Buttery: Not so much on those. The Millennium Way where it goes up from St Luke’s is a
disaster, but I think most of that is rain. Certainly the bikes have disturbed it to begin with, the
motocross bikes will be the first ones that have damaged that. Then it has never been repaired so
it has got deeper and deeper and deeper. But the most damage you notice from the motocross
bikes is where they have been let up on the tops, where the ground coverage is really thin. It does
not take much to wreck that and then they cut a rut, and then the next guy goes a little bit to one
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side of it, and the next one. The next thing is you have got about 50 metres of ruts right the way
across. So there is definitely a case for managing that.
We do not want to just deter these guys from coming over. There are a lot of them that come
over here to ride on the Island because they cannot do that in the UK. But there needs to be more
control over where these guys are allowed to go. I do not know whether you can fence them in
on to a particular track, or whatever. But those bikes do a huge amount of damage. It is like
50-60 horsepower going through the back wheel.
If you go after the End 2 End, the year we had 1,500 riders in that – 1,500 mountain bikers – a
week later you would not know there had been anybody there. There is very little impact. But half
a dozen motorcycles going through there tears the place up. So that is something that needs to
be … I know they did do it, they banned them off the tops, didn’t they? But quite whether they
banned them enough, I do not know.
Q25. The Chairman: Is there anything else you would like to add today? Is there anything else
that we have not covered?
Mr Buttery: No, I think we have covered most of it.
I just really think that the best way to do this thing is to use DEFA. It is what they do, they are
pretty good at it. I have seen what they have done on some of the mountain bike trails up there,
and they even went to the trouble up on the top of the Sloc of using the right kind of rock. They
did not just go and get a load of rock from the quarry, they used the stuff that is native to that
area. They are good.
I think that would be my preferred option. Let those guys do it; give them the budget and let
them get on with it.
Q26. The Chairman: You did mention about the way they communicate as well. You said that
was something that you felt was helpful as a walker, how they show what they have been doing
and the progress, and you felt that was useful.
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Mr Buttery: I have noticed since I put this Petition in that they have been popping up all over
Facebook with, ‘We have done this’ and ‘We did that.’ The DoI actually put a piece on the other
week that they had opened another footpath. So maybe just the thought of it, the fact that you
are shining a light on them, has maybe galvanised them into action.
But, yes, it is not my decision, but I feel that DEFA would be the best option. It is the simplest,
they are already there, we do not have to start anything new. They are there, however they
structure these things, I would go for it.
The Chairman: Thank you very much.
Thanks for coming in, we appreciate your time.
Mr Henderson: Thanks David.
If you do think of anything else, or anything else comes to light, by all means send it in.

435

Mr Buttery: Yes. I have got a copy of what Catriona Livingstone sent in and when I have read
it, I realised she was actually a bit of a bigwig in the Los Angeles planning department, so when
you read that it reads really well …
The Chairman: Thank you very much. We will just continue in private now.
The Committee adjourned at 12.10 p.m.
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Select Committee of Tynwald on
Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes
(Petition for Redress)
The Committee sat in public at 10.05 a.m.
in the Legislative Council Chamber,
Legislative Buildings, Douglas
[MRS MALTBY in the Chair]

Procedural

5

10

The Chair (Mrs Maltby): Good morning and welcome to the public meeting of the Select
Committee of Tynwald on Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. I am Sara Maltby MHK,
and I chair this Committee. With me today is Daphne Caine, MHK, one of our members of the
Committee, along with our Clerks. I have given leave of absence to Bill Henderson MLC, the other
member of this Committee.
This Committee was established to consider a Petition of Redress of Grievance presented at
Tynwald Hill in July of last year. The Petition calls for a single agency to take responsibility for
maintaining the Island’s footpaths. Today, we will be hearing from a number of officers from
across the Government, all of whom are involved in either maintaining or promoting the Island’s
footpaths.
Before we begin, please can we all ensure that our mobile phones are off, or on silent? For the
purposes of Hansard, I will be ensuring that we do not have two people speaking at once.

EVIDENCE OF
Ms Angela Byrne, Head of Visit Isle of Man; and
Ms Jade Foster, Business Development Executive, Visit Isle of Man

15

Q27. The Chair: First, we are hearing from representatives of Visit Isle of Man who are involved
in promoting the Island’s footpaths to visitors.
For the record, could you please each state your name and job title and how long you have
been in this role?
Ms Byrne: Angela Byrne. I am Head of Visit Isle of Man and I have been in the role 10 years.

20

25

Ms Foster: I am Jade Foster and I work in the New Product team at the Visit Agency. I have
been here for six or seven years – a year of maternity leave.
Q28. The Chair: Thank you.
Thank you for your submission, which sets out the Visit Agency’s proposals for a better way
forward. Could you please give us an overview of the main points in your proposal?
Ms Byrne: If I can rewind back to two years before COVID hit … We have been involved in the
walking product for quite a long time, but we took the opportunity to do our own research into
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the product, because there are an awful lot of stakeholders involved, as we found. Ultimately the
product audit that we commissioned – September 2020 – highlighted the growth opportunities
for the Island as a walking destination. We have been working on that over the last few months,
which has resulted in the paper that we then submitted as evidence. Ultimately, our role, as you
highlighted, is to promote the Isle of Man as a walking destination, so what we would like to do is
obviously have a quality product that can be packaged up and that we can take to market and
drive visitor growth. That is basically the purpose of the paper.
Q29. Mrs Caine: Thank you. In the submission I was interested to read that you believe there
is scope for 65,000 annual visitors – walkers – and that would be an additional 45,000 on today’s
figure, or the two years ago figure, bringing an income to the Isle of Man of £26 million by 2032.
What are the obstacles in getting there? Do we really have the product to support that many
walkers?
Ms Byrne: I would say we have the product to support that, but we need to obviously have a
quality product to attract them in the first place. I think it is about working together across all the
Government Departments, but also the walking groups and the volunteer groups that we have.
I think the diagram on page 3 of our paper highlights just how many people are in that walking
stakeholder group, who obviously were all wanting the same thing, but it is quite a big and
complicated picture, so that is why we want to support a quality product to attract those visitors.
Q30. Mrs Caine: You also make the point that there is no consistency with so many groups and
so many different Government bodies responsible for different parts of the Island’s footpath
uplands – everything from MNH, DEFA and Manx Utilities, as well as DoI; but signage and styles,
the footpath furniture, no consistency in terms of maintenance, the style, and confusion for
visitors.

55
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Ms Byrne: Yes, it is quite a myriad of different things for such a small Island, and we recognise
that that needs to be brought together and it needs to be consistent, not just for visitors but for
residents as well. Obviously the last couple of years we have seen a lot of residents going out and
walking the Raad and the Millennium Way – maybe they had not done it that much before – so
that has obviously highlighted a lot of maintenance issues. We have had quite a few comments.
But from a visitor perspective we need to make sure it is a quality product and promote it, but
also accessibility. There are some of the routes that we believe could be made more accessible.
We appreciate some cannot, but we would like to see those develop, because again that opens
our market up to try to get those additional visitors.

65

Q31. Mrs Caine: Which routes are they?

70
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Ms Foster: I think currently the Departments have accessibility in focus. There are some that
have had some major improvements – at the likes of Glen Helen. The Footpath Inspector identified
that Scarlett could be a great access-for-all path and there are places … I think the Rotary Club are
investing some time and funds in Bradda Glen. I think it is about selecting and committing to which
places can be made more accessible and seeing which way they could be improved, but every
time there are footpath improvements I think we should look at them with accessibility in mind.
Q32. Mrs Caine: Is there any evidence that lack of maintenance has had a negative impact on
the tourist industry or on the feedback to the Department?
Ms Foster: Yes, there have been a few. We do get handfuls of complaints and letters sent to
us every year. There is a TripAdvisor page called ‘The Road of the Gull’; we have tried to claim that
page and we also try to be responsive to any complaints. There are some fantastic reviews. There
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are some complaints that come in via that route as well. They are obviously highlighted via
residents, as well, on social media, and we are often sent copies of them.

85

Q33. Mrs Caine: And how efficiently are the complaints dealt with, or the maintenance issues
that are identified rectified?
Ms Foster: We just pass them to the Department where we see it fits, and in most … As DoI
have a strategy, they do resolve safety-critical issues first as the most important.

90

Q34. The Clerk: What are the main types of complaints you get? Are there any obvious ones?

95

Ms Foster: At certain times of the year there tends to be overgrowth, and signposting seems
to be quite apparent, I think. Those things do provide reassurance to visitors that they are going
the right way, and I think it can be quite frustrating if they get lost or they cannot find their way.
Yes, they are the main things.
Q35. Mrs Caine: What consideration has been given to attracting other types of pathway users,
such as horse riders or motocross bikers?

100

Ms Byrne: In terms of the green lanes and things, we do not do any active promotion. We did
sit on the GLUG committee, the Green Lane User Group, which is now the Countryside Access
Group, and it has widened its remit, so we obviously meet with … And there is horse-riding and
mountain bike representation on that group as well. But in terms of promoting the motorbikes,
no, that is not a key market for us.

105

110

Q36. Mrs Caine: And yet there are groups known to visit – or pre-COVID, and presumably postCOVID would come again. Some issues on the uplands particularly have been attributed to motor
vehicles causing ruts, which then … water damage, rainfall impacts. Do you think there would be
a market, and do you anticipate that such activity might be better being licensed, with satellite
trackers, for instance?

115

Ms Byrne: To be honest, we would need to do some more research into that, because it is not
something we have been proactively looking at. We are looking more towards the low impact, so
the cycling, walking, mountain biking, those sorts of things, so I would need to do some
homework.
Q37. Mrs Caine: Okay, but generally are there any other aspects of the network that need
improvement significantly before opening up to more visitors?

120
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Ms Foster: For us, I think the focus on the premier routes is obviously key because there is
already a really strong product, the coastal footpath, and the product audit did highlight areas
where we could actually focus on doing few better. We have identified that there is a wider
opportunity to bring people over for shorter breaks, so that might not necessarily be the entire
footpath but it would be shorter sections. Some of the really exceptional, scenic sections would
be fantastic if they were really well signposted and really well maintained.
Q38. Mrs Caine: You are referring mainly to the Raad ny Foillan and the Millennium Way?
Ms Foster: Yes.

130

Q39. The Chair: In your submission you highlight the various Government strategies and
reports that are relevant to this issue. It has already been recognised by Government that

__________________________________________________________________
17 FBGL/21-22
59

SELECT COMMITTEE, MONDAY, 7th FEBRUARY 2022
footpaths are important for the Island in various ways, so why do think there has been very little
progress to date?
135
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Ms Byrne: Certainly in the last 12 months there has been some progress in terms of … There
has been the appointment of a Public Right of Way officer within DoI. DEFA have also been doing
quite a lot of work in the glens, fixing bridges and obviously expanding car parks and things like
that. So I would say in the last 12 months there has been progress, but obviously it is possibly not
as quick as we would all like.
I think, through the Countryside Access Group, there is a shared vision in trying to come up
with a more simplified way of reporting, but also, from our perspective, understanding … For
instance, if there is a section of the Raad that is closed off for a landslide, for example, which has
happened, it is how that communication is sent out, so that we can obviously then let the walking
fraternity know. I think there have only been two meetings so far, but that is progress in the last
12 months.
Q40. The Chair: You have mentioned communication as being an obstacle. Do you think there
are any other obstacles to more collaboratively working together with other Government
Departments and agencies, and how do you think they could be overcome?
Ms Byrne: We meet regularly with DoI, DEFA and MNH about a number of things, but we have
had specific meetings about walking and the glens, so we do have those communications and, as
a result of them, that is where some of this progress has happened. In terms of communication
with other Government Departments, we certainly do not have any issues in that respect, but I
guess it is down to priorities and the usual resource and funding, I hate to say.
Q41. The Chair: The Petition calls for a single agency to be created with sole responsibility for
the network. Do you think this would improve the situation?
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Ms Byrne: Yes, we allude to it in our paper. Because of the number of moving parts, as the
figure on page 3 highlights, there needs to be somebody – and I am not going to suggest who it is,
but there needs to be someone at the top with accountability, who has that agreed shared vision
and is the focus for access and more funding, if that is part of the role. But obviously it is bringing
the whole walking fraternity together, because everybody has some really great ideas and there
are so many volunteers out there that it is appreciating them as well and the work they do.
Q42. The Chair: You said you were not going to identify a Department that you think would be
best to take on the responsibility, but would you say that the DoI could continue in the way they
are at the moment, or could you see some improvements?
Ms Byrne: I suppose there is always room for improvement. Whether it sits with DoI or DEFA …
I am in DfE, so I am afraid I would not want to … But whoever it is at the outcome of this Select
Committee, we will continue to work with them, and if there is any other information that we can
help with, in terms of submitting, we are more than happy to do that. I think we are all looking for
the same aim, which is a quality, well-maintained product that residents and visitors can enjoy.
Q43. Mrs Caine: The petitioner suggested that DEFA was doing a better job in the part of the
network that it looked after and is responsible for, and although his Petition suggested a separate
agency could be established, he seemed to think that – I do not mean reinvent the wheel – it could
all be centralised within DEFA. Whether centralising within one Department of Government or an
external new agency-type format, do you have any opinion which might work better?
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Ms Foster: Obviously we suggested we had looked at other destinations and we had done
some case studies. I suppose we cannot comment on what would work better, and that was the
idea of having a committee to help decide, because we have to have an Island approach, but there
are some great things happening in other destinations – like a parish approach. I know we do have
some local commissioner involvement already, but it is not widespread, and I think the one in the
report suggested only half of them are signed up to it anyway, so not everyone has a perfectly
working operation. One of them was more of a partnership plan, and one of them was a longerterm plan that had agreement of Ministers.
I think there are a lot of things we can look at, but it is deciding what is best, working for our
Island and with the Departments that we already have, because we do have some fantastic skills
and fantastic people who work there, but it is a case of resources and funding.
Q44. The Chair: In what ways would you like to see the network develop? Is there a case for
developing new rights of way?
Ms Byrne: I suppose there is. For us, at the moment, it is concentrating on the likes of the
Raad ny Foillan and the Millennium Way initially because they are established, but obviously we
would be more than happy to look at other opportunities if we think it could help attract visitors
and enhance the product. So yes, we would look at that.
Ms Foster: I think the petitioner suggested linking up routes, and I think that is the type of thing
that is coming to the Countryside Access Group and has been proposed by different user groups –
the likes of the mountain bike groups, linking trails through plantations and things like that – so
there is always scope for new ones.
Q45. Mrs Caine: Would that work include improvements, for instance, on the Raad ny Foillan?
One of the criticisms we had from the petitioner was that visitors particularly were unaware that
sections of major footpaths crossed or left sections on busy main roads with derestricted speed.
Particularly of concern was the Old Castletown Road through Santon and the Ballamodha Straight.
Would they be high priority in terms of you linking up footpaths?
Ms Foster: I think that is being looked at through the Department at the moment, but it needs
consultation and I think that might be a two- or three-year process.
Q46. Mrs Caine: Do any of your complaints relate to people coming out on to busy roads?

220

Ms Foster: Yes, they do, and we are trying to put more information in place in the promotion
of these, so they are made aware of that, and we are working with Departments to try to make
them safer and make sure there is adequate signage and warnings in place.
Q47. The Chair: Finally, what is needed to attract more walking tourists – if you could
summarise today’s …?

225
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Ms Byrne: We have to acknowledge we have some good walking products and we have some
fantastic events that happen in this area as well, so we do promote all of those things.
I think the Biosphere status is also a key part of our marketing campaign this year, how we can
link it all in to the natural environment, which is one of the main motivations for attracting visitors,
and we get that coming back, even pre-COVID, in all our surveys – they cannot believe the
landscape and the natural marine life that we have, and the environment. That is a key driver for
a lot of visitors. But obviously we want to go out and target the likes of the Ramblers Association
in the UK and proactively go out and promote. That is something we want to do this year, to try
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and attract more walkers over, but obviously alongside cycling, adventure and active, so that it
develops into an experience for the visitor and they can see just how much there is to see.
Q48. Mrs Caine: Are you holding a Walking Festival this year?
Ms Byrne: There is one in … September?

240

Ms Foster: Yes. They apply for funding through our scheme, but it is not organised by Visit Isle
of Man.

245

250

Q49. Mrs Caine: It is an external one. And your target pre-COVID – you were on track for 20,000
walking visitors every year. What do you hope to see visit the Isle of Man this year?
Ms Byrne: I wish I had the answer to that question, to be honest, because we are not … We
are aiming to get to pre-COVID numbers by 2023-24, but obviously we have to see how things go.
It is positive for this year. When the borders opened last June we had, I think, two Instagram
influencers over. They came over purely to walk sections of the Raad, so that got a lot of attraction,
and they are quite a key part now of promoting issues in the walking … using influencers.
We are also working with Coast magazine, and again we use the walking as the hook for those
sorts of articles on the Island. So we will be keeping our marketing campaigns going and hopefully
we can increase the visitors.

255

Q50. The Chair: Just out of interest, how much do you spend on off-Island advertising?

260

Ms Byrne: We have a revenue budget, which, on actual paid-for advertising, I think is about
£170,000-ish, but two years ago we were successful in getting a Marketing Initiative Fund budget
of £900,000 over two years – it has ended up as now three years because of what has happened.
That Marketing Initiative Fund has been really beneficial for us, obviously, in the lead up now to
this year and getting our campaign out, so we have slightly more than we would normally have.
Q51. Mrs Caine: And that is all visitor marketing?

265

Ms Byrne: That is everything, yes.
Q52. Mrs Caine: That is not just walkers?
270

275

Ms Byrne: Yes, it is destination marketing, so we are pushing out to visit the Isle of Man and
we then use digital, because that is the most effective, to really target in to the walkers, and we
do that through the usual channels – Facebook, Instagram, Twitter. That is where you can really
get targeted down into those whose main motivation would be to come to the Island for walking.
Q53. The Chair: Is there anything else you would like to add before we conclude?
Ms Byrne and Ms Foster: No.
The Chair: We will now suspend the sitting. Thank you.
The Committee was suspended at 10.29 a.m.
and resumed its sitting at 10.43 a.m.
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The Chair (Mrs Maltby): Welcome back to this public meeting of the Select Committee of
Tynwald on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. We are now hearing from representatives of
the Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture, which is responsible for paths in our
plantations, glens and uplands.

EVIDENCE OF
Mr Andrew Lees, Director of Agriculture and Lands;
Mr Jason Bolt, Head of Forestry, Amenity and Lands;
Mr Graeme Watson, Access and Recreation Officer; and
Mr Andrew Sidebottom, Interim Chief Executive,
Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture

285

Q54. The Chair: For the record, could you please each state your name and job title, and how
long you have been in the role.
Mr Lees: Andrew Lees, Director of Agriculture and Lands, just over two years.

290

Mr Bolt: Hi, I am Jason Bolt, Head of Forestry, Amenity and Lands.
I have been in the role for just over two years, but within the Department for over 28 years.
Mr Watson: Graeme Watson, Access and Recreation Officer, in the role for 18 years.

295

Mr Sidebottom: Andrew Sidebottom, Interim Chief Executive DEFA, in the role for about six
weeks, (Laughter) but formerly joined Government with DEFA, so about 10 years’ experience.
Q55. The Chair: Thank you for your informative written submission.
To start us off, could you please give an overview of what work DEFA does to maintain and
develop footpaths and other routes open to the public?

300

310

Mr Lees: In terms of the responsibilities, we have in excess of 25,000 acres of land. It covers
national glens, the uplands and plantations.
In terms of the works we do, we specifically will look at access within the National Glens, so
the examples will be Port Soderick or Glen Helen, where we have updated the footpaths so access
for all can be achieved in terms of uplands, in terms of the desire lines, looking at how we can
manage the environment with regard to footpaths that are going up to the top of Snaefell, etc.
And within the plantations it is looking around, again, access to all but, when we say access to all
it includes all sorts of user groups – so that is from people who are walking, all the way through
to 4x4 rallies within there. Whilst at the same time having to manage the plantations as a
commercial business.

315

Q56. The Chair: Okay, we are going to move on to some questions here.
A common complaint that we hear is that maintenance on footpaths is undertaken without
regard to the time of year and the impact it may have on wildlife or wild plants. Is this perception
true and to what extent does the Department monitor this?

305

Mr Bolt: I think we do take into consideration the biodiversity of all workings within our forests
and estate generally.
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We work closely with our colleagues, the biodiversity officers, and we would only take
measures that are minimal and are required or essential for the health and safety of the user. If
we do not need to do it, we will not do it. We will only do it when absolutely required to do so.

325

Q57. Mrs Caine: We have all seen the damage done by vehicles on green lanes and the uplands.
To what extent does the Department monitor these areas? And, are there any proposals to
better manage the use of green lanes or vehicle access on the Island?

330

Mr Watson: Basically, we are not responsible for the green lanes, although they do run through
our land. Any liaison is through the DoI and the Green Lane User Group, as formerly known, it is
now called the Countryside Access Group. So we are aware of it and we are sensitive to the issue,
but we try and work with the DoI on remedial action.
Q58. Mrs Caine: Another complaint might be mountain bike use of footpaths, particularly on
the upland ridges. Do you have any opinion on that?

335
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Mr Watson: Generally speaking, there is plenty of space for people to cycle over the green
lanes, greenway roads.
There is obviously a sign of people trying to go a little further, for the views or whatever, and
they do go to the peaks; and when we see that, we try and ask them to desist because of the
issues it can cause for our tenants – grazing and shooting tenants. We are not ignoring that, we
would like to work with the organisations to make that possible through permissive paths
potentially. We have already done this on Cronk ny Arrey Laa going down to the Roundtable where
we have put a permissive cycle route. So where it is feasible, we will work with partners to create
those routes.
Q59. Mrs Caine: Does it have an impact on biodiversity, on nature and wildlife, the impact of
cycles rather than motor vehicles?
Mr Watson: There is evidence on the ground, as there is for walking or through trampling by
livestock, and they are often following similar routes to be honest. What we would like to do is to
work up a priority list and see which are the most achievable. There is a place called Lanagore
Park, which is in Glen Rushen, where there is an obvious benefit from a road safety point of view
to allow cyclists across it. So we would need to look at it to see what sort of maintenance work
would be required to make that possible.
Q60. Mrs Caine: So you are about safer access for all to the lands that you manage?
Mr Watson: Very much so, yes.

360

Mr Sidebottom: I think any form of access, if it is uneducated, can cause issues for the wildlife
or the ground itself.
It very much plays into what the guys have just said. It is about educating people to know what
they can do and where, and almost use a honeypot approach; so that if we have got an area that
is of low environmental importance, for want of a crude term, it is focusing the people to those
areas so they get the same benefits but without the impact on the countryside.

365

Q61. Mrs Caine: What about, we heard tales pre-COVID of the off-road bikes, motorbikes, trial
bikes – or whatever you want to call them – coming over, some going out with leaders, some going
out on their own. Is that a real issue for DEFA and would there be, if that were to continue, any
ability to license or use satellite tracking?
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Mr Lees: Part of our Landscape and Amenity Strategy is around trying to provide as much
access to all our estate; and, yes, you will get a minority who probably will abuse that. I think it is
more about education. Examples of that and where we have seen it before is when we have been
out with our countryside warden, where we have identified people that have come through there.
It is about educating them, handing the maps out and saying: ‘These are your green lanes, this is
where you can actually go off-road and this is where you cannot.’
There are scenarios we have picked up where we are seeing – taking Graeme’s point – where
people have gone for the views, where we have put fencing up to actually stop people coming or
going to other areas off-site, off the green lanes. But I think it is more education. We have got a
huge estate to manage.
With regard to you were talking about satellite tracking, etc. Again, I think, in the end, to us –
whether that is a good or a bad thing, I really do not know – it is working with people such as the
ACU or the Green Lane User Group – sorry, they are the Countryside Access Group now – they
would be the first port of call, rather than using a big stick.
Q62. Mrs Caine: You mentioned your countryside warden. How does that person monitor all
your estate, because that seems pretty vast for one person?
Mr Watson: It is a tough ask, 28,000 acres is a lot to manage, and he cannot be around all the
time. We do work with partners and he will investigate issues as they arise. There have been
prosecutions, so we do try and see through what we peddle, if that makes sense.
Q63. The Chair: How long have we had the warden?

395

Mr Watson: We have had a warden since 2001-02-ish – it is now ‘Countryside Ranger’, by the
way, that is the proper title. There was a break of a couple of years, but now he is back in post.
Q64. Mrs Caine: What have the prosecutions been over?

400

Mr Watson: There has been a driving off-road incident and there has been driving in a
plantation as well.
Q65. Mrs Caine: Was that in a vehicle, 4x4 – ?

405

410

Mr Watson: We have had both.
We have had a vehicle in Cringle Plantation and another one on Skyhill.
Mr Sidebottom: It is a huge ask for one person, but I think the passion that the team have
about the countryside and what they do means that everybody is effectively a warden.
We just tend to use the Ranger to enforce the relevant points. The whole team keep an eye on
what is going on –
Mr Bolt: And he is usually more available at weekends too, so that is when you will find him
out and about.

415

Q66. Mrs Caine: And is he on a vehicle at all?
Mr Watson: He is in a four-wheel drive vehicle, yes.
Mr Bolt: Yes, it is marked up Countryside Ranger, if that is what you are –

420

Q67. Mrs Caine: What sort of vehicle is it?
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Mr Watson: It is a pick-up truck, it is a truck, basically, but he does not drive off-road –
(Laughter).
425
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Q68. The Chair: To what extent does the lack of maintenance of the Public Rights of Way
network affect the farming community? Do you hear many complaints from farmers?
Mr Lees: I personally do not hear a lot of complaints from farmers.
I think the Department does support through the Agriculture and Fisheries Grant Scheme
(AFGS) in terms of boundary fencing and gates, etc. However, it is actually to a low amount, I think
it is about 20% if I recollect, in terms of the grant support we would give to them.
The Agri-Environment Scheme (AES) although in the policy it described footpaths and open
access, it is not in the handbook, but it was one of the policy ideas.
But in terms of does it affect the farming community? As you have probably seen during
lambing time, there are more and more posts that come out about dogs, etc. There are bits and
pieces with regard to people accessing the footpaths and not understanding there is livestock in
the field. I think there are definitely some bits and pieces where potentially we should highlight
more with regard to accessing carefully when you have got livestock in the fields. I know the Manx
National Farmers’ Union do a really good job in trying to highlight that, but in terms of the number
of complaints from the farming community – very few.
Q69. Mrs Caine: You mentioned there that you provide grants under one of your schemes for
improvements to fencing, that would be to fence the livestock away from footpaths. But has there
also been – I think in your submission you said there has been a penalty imposed under the
Agricultural Development Scheme (ADS) for poorly maintained footpaths. How effective is that?
So you have got grants on the one hand or you impose penalties on the other?
The other issue that we have had raised is that the law changed some time ago, by DoI, so that
people who have historically permitted a footpath to be created across their land suddenly find
that they are now responsible for the stiles or the fencing, perhaps when they had not thought
previously they were responsible for any signage or stiles?
Mr Lees: Yes, taking the first question with regard to the penalty. The Department did apply a
penalty to an ADS applicant – if I remember correctly, and I can confirm back to the Committee
the exact amount – I think it was 5% of their total ADS application, and that was based on that the
footpath was unusable. I am trying to remember what the pictures looked like, but if I remember
correctly, it was extremely muddy and I do not think anyone would think they could have got
across there.
In terms of the other one, you talked about the highways, I think if I remember correctly that
was the Highways Act section 55. Yes, it does put the onus on the farming community. I would
highlight to the Committee, though, that the farmer would actually have a substantial outlay. If
he or she has got to deal with a damaged fence or deal with a damaged gate, we could probably
support 20% of that cost. So, actually, it is a financial burden to the sector at the time when import
prices are rising.
So yes, 2016, when that came through it did put the onus back on to the landowners, I think,
at the present time, by making them responsible for that; and the fact that 80% of the costs they
are going to have to meet, I think, is a huge worry, I suspect, to the agricultural sector.
Q70. The Chair: To what extent do you collaborate with the Department of Infrastructure on
work surrounding footpaths?

470

Mr Watson: Yes, we liaise quite closely with the Public Rights of Way team.
In fact, the current Public Rights of Way Officer has left us not too long ago – Fflinlo, so it is
quite nice to have that knowledge of who he is in the first place. But because the majority of public
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rights of way are outside the estate, a lot of the work goes on unknown to us. We have got our
own issues with our own paths, most of which are not rights of way. So, I am trying to think …
The Green Lane User Group, there has been work done on the hills in the past on some of the
greenway roads, and we are more aware of them, and allowing access to them for machinery and
things, rather than actually directly involved in delivering them.
Mr Sidebottom: I think we have tried to help and advise in the past (Mr Watson: Oh, yes,
absolutely.) with that knowledge of, specifically the uplands, where we have got expertise that
we can share and try and help, in terms of not doing works that are actually probably going to
make the problem worse.
So there is overlap in terms of skilled areas, but as Graeme says, really, where it is a public right
of way there is a path that is off the estate. There is some separation there, without a doubt.
Q71. The Chair: In your experience, what are the main obstacles to more collaboratively
working with other Government Departments and agencies, and how could they be overcome?

490
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Mr Watson: I think the creation or extension of the remit of the Countryside Access Group is a
good start, and I think the existence of a strategy which is live until 2028, the DoI’s strategy needs
time to mature. In that there will be, undoubtedly, partnership work and I think that is the way
forward in terms of partnerships.
Often the case in the UK … there are some very good UK models and Shropshire County Council
does a very good outdoor partnership system. But the public rights of way remain with the
highways authority, which makes sense, and it is the same here, because of the legislation, and
with the expertise and usually the resources. I know they are probably under-resourced at the
moment.
But I think that would be the best way of looking at the strategy that we have got in place,
which already identifies shortfalls in resources in combination with the Countryside Access Group,
which is made up of partners who are already trying to work collaboratively. And, equivalent to
the access forum, in the UK they have highways authorities and they have access forums who feed
back on issues.
Then, it is about delivery; and delivery would be down to resources. We ourselves have cut our
workforce by two thirds in the last 15 years. We are down to approximately 10 people. Our last
manual worker was employed probably nearly 20 years ago, so it goes to show that we do not
have much of a turnover and little in the way of succession planning, so we cannot deliver any
more unless we get a decent amount of resources. DoI probably face the same thing, but I am not
sure of the structures there.

510

Q72. Mrs Caine: How do you maintain all your acreage if you have had a two-thirds cut to
resources?

515
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Mr Watson: The success has been through project managing.
We have got one project manager who is very good – I am going to mention his name, it is
Oliver O’Meara, who is our Infrastructure Manager – and he has got the model in place, which
means he has got money. Andrew very kindly secured a good amount of money a few years ago
for us to go through and do some work in the glens. So those are probably good examples of work,
but they are big projects; and they are not all paths, they are bridges and they are other types of
infrastructure.
We do not do a great deal on the others. The plantation tracks are quite rough-and-ready,
really. They are designed to allow for harvesting and commercial forestry purposes; and our
uplands are left to manage themselves to a greater extent. Where we do have issues reported to
us, we do try and deal with them, but we do not have the same issues that the Public Rights of
Way face, the DoI, which are often to do with hedge-cutting or dealing with paths on the edges of
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cliffs or in remote places where they cannot do it. That is the issue here, it is finding the right way
of delivering it.

530

535

Mr Sidebottom: That was the focus of the move, really, to the more contract-based approach.
We were hitting more and more health and safety issues, so to have a contractor that can come
in and knowing they do the job well, quickly and get in and get out so that the routes are open,
made good sense.
We have got an internal team that pick up the minor maintenance works and keep everything
on top of things, but then a contract approach for the balance of the works, really. And it is
focusing on those honeypot lines to hit the most used ones and keep those up to the right
standards.

540

Q73. Mrs Caine: You managed to secure, I think it was a million pounds over five years to
improve the glens. That is coming to an end, I think. So what is the plan going forward to achieve
the – ?

545

Mr Watson: This is our problem. It is great, we cut down on staff on the basis that we will
reduce overheads but get meaty budgets to go with it, but there is no certainty about budgets at
the moment either, and that is the risk with the current vulnerability over the whole situation.
DoI may be better equipped, I do not know.
Q74. Mrs Caine: Have you done an audit of all the land that you have opened publicly
accessible parts of, and do you know what condition they are in, or are there any areas of concern?

550
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Mr Lees: Currently, in terms of the acreage we have, the answer would be no. We have ideas
in terms of, as Graeme said, honeypot sites – South Barrule, Archallagan, etc. But in terms of the
estate that we manage, we have not done a full assessment of it. We do rely on customer feedback
and we do get it. But also at the same time, in terms of where we are talking about all our estate
in terms of the team that we have, although we use it mainly as reactive maintenance, we are also
responsible for things such as the Arboretum, which could take two or three colleagues a week
just to look after it during the summer.
So the estate is not just the uplands and a bit of plantations, it is everything else. And a weather
event could actually mean you are taking people off doing works within footpaths or clearing them
to do clearance of wind-blown trees, etc. In terms of the contractor-based, that Andrew
mentioned, it is the way forward. What we have actually got is a reactive team, but that covers
many different disciplines.
Mr Bolt: The Annual Outdoor Visitor Survey, that Graeme is responsible for, has helped us to
prioritise and aim some of our resources in those areas and also it is feedback as well, it is a bit of
an audit, a citizens’ audit type of thing, but –
Q75. Mrs Caine: I think your survey actually pointed to the fact that Groudle Glen was the
busiest, most popular glen that you look after, and that is the one about the collaborative working
with other agencies, because that is actually one that you do not own, that is under Onchan
Commissioners’ ownership. DEFA does, as far as I can see, as far as I am aware, most of the
maintenance of it and improvements to it, and then DoI has a permissive path down the bottom
of the glen.
Is that optimal working in terms of making the best use of a glen, in terms of maintenance, to
make it more accessible to people?
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Mr Sidebottom: The end goal, certainly from our side of things, is that the customer, the end
user does not really know when they walk on to a piece of DEFA land, or on to a DoI footpath, or
on to MNH land. Private land is a little bit different, but we aim to get that consistency in and we
do work hard with the Departments – DoI, primarily – to try and make sure it is consistent. But we
all do have our own resources and limitations in certain areas. So I guess DoI will prioritise some
parts and we will prioritise others.
I think that is something that we need to pick up with the Countryside Access Group, to get
better still at.
But, yes, there are challenges at times I have to admit, but the aim even with the rural signage
work project that we have been working on was to ensure that you did not know when you walked
on or off a different Department’s land, but you knew when you were on public land, and what
you could do and where you were going, to try and encourage responsible use, really.
Q76. Mrs Caine: One submission we have had is over the signage, the lack of consistency over
signage. Is that something that the Countryside Access Group or Government Departments are
looking at making more consistent?
Mr Lees: Within the next couple of months there is a trial for rural signage coming out, and it
will de-brand a lot of the signage, so it will not be DEFA, DoI, MUA, etc. As Andrew has said, it is
where you walk on you will know it is public land; and in terms of the signage as a whole, there is
a suite of signs from interpretation boards to finger posts telling you where to go, to many other
bits and pieces. So that will be rolled out, as I say, in the next couple of months over a number of
areas and we will be asking for feedback on that signage.
Q77. The Chair: And that is a DEFA initiative?

600
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Mr Lees: It is not, it covers a multitude of Departments. So predominantly the signs will be on
DoI and DEFA land to start off with and, again, it should provide a very clear and easy appreciation
of where you are. One of the first signs that has already gone up was up at Bradda Head in terms
of the interpretation board that has gone up there, that is one of the first ones; and there are a
few others to come out across St John’s, I think, through one of the Heritage Trails, etc.
Q78. The Chair: The petition calls for a single agency to be created with sole responsibility for
the network. Do you think this would improve the situation?
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Mr Lees: I think if you look at what Graeme has mentioned, you have got the Countryside
Access Group, you have got something that covers Government Departments and people outside
of Government. So you have already got one group actually there.
Mr Sidebottom: As I mentioned before, I think the big thing is making sure that the customer
enjoys their experience. The vast majority are there because they are passionate about the
countryside, they love the views and enjoy the amenity and recreation. So whatever we do as
Government landowner and property owners should focus that so we get that educated,
responsible visitor.
Not to say that they are not at the moment, we get a few, a minority that create problems, but
the vast majority do behave very well and do look after the countryside and its offering …
Mr Watson: I would suggest a cautious approach to any major changes. I think this is the first
review of its type and it has probably highlighted a lot of disparity, spread across a large area, we
have seen that. I think the fact that DoI have worked on a strategy, which is still live, and the fact
that the Access Group is now established, there needs to be time to mature and be properly
resourced.
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The Public Rights of Way Office needs empowering, and as I say, to give them time to develop
a plan. There may be more questions than answers following this review, and they would probably
need to look at the resources across Government, at Department level, to decide what could be
done.
Mr Sidebottom: There is also, which potentially may look like we are not joined-up at all, but
it purely reflects the basis of access on the two different estates. So DoI have obviously got the
highway element and public footpaths; and our estates are very wide, with very different types of
access in there from plantation roads through to open ramblage on the hills, through to glen
paths. So we have an equivalent Landscape and Amenity Strategy that sets out what we are aiming
to do on the wider estate. The two tie together and certainly should not contradict each other,
and really are a supporting approach to make sure that there are very clear visions and drivers to
what we are trying to achieve.

640

Q79. Mrs Caine: But for both those strategies, does it boil down to adequate resources to
deliver on the strategies?
Mr Watson and Mr Sidebottom: Absolutely, yes.
645

Q80. Mrs Caine: Do you have enough resources? (Interjections)
We have had several submissions suggesting that DEFA would be more suited to taking on
responsibility for public footpaths. What would be needed in order for your Department to take
on this responsibility?
650
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Mr Sidebottom: I think we would have to investigate what resources are already there within
other organisations that offer access, if it is to come together as one body. But ultimately it is a
policy call of where that sits, so we would need to do a lot of work in the background to understand
both the human and the financial resources that sit with it. Also, the legal obligations because
they are very different depending on the type of access, to make sure that we did it appropriately
and accurately, if it was thought to be DEFA.
Q81. Mrs Caine: Would you like to put all the footpaths into one area? Because the two
possibilities that have been suggested are either an agency, separate from Government resource,
but sitting outside the Department structure; and the other one is from the Petitioner last week,
particularly, do not reinvent the wheel but responsibility for all footpaths and the countryside –
so, what you currently do, plus the non-highway footpaths.
Mr Watson: I think that is the problem, the difficulty is separating the two, isn’t it? We would
call the ‘grey and the green’, really. This is the problem that if it was to go into one single entity it
would be separating the paths through the Bretney Estate with the upland tracks. Our expertise
is in countryside.
It is through partnerships, I think. If you are going to separate anything out, it will probably be
an access section, it is someone who actually deals with the access to and working out where the
problems lie, prioritising where the work needs to go and liaises with the Estates team – the
project managers who actually deliver on the works, combined with work with volunteers
potentially, and work with local authorities and the municipal associations.
I think there are local fixes here. If you get some ownership from the shires, if you like, you
tend to find the knowledge is there, in the first thing, and the interest is there, and there is the
pride there. We cannot rely wholeheartedly on volunteers, they are not always there, and we
have seen that ourselves from a number of initiatives, but they can certainly supplement. I think
there was one consideration that they could be the answer to Government, but I do not think they
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can deliver on everything. It is not possible. But they are a very important part of it, they are the
backbone of sport and recreation, are the Isle of Man volunteers.
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Mr Sidebottom: I think it is making sure their skills are in the right place. (Mr Watson: Yes.)
Not necessarily together, as long as they are working together to deliver the outcome. Many of
the rural footpaths – although people think it is just a grassy swathe that needs mowing every
now and again – as you alluded to in the questions, there are certain times of the year when you
cannot do maintenance, there are certain areas that need different types of access and
maintenance and boardwalks. And there are a lot of different people in different Departments
that have got skill sets in certain parts. I think we just must make sure that we play to those
strengths.
Q82. Mrs Caine: Mr Watson referred to local knowledge, and some local authorities being
actively involved or even commissioned to do a certain amount of maintenance on footpaths. We
have had submissions from different local Commissioners, some saying they do that, some saying
they were refused additional responsibility or resources from DoI to take on responsibility for
footpaths.
So it does seem a not very consistent approach and from, as I said, the Petitioner, there was
more of a sense that more could be achieved in a more co-ordinated way if it was in a single body,
whatever that body was. So what is your view?
Mr Sidebottom: I think it comes back to that using the strengths of the right people. We either
put them together, whether it is in a single body or whether it is in a project group. I am not sure
it needs to be a body in its own right, but I do agree that it needs to have the right people working
together on the right parts. Inevitably, there is a challenge around the resource and the
prioritisation as to which areas get focused on, but we do try our best in terms of picking up both
the high-use areas, but also the high-risk areas.
So ultimately it is a policy call, isn’t it? Playing to their skills and making sure that the right skills
are working together on it has got to make a beneficial difference.
Q83. Mrs Caine: Do you see any benefit in all of that responsibility coming together in one
place?
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Mr Watson: I think it is how it looks, at the end of the day, and I think this is where perhaps
our Public Rights of Way Officer needs time to actually investigate. We are lucky that we are not
bothered with county lines, like across in the UK. It is a similar thing to what you are saying now,
we have got one local authority or parish here doing something slightly differently, but we do not
have that problem that the UK faces with some investment on one side of the county line and less
on the other side. We are unique in that respect – or, not unique, but we do need to look at other
jurisdictions of a similar ilk. The Isle of Wight has got a very good system in place; partnership
ideas from places like, as I say, Shropshire County Council have got some great ideas working
together in partnerships.
But, yes, I think it is how it looks, how the model looks, and we do not rush into it. That is why
it needs time, after this, to review what has come back in terms of evidence and work with the
various people before making any big decisions.
Q84. Mrs Caine: In terms of the future maintenance, does it boil down to resources; and there
being enough investment in maintenance, both of uplands and footpaths?
Mr Watson: Yes, and we have tried to prioritise it, as DoI have. They have obviously got their
premier routes, the Raad ny Foillan and the Millennium Way and everything. We have tried to do
it ourselves by saying our glens are at the top of the triangle and it cascades down from there –
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and in fact the uplands come out as a poor relation at the moment because they are less used
perhaps. But they are loved by all.

735

Mr Sidebottom: It is so large, isn’t it? (Mr Watson: It is.) There is room for people to spread
out, so the damage is not as focused.
Treasury supported us with the glens and footpaths budget line, which has been fantastic. We
would like to carry that on and we will try and put a case together that extends that further into
the future. We can always do more, with more, but it is a great starting point.

740

Q85. The Chair: But just with regard to funding, has that been a difficulty for you to continue
to make sure the money goes to the right places, or do you ever happen to find sometimes it gets
diverted to other areas?
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Mr Lees: I think in the end, in terms of it, we take a pragmatic approach; as Graeme has
mentioned, the hierarchy, where we have got National Glens at the top, etc. We also then have
highly reactive matters where suddenly we were not expecting it and something occurs and we
have to allocate the money. We have a budget and we have to work to that budget.
As Andrew said, yes, if there is more budget then, fine. But in the end, our submission is
showing where we place it. Once we have spent that budget, we have spent that budget. I think
that is probably the easiest way to answer that question.
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Mr Sidebottom: I think though the budget was aimed to be an improvement budget, but with
the more severe storm events that we have seen recently, some of it has been diverted probably
more into bridge replacement and bank repairs than we would have anticipated. But, ultimately,
it still keeps a footpath or a glen open. So it is not lost into a different area, it is not disappearing
into financing a different part of the Department, it is still focused in those areas.
Mr Lees: I think I need to point out in terms of although glens are for walking, when you start
looking into plantations that path has to take every user. So we are not looking at a footpath that
is for people just walking, or a cycle-path, each path within the plantation has to carry from
somebody walking to somebody driving on it.
So we are probably slightly differing in terms of how we manage our money, etc. We cannot
just aim it at one user, we have to look at it as a multi-user path all the way through.
Q86. Mrs Caine: Just back to what you said about prioritising, has the impact of climate change
seen any significantly more maintenance needed in any particular areas? I am just aware of the
couple of times over the last 20 years, the severe impact of rainwater damage within Dhoon Glen,
and I am sure other places.
So are you seeing or requiring more resources to combat the impact of climate change?
Mr Bolt: I would say absolutely definitely. In the 28 years I have been here it has been
significantly noticeable, the amount of reactive work we are having to do, the amount of closures
that we have to put in, albeit temporarily. But, yes, both. Not just within the glens but on the
uplands as well and within the forests, where it is an ageing tree population and they are beginning
to blow; tree diseases and other impacts that we are seeing as well, which is having a significant
impact on our resources and our ability to deliver what we can.
There are things we would love to do all the time, but sometimes we are just having to focus
on doing the basics and trying to keep the glens or the plantations open for the public to use. So
quite a lot of our resources are just going into reactive work, which is as a result of increased
events from climate change, definitely.
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Mr Watson: So looking at that triangle, where we have said that the glens are at the top and
the plantations are below that, we have opened up all the glens after the storm damage, but our
premier plantations, as we call them – Conrhenny, Archallagan and South Barrule – are still
suffering so they are not open to the public, and that is where we have to … So the public are
aware what our priorities are, this is how we can explain it, but otherwise it is disappointing that
we cannot …
Mr Bolt: Plantations, though, you have got room to divert and move people around, but you
do not have in the glens so much. So when there is an event in the glen, it just usually results in a
footpath closure until we get it resolved or made safe. Quite often that is flooding – Groudle is
another one, Groudle suffers from flooding and has done.
But, yes, it is all over the estate where we are getting issues.
Q87. The Chair: Okay, have you got anything else you would like to add today for the
Committee?
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Q88. Mrs Caine: Anything we should know?

800

The Chair: Anything we should know, yes, anything we have missed that you want to tell us?
(Witnesses: No.)
Okay, we will now suspend the sitting. Thank you.
The Committee was suspended at 11.20 a.m.
and resumed its sitting at 11:31 a.m.

Procedural

805

The Chair (Mrs Maltby): Welcome back to this public meeting of the Select Committee of
Tynwald on Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes.
We are now going to hear from our final witnesses of the day, they are representatives from
the Department of Infrastructure, which has statutory responsibility for the public rights of way
network.

EVIDENCE OF
Mr Ffinlo Williams, Highways and Public Rights of Way Officer;
Mr Jeffrey Robinson, Director of Highway Services; and
Mr Alan Hardinge, Civil Maintenance Manager, Department of Infrastructure
Q89. The Chair: For the record, could you please each state your name and job title, and how
long you have been in the role?

810

Mr Williams: My name is Ffinlo Williams, I am the Highways and Public Rights of Way Officer
and I have been in the role for three or four months now.
Mr Robinson: Jeff Robinson, Director of Highway Services, I have been in the role
approximately seven years.
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Mr Hardinge: Alan Hardinge, Civil Maintenance Manager, in the role of Maintenance Manager
for 15 years.
Q90. The Chair: Thank you for your submissions.
For the benefit of any listeners, could you please give us a brief overview of the Department’s
responsibilities and work in this area?

820

825

830

835

840

845

850

Mr Robinson: The Department has statutory responsibility for looking after the public rights of
way. It also has the statutory responsibility for protecting the public's right to access. That is a
responsibility it takes very seriously and does take legal action against people when they try to
withhold those rights of access.
The Department is responsible for maintaining the definitive map, which is a very powerful
map in legislative terms in that it is unchallengeable in law, it can only be changed by Tynwald.
That map highlights all of the public rights of way on the Isle of Man. But there are many other
highways and rights of way that are not public rights of way. If it can be demonstrated that the
public have had right of access over some time, over 21 years, then the Department of Highways
will take action to defend those rights against potentially landowners who are seeking to stop
access.
Finally, and obviously, the Department is responsible for the maintenance of the 400-plus km
of public rights of way and green lanes that people would generally see as public rights of way.
Q91. Mrs Caine: What would be needed in order for the network to be more effectively
maintained? We are getting lots of reports and various submissions about the very poor state of
some public rights of way and footpaths. Do you have enough resources?
Mr Robinson: In a word, no.
We would love to maintain the network to a much higher standard. Budgets have been slashed
since 2010 in terms of revenue. The number of internal staff that we have has gone down by
hundreds in that same period, so those resources are no longer available; and where we do have
resources it is increasingly difficult to spend it, and it takes management skills to spend it, to get
through the Government procedures to spend it effectively. We do not have those resources
internally either with the skills and we find it very hard to recruit into those positions, or to create
those positions where they are needed. We are trying to make progress on those fronts. So it is a
difficult place we are in and we would love to spend more.
Implicitly, when budgets were cut around 2010, it was accepted that the Department would
have to reduce spending in the countryside in order to focus on keeping the road network
functioning and that, to an extent, is what has happened.
Q92. Mrs Caine: You have a budget of £360,000 for footpath maintenance –
Mr Robinson: Including our internal labour.

855

Q93. Mrs Caine: Why does that include labour? I noticed half of it went on payroll most years,
for the last five years.
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Mr Robinson: We were trying to be open. We have a team of five people, including supervision,
who seasonally are dedicated to maintaining the footpaths. In addition to that, we have
expenditure which we can put into the private sector. So we are trying to be open about the
entirety of the resource that is deployed to the network.
Q94. Mrs Caine: So in the last year, £191,000 went on staff costs and £170,000 actually on
maintaining footpaths? According to your submission.
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Mr Robinson: Yes, that is correct.
I think of that money spent on maintaining footpaths, a large majority of that goes to individual
event management. So, where a footbridge needs to be replaced or where there has been a
collapse alongside a stream, that can take tens and tens of thousands of pounds for that one
incident. That money is not – as much as people might think – going into the day-to-day
maintenance of the footways. It is about managing the deteriorating condition of the network.
Q95. Mrs Caine: So what is going into the day-to-day management of the footpaths?
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Mr Robinson: It varies year to year depending on what happens because it is slightly reactive,
I think it is fair to say. So the five members of staff would generally be deployed to that. We try to
give every footpath one cut a year. There are two routes where we try to give more maintenance,
which are the Raad ny Foillan and the Douglas to Peel Heritage Trail. After a capital investment on
the Heritage Trail we have tried to maintain a higher level of maintenance on that. The Raad ny
Foillan gets three cuts a year, but that one route alone and those three cuts cost around £70,000.
Q96. Mrs Caine: Seven zero – 70?
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Mr Robinson: It is £70,000 to a private contractor to do that, and comparatively to the rest of
the network that is a very simple cut because most of it is not lined by bushes and hedges, it is
open grassland and moorland on the coastal margins, so it is quite easy to cut back and maintain.
That gives you some idea of the scale of the costs to maintain it.
In addition to that, one local authority does do some cutting itself in addition to the one that
we do a year.
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Q97. Mrs Caine: We had a couple of submissions from local authorities, one which said they
set themselves £5,000 towards cutting, in Rushen and Arbory, and that in the last year your
Department had undertaken some of the work so they had quite a saving on their expenditure.
Other local authorities said that you had declined to enable them to take on more responsibility
for more footpaths.
So is there any plan for the future of being more consistent in that approach?
Mr Robinson: I do not think we have been inconsistent. We have said there is no funding
available. There is not a pot of money to give to local authorities because if we had money we
would do it ourselves.
In the south they decided to use their ratepayers’ money to invest. As far as I am aware, and if
it is the local authority I am thinking of, they are keen to be involved but they want us to give them
money to do it. That is where the inconsistency is, that we are saying if we had money we would
be doing more maintenance.
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Q98. Mrs Caine: In terms of the maintenance needed, you said £70,000 of that £170,000 is
going on just the Raad ny Foillan, it does not leave a lot for incidents or events on the rest of the
network at all. So I have sympathy for what you are trying to do, but you also in your submission
showed us the ‘Report a Problem’ the reports of maintenance required on various footpaths. You
prioritise safety, which often leads to footpaths being closed for a period of time, sometimes an
extended period. How do you manage the reports that come in and prioritise the work that is
done on those footpaths?
Mr Hardinge: It is based on safety and based around priorities and the usage of the footpath.
So it is all those things together because as you can see and as you have explained, if you strip out
the payroll costs … And just as an example we have given of what we spend on the Raad ny Foillan,
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there is very little left to do any other work. So it is pure lack of resource and lack of funding that
we cannot do more than we are doing at this moment in time.
920
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Q99. Mrs Caine: And you were there before the costs were cut, you said, in 2010, so by how
much has that been cut over the last decade?
Mr Robinson: Perhaps I should answer that. I have got some indicative figures from a business
case we put together a few years ago. Things are not always clear because of the changes between
capital and revenue but in pure revenue terms we have gone from, as a Department in Highways,
around about £12 million of revenue expenditure down to about £1.5 million of revenue
expenditure for the highway network as a whole. Some of that has been compensated by
increased capital expenditure elsewhere but spending capital money is very different from
spending revenue money, and the time processes to spend it far exceed bushes growing.

930

Q100. Mrs Caine: So when you are saying revenue expenditure, that is the day-to-day routine
maintenance budget? So down from £12 million per year to £1.5 –?
Mr Robinson: In round figures, yes.
935

Q101. Mrs Caine: For all the highways network, including the footpaths?
Mr Robinson: For revenue, yes. As I say, you can argue slightly different things around there
because of the changes to capital; but, essentially, yes.
940

Q102. Mrs Caine: I am interested that you worked with a third sector group called Footpath
Friends for a number of years to help maintain the network. How did that come about? And was
that to fill in the lack of available funding and resources?
945
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Mr Robinson: The voluntary groups have come about really through what we call GLUG, which
was the Green Lane User Group.
We have now re-established that group and that is now called CAG, which is the Countryside
Access Group. There are a lot of agencies and Government Departments that now sit on that
group, and that is about trying to look at priorities and share resource across the network. So
again, tapping into some of those voluntary groups.
Again, no disrespect to the voluntary groups, but they are fairly limited on what they can do.
They can do general trimming but you have got to be careful with using equipment, it takes a lot
of supervision and management to pull all that together. So it has had some success but does not
offset the shortage in what we are talking about really, the resource and the budget we have got.

955

Q103. Mrs Caine: I think the FOI information that came out said that you had funded Footpath
Friends £25,000 a year over three years. So did that come out of the £170,000 remaining for all of
footpath maintenance? How do you measure the effectiveness of the work undertaken by
Footpath Friends and when did the project stop – or, has it stopped?
960

Mr Robinson: That project stopped, again, partly due to COVID, my understanding is, in about
March or April 2020. So they were working with us for three years previous to that.
It was measured on the basis that we allocated them the work so we knew exactly where they
were trimming, what they were doing, and we were monitoring their performance.
965

Q104. Mrs Caine: And what would you say they achieved over the three years?
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Mr Hardinge: It is difficult … Yes, they did achieve something but it is still far short from where
we need to be, if that makes sense. It did bridge a gap but nowhere near filled the gap that we
need to.
970

Q105. Mrs Caine: And it is not continuing?
Mr Hardinge: It is not continuing.
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Mr Robinson: No. Perhaps what Alan is alluding to is that the skill sets are limited. There is a
wish to perhaps do more higher profile things but they take more engineering skills, so we either
deploy some engineering resource to support and supervise that or we get a job that might
superficially look good on day one but will actually not be robust and deteriorate very quickly,
because it has not had the engineering skills set behind it. So some good-looking schemes on day
one do deteriorate very quickly. We took a view, generally speaking, that we perhaps were not
getting value for money from that £25,000 and that co-ordination, at that time.
I think we are still open to it. We very much want to work with these groups because we think
they do have something to contribute, but it is the recognition that it does take quite a lot of
management supervision and resourcing to make them effective. So we need people with the
right skills to support them, the right tools, equipment and training to be able to support them in
their activities. And at the moment we are just struggling to do that.
Q106. Mrs Caine: Would you say, though, with the current level of resourcing and budget, the
Department is failing in its duty to maintain the footpaths network?

990

995

1000

1005

1010

1015

Mr Robinson: I have to be a little careful here. Are we failing in our own expectations? Yes. We
want to have the footpaths far better than they are. We can envisage a footpath network that is
much better.
We have tried to outline what might be achievable in the strategy document of public rights of
way. Even that is unaffordable at the current time, so we are not meeting that measure as
effectively as we could, and that was a fairly low bar to meet.
I am proud of other things that we have done, such as the Heritage Trail from Douglas to Peel,
in that we set out for the first time to create a footpath that is accessible to all, and I think it has
been fairly successful in that. Ffinlo is talking to groups of users and we might have to think about
the terminology we are using, and we in that document have used ‘accessible to all’. So there
might be a change of approach going forward where we start to rate our footpaths as suitable –
start describing the obstacles to users and let users make a decision as to whether it is accessible
to them or not.
But the principle of we really should offer something to everybody, accepting that some routes,
with the best will in the world, are not going to be accessible to everybody. I think the Douglasto-Peel is probably the best attempt we have had at getting close to that. We could do that much
better.
Alan and I are actively engaged, over the last few months, about how are we going to fund the
maintenance of that now? So it has had a capital injection but if we do not fund the maintenance
properly it is going to deteriorate and fall back into disrepair; and to do it properly it is going to be
a significant investment. We are just really trying to balance the books to say where can we take
this money from or get this money from?
Q107. Mrs Caine: In terms of making more land accessible to people, there are different
groups, not only walkers but cyclists, mountain bikes and off-road trail bikes, which has had an
impact, as well as climate change, I suppose, on deterioration of some areas. In terms of trail bikes
and damage to off-road, off-piste areas, before COVID was that still an issue and do you anticipate
it continuing?
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Mr Robinson: I think it was and is an issue. GLUG used to deal with that to an extent, but that
was focused on Green Lane Users. The Country Access Group, which Alan chairs, is perhaps wider
in its remit. Alan, do you want to …?
Mr Hardinge: Yes, it is also fair to say that the Four Wheel Drive Club and the motorcycles were
always criticised for damage to the green lanes.
A couple of years ago, I got invited up on a Sunday morning and there was a voluntary group
working on the Windy Corner track. There were 30 people up there on a Sunday morning, devoting
their time to clearing out ditches, culverts and ruts in the track, and I was amazed. They were
getting a lot of criticism, unfairly, in my view, to see that 30 volunteers had come out on a Sunday
morning to keep the tracks improved.
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Q108. Mrs Caine: I am pleased to hear it and I think that we are not criticising the local people
who give back and appreciate the use of the hill lands, the green lanes and the off-road available
access.
The other part, anecdotally, not in evidence, is that there were some visiting groups of off-road
trail bikes who might use a guide the first time and after that go off on their own. Is there any way
of tightening up such use in terms of licensing or satellite tracking to make it impossible for people
to have that access without being responsible?
Mr Williams: From talking to my colleagues at DEFA, this was previously an issue, and it is my
understanding from talking to them that it is now becoming less so. And that is partly due to the
Country Access Group. One of the members on that is part of the motorcycle union or ACU –
Mr Robinson: ACU, the Auto-Cycle Union.
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Mr Williams: We have started being able to introduce sanctions on people’s racing licences
and competition licence if they were caught going off-piste, and that seems to have done the trick
for the time being. We will see what happens in TT week, because obviously we have had two
years of not having people over. But certainly my understanding from talking to colleagues, it does
not seem to be as much of an issue since the introduction of that penalty.
I think if someone is hell-bent on going off-piste it would be very difficult to stop them but that
problem seems to have lessened lately.
Mrs Caine: Thank you.
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Q109. The Chair: I just want to clarify a couple of things, the funding that you mentioned
before, how you get £360,000 and part of that is used for payroll. I just wanted to know whether,
following on from Mrs Caine’s point, did you say that Footpath Friends’ money did come from the
revenue pot or was it from a different …?
Mr Robinson: No –
Mr Williams: It was out of the revenue.
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Q110. The Chair: And the second thing was, you have now got obviously a new highways
officer. Does that come from that same revenue pot?
Mr Robinson: Separate.

1070

Q111. The Chair: So going forward, you were talking about having projects to try and separate
the two, so revenue to ongoing costs to maintenance. Have you got plans to submit any bids to
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Treasury for a bigger project? Obviously more revenue money for you to do these things but
separated in that from your payroll commitment.
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Mr Robinson: We have applied for additional revenue maintenance in the recent-ish past, we
have not been altogether successful in revenue bids. Capital bids are perhaps more successful but
they do not lend themselves to maintenance work, both in the timescale and the bureaucracy
around spending that money. They are there for specific one-off tasks. So for maintenance work
it is very important that we have a revenue and we have rules in place that make that revenue
spendable.
There has been a tightening over the years in the rules around spending discretionary money
of that nature. That has challenged us because we do not have the management and the skills in
the organisation to manage as much of that as we need, because we have gone from an essentially
internal workforce to the majority of what we do is external. I am talking globally here, as
Highways. The skills needed to manage those two things are very different skills and we have been
trying to transition from one to the other.
So, yes, we have tried to get more revenue. We would like more revenue. In an ideal world,
we would put into place partnership agreements with companies over the five- to seven-year
period. The basis being that they would know roughly x thousands of pounds will be spent with
them on, for instance, cutting footpaths. We might liaise with them on a year-to-year basis on
what and where are the priorities, but then they can invest and plan on the back of knowing that
they have got over the next five to seven years, be it £70,000 or £100,000 coming in for that kind
of work.
When it is capital money we can only issue a contract for a specific job for a short period of
time and it is very difficult then, I think, for businesses to invest behind that and to put in place
the correct machinery that would make it cheaper and more effective for them, and us, and the
people and the training of those people. So it is a little bit hand-to-mouth for them in the way that
we put the work out. If we had increased revenue funding we could enter into those longer-term
partnerships and that is very much what we would like to do moving forward.
Q112. Mrs Caine: Thanks. Could I just clarify, picking up from Mrs Maltby’s point, the revenue
side is for the action on the footpaths. The payroll side, you mentioned before that you had been
cut down to five members of staff. Do they account for the what was £170,000 in 2017-18 and
now £191,000 in the current year? So that is your five in-house maintenance staff, would that be
fair to say?
How are they primarily deployed? Do they do the urgent or safety-critical issues …?
Mr Robinson: It is a mix. They will do some of the trimming, so they are very much seasonal.
A lot of what they do is very much reactive, so they are reacting to safety-critical issues. One of
them in particular is a joiner, so he does boardwalks, stiles, gates, all those type of repairs, signage.
But it is again prioritised on safety. So, like I say, they are very much reactive.
We have not got the resource. We have got the funding to plan and programme or schedule
that work ahead of ourselves, really.
Q113. Mrs Caine: So you are very reactive according to the reports that come in?

1115

Mr Robinson: Yes. We have to because we are down to effectively safety funding, which is
reactive. If we had more resources we would be able to implement a more planned approach,
which in the long run would be much better.
1120

Q114. Mrs Caine: Are the footpaths safe?
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Mr Robinson: At any given time there will be areas of the footpaths, such as the coastal
footpath, which are more difficult to navigate and people need to be responsible for their own
decisions on a lot of our footpaths as to whether that stretch of path is for them.
I would worry about us trying to declare a mandatory safety level, because that might result in
us closing a lot of routes. You can see parts of the coastal footpath where you would say, actually,
should that be open to the public? For a large number of the public it is perfectly okay and they
will act sensibly and behave sensibly; and perhaps the legislation is written such that we do not
have to take an over-precautionary approach and we leave people to make sensible decisions.
Where there are dangers and particularly things that might be hidden dangers, such as a bridge
that is beginning to get weak and fail, I think it is absolutely for us to both take steps to try and
identify those things and to fix them before an issue happens. That is perhaps where our
maintenance, and particularly the joiner’s maintenance work is focused, stopping those accidents
happening.

1135

Mr Williams: It is probably worth noting, as well, that if something does become massively
unsafe we will close the footpath. But by the very nature of something happening to create an
event that makes it that unsafe we then do not have the revenue available to be able to fix that
easily or quickly.
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Mr Robinson: Yes, it then has to go into a capital programme, which takes time, and the
footpaths might be closed for months. As you will be aware we get quite a lot of criticism when
footpaths are closed – and rightly so, I understand it. We are just trying to balance things as best
we can.

1145

Q115. The Chair: And just one last question, you said there are five members of staff that are
paid from that budget and they are not taken to do any other work, so it is just footpaths that
those five members of staff are focused on, they are not prioritised to different areas of the Island
for different problems?
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Mr Robinson: They can be allocated to other work, depending on what that work is. Weather
events is a classic example.
Q116. The Chair: But if their salary is coming from that revenue pot which is for footpaths, is
that not taking them away from where the money was allocated?

1155

Mr Hardinge: It is the same in those circumstances with all the teams we have. We may have
teams allocated to surface water drainage to patching. If a weather event happens everybody
comes together. We have not suddenly got an influx of more money, we have to pull in the internal
resource to cope with that event, whatever that event may be.
1160

Mr Robinson: So we might have a couple of weeks of snow…
Mr Hardinge: Snow, ice, flooding.
1165

1170

Mr Robinson: All our resource gets drawn into doing that, and they have got the skills. Some
nights we will have 200-300 trees come down and people will not be aware, because by the
morning those same people that run the footpaths all day have gone out and they have cleared
those trees. We have got numerous people with chainsaw skills and wider skills so that we can do
those reactive-type things.
Budget-wise, it would be challenging to try and separate that out. So we do talk a little bit in
broad numbers, in broad terms, but essentially that is what they are allocated to.
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1195

1200

1205

1210

1215

1220

I think it is worth saying we do not have any hypothecation. I do not think we have it within
Government, full stop, and certainly not within the Department. So, if the Department has a need
for funding a shortfall somewhere, Highways is occasionally asked to spend less than its budget in
order to meet that shortfall elsewhere. That has happened many times.
Q117. Mrs Caine: I just want to say, I have had occasion to experience the tree-clearing force
from DoI only in the last week or so and they were excellent and very much appreciated. But they
were called out very early in the morning and they were there until after lunch. So that would be
from your teams and that was their day, I imagine, just clearing the couple of trees on the Dhoon
loop road. But thank you for that, and for clarifying.
Am I right in thinking you have identified more work is needed and you would like to do more,
but you are under budget restrictions and staff resources, and you are having to work within that?
Mr Robinson: Absolutely, we would love to have a better footpath network. We are just trying
to balance resources between the highway and the footpaths, and try and keep many people
happy.
Q118. The Chair: Okay, I will move on.
Could you please outline the process of maintaining the definitive map?
Mr Williams: The definitive map is not maintained as such, it is constantly updated, but to do
that we have to do a number of things. We have got to go out to public consultation if we need to
update or move a footpath, and that is open for 28 days. We then need to draft an order to
Tynwald, it then gets approved by Tynwald. We then need to draft an additional order to change
the definitive statement.
Currently there are something in the region of 220 changes that need making. And by the very
nature of that process – and it is me and the highways record officer that do that – it is going to
take some time.
So maintenance-wise it is an ongoing thing, as and when footpaths change naturally over the
course of time and it is done through quite an arduous process, which is quite a correct process,
it gives the public the right to come back and tell us whether that is acceptable and it gives Tynwald
the right to approve that.
Q119. The Chair: You could argue they only change because they are not maintained very well.
We have been told that there are historic problems with updating the map. How do you know
that the map is accurate?
Mr Robinson: We know the map is not accurate. We have identified over 200 problems.
Ffinlo is now in place after a gap of several years without somebody in the role, which has not
helped. It is an arduous process. I would tend to say it is an arduous process for good reason,
because these rights of access are very important to people and the public, and it is only Tynwald
that can take those rights of access or change those rights of access. So it is a difficult process, it
does take time, but is perhaps a necessary process.
There was a Select Committee four or five years ago that looked into this and at that time we
identified there was a considerable amount of work needed to improve it from where it is now.
We are intent on doing that, but it will take time and it will take resources to make it right.
Q120. Mrs Caine: So you are saying the definitive map is no longer definitive? It does not reflect
the public rights of way network?
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1225

Mr Robinson: No, the definitive map is definitive. The definitive map legally cannot be
challenged, so you cannot go to court and challenge the definitive map. It is a very powerful
document in that sense, it can only be changed by Tynwald. So if it has what somebody might call
an error on it, well, it is not an error. It might need correcting but it cannot be wrong in that sense.
The definitive map is the definitive map.
Q121. Mrs Caine: My understanding is one copy remained always at the General Registry and
the Department works on its own copy? And does the definitive map that is held by the Registry
never leave there?

1230

Mr Robinson: We have we moved on slightly from there.

1235

Mr Williams: These are now amalgamated, it is all electronic now. So the copy that is held at
the Land Registry is an electronic one that is held online and when we change it at the DoI it
updates itself, and the Land Registry one is the same.
Q122. Mrs Caine: So when you are correcting the errors, they could not be corrected on the
definitive map unless they came to Tynwald?

1240

Mr Williams: Yes.
Q123. Mrs Caine: And you have now got a backlog of 220 changes to make, so how are you
going to go about that?

1245

Mr Williams: We are randomly selecting them to not give any bias to one side of the Island or
the other, or any commissioners, and we started that process in early December. So there are
currently a couple out with the physical signs at either end of the footpath, which is the first step
that is needed, and they have been advertised in the Courier. Depending on whether we get any
complaints or objections they will then start to go through.

1250

1255

1260

1265

1270

Mr Robinson: We have had to make a judgement here as to should we prepare a lot of work
and then go, as it were, job lot to Tynwald, or should we do it piecemeal footpath-by-footpath?
I think the general feeling is that these rights can be so controversial that if we tried to bring it
in a job lot it would not be fair on the Members of Tynwald to potentially suddenly be barraged
on many fronts by many people with concerns about different elements of what we were bringing
forward. So to an extent we are testing the water with these to see how controversial are some
of these changes.
We know from the past we have had great difficulty with some, what we would see as obvious
changes, such as a footpath that goes off a cliff and clearly is not there. But still having to go to
public inquiry because it was challenged by people, appropriate stakeholders, who could force it
to public inquiry. So it can be a very difficult process.
Q124. The Chair: You have mentioned Tynwald approval there a couple of times. In 2016,
section 92 of the Highways Act was amended to allow the Department to amend or rectify the
definitive map where a public right of way has changed or been altered subject to Tynwald
approval.
How often has this specification procedure been used since the Act came into effect and in
what circumstances?
Mr Williams: I cannot remember the amount off the top of my head, it was in my original
written submission, but I think it was once or twice.
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1275

1280

1285

Q125. Mrs Caine: I think in your submission there were three occasions that the map was
changed: 2015, Howe Road public right of way 247; 2018, Port St Mary, 447; and July 2021,
Pulrose. I think there were a few occasions that the Department came forward when Tynwald did
not approve or that they were withdrawn before it went for Tynwald approval.
That is not a huge amount over 10 years, and they seem primarily to me to be assisting
landowners with diverting footpaths away from past front doors maybe of country residences.
Would that be fair?
Mr Robinson: I think when the Select Committee sat looking into this, it became clear that no
work had been done on this for probably 30 years before, so we have got a 30-year backlog that
we are trying to … We have established how big the backlog is, and we think it is 200, and that in
itself has taken a lot of work and people having to go on the ground, checking the maps against
what is physically there. So that in itself is a huge amount of work.
So, first of all, establish the size of the backlog, which we have now done. Second, start to
address the backlog. But it is trying to catch up with perhaps 30 years of neglect of that map.
Q126. Mrs Caine: Why the backlog? Why only three changes in 10 years if there are 220 that
need …?

1290

The Chair: I think Tynwald could probably manage one a year at least!

1295

1300

1305

1310

Mr Robinson: Yes, it is partly that we have not had somebody sat in Ffinlo’s job for a period of
time; and it is partly, particularly on some of the earlier changes we tried to make, they ran into a
great deal of resistance. On numerous occasions at the last minute, because of lobbying of
Tynwald Members at the last minute, the Orders were withdrawn, which may have made us a
little risk averse in itself. But we have to take it step-by-step and slowly. Perhaps confidence will
increase as we move through this.
Q127. Mrs Caine: Could you give us a flavour of those 220 changes to be made? What the
nature of them is, or the themes?
Mr Williams: A lot of them are very minor, a river has eroded slightly and the public have
started walking around it a different way, and the public cannot physically follow the right of
way … Well, they could but they would get wet feet.
There are other ones. One of the ones we are dealing with at the moment is based around the
Point of Ayre and the public right of way currently goes through the middle of the quarry works.
It is general bits that have slowly changed over time, which are now requiring little piecemeal
changes all over the Island.
There is the occasional change where the original definitive map is hand drawn on a physical
map and it is quite a thick line, and when you overlay that electronically you find out that that
thick line whenever it was hand drawn is now going through someone’s house, or it is not quite
on the right line. It is not telling someone to go down a lane or a footpath, it is telling someone to
go through someone’s front door and out the back door.

1315

1320

Q128. Mrs Caine: Okay, thanks.
And there was a comment – you kindly forwarded the Tynwald debate on the last change to
the definitive map to us. Mr Speaker made the point that Tynwald Members, although they were
asked to approve it, were right at the very end of this process and would there be time, perhaps
when you are advertising a route that is to be changed, to advise Tynwald Members in advance?
I mean, we get lots of other things, road closures, routinely from you. Would that perhaps
assist the process if, instead of being the very end of the process, Tynwald Members would have
awareness of it in advance?
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1340

Mr Robinson: I think it is something we should look at. I am aware that our processes within
the Department, within the Division, are not as good as they should be in that we have had some
planning applications that have gone through when it should have been highlighted at the
planning stage that there was this footpath, or the public right of way, and at that stage either we
would be asked for the public right of way to be changed prior to planning being approved – which
would be the ideal – because if we are not willing to change it, or Tynwald is not willing to change
it, then actually that planning permission should not be given. Or it needs to incorporate the public
right of way, and that has not happened.
I think the event you were talking about perhaps goes back to 2010, or sometime around there,
where there was planning put in place and it went through the right procedures, but there was
not a footpath order put in place in a timely way. So that is absolutely a weakness, that we need
to be flagging that earlier to the planners that you should not really be giving planning until the
decision is made on this footpath.
I take on board your point, absolutely, that perhaps if we were giving an earlier warning to
Tynwald Members, then that might be a chance for them to perhaps lobby in the community for
views and make the path a bit smoother going forward. So I think we can take that on board and
look at it.

1345

Q129. The Chair: A question about legislation. The legislation in this area seems quite complex
with multiple definitions of types of paths and varying responsibilities for landowners.
Are there any ways this could be simplified and has any consideration been given to reviewing
it?

1325

1330

1335

1350

1355

1360

Mr Robinson: Ffinlo might be able to come with more detail.
Our legislation is very integrated with the UK’s legislation, it is very similar. Our courts draw on
the case law from the UK; and in the UK, and here, it is very complicated and historically there are
probably very good reasons for that, because these rights are so very important to people that
they should not be changed by whim or particular flavour of the moment. So it is difficult.
I think we would follow the UK’s lead, generally. They felt that it was too difficult to try and
separate out highways from public rights of way. They are very integrated and overlapping in
legislative terms, so we think it would be very difficult to separate it out, and if we were going to
try and simplify the processes we would have to tread very carefully because these rights have
built up over a long time with lots of case law for very good reasons. It would not be a simple or
quick task to do it.
Q130. Mrs Caine: What about creating new footpaths? We have heard – and Questions I have
raised in Tynwald before – there is occasionally a permissive path that then suddenly gets a
‘Private’ notice blocking it off and people have walked the route for much longer than 21 years,
sometimes five decades or longer. I think in all the definitive map changes I have not seen anything
coming forward to establish new public rights of way. Is that something you look at in terms of
establishing a new footpath or public right of way?

1365

1370

Mr Robinson: Absolutely. We are actively looking at two significant enhancements to the
footpath network, so we would like to take the Heritage Trail through to Ramsey along its historic
route. We would like to fully establish the Raad ny Foillan which in large sections does not go
round the coast. If we can demonstrate use over 21 years, it becomes fairly easy for us to create
a footpath; or, if we have a willing landowner. If we do not have a willing landowner, then it is
very difficult to create a new footpath if there is not already that established use over 21 years.
So we are actively looking, and we have done drafting instructions ready for legislation to make it
easier to bring into force, say, the Coastal Footpath and perhaps the Heritage Trail extension up
to Ramsey.
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1380

Those drafting instructions are ready and we are looking to the Council of Ministers to perhaps
give that some priority in the legislative programme, to ease the way where we might have – and
we certainly have, in some cases – resistant landowners, and we cannot demonstrate that
21 years. Where there are people who will claim and give us some evidence of 21 years – and, by
evidence, the law is weighted towards the rights of the individual access in that if we get affidavits
really from people saying that they have used these routes over that period of time, it is for the
other party to prove that they did not intend it to be a public right of way. So they have got to
demonstrate that they have put private signs up, or no access signs at some point over that period
of time, which is quite a high hurdle for them to reach.

1390

Q131. Mrs Caine: Just on the first one, on the Coastal Footpath, we had some criticism from
visitors, particularly, being unaware that parts of it deposit them on a very fast section of highway,
for instance, Santon – rather than Maughold, I suppose you could say, and there was a danger
there in a footpath ending on Ballamodha Straight as well. But Santon was the one on the Raad
ny Foillan footpath.
Is that something that you are actively looking at?

1395

Mr Robinson: Absolutely. The section through Port Soderick is one that we do want to improve.
There is one landowner that is willing to move forward with that; there might be others who are
more resistant. So those things are under active consideration and we are trying to move forward
with them.

1385

Q132. Mrs Caine: I am just conscious you have got a very small team. How much time do you
have to dedicate towards the improvement or increasing of the footpath network?
1400

Mr Robinson: Limited.
Q133. The Chair: So because you are so limited to what extent do you collaborate with other
Departments on work surrounding footpaths?

1405

Mr Williams: On my side, the legislative and direction side, my background is I came from DEFA
and I have got a good working relationship with the officers at DEFA –
Q134. The Chair: What did you do in DEFA before you came – ?

1410

Mr Williams: I was the office manager. So I have worked with all of them.
Since starting this role, they have introduced me to colleagues in the Department for Enterprise
and I think, between us, we are starting to put ERG bids together to try and improve things. It is
normally, at the minimum, on a weekly basis we will communicate with each other about
problems or issues or things that have arisen. So we do have a good working relationship.

1415

Q135. The Chair: Who took the lead on that? Was it DfE, yourself or DEFA? (Mr Williams:
Pardon?) Who took the lead on bringing together the collaborative thinking?

1420

1425

Mr Williams: In my first week in the role there was a CAG meeting, so we came together
naturally anyway. Before I left, when I was still at DEFA, Graeme and Shaun down there told me
that I would need to get in touch with Jade Foster at DfE when I was in place. So I would not say
anyone took the lead but we have all naturally worked together since.
Mr Robinson: In terms of the Countryside Access Group, Alan chairs that on behalf of the
Department, on behalf of Government, in effect, across all groups. In the past, we have tried to
work with the Department of Economic Development on various schemes, some of which have
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been more successful than others. But, as Ffinlo said, we are currently trying to put a business
case together with their support.
1430

1435

Q136. The Chair: It is great that this is finally getting the attention that it needed. What took
so long?
Mr Robinson: I think our difficulty is putting a business case together for a capital investment
on a particular section, or improvement of a section, which is all well and good, but without the
ongoing maintenance it will fall back into a decline. So I understand why people like business
cases, it is glitzy, it gets headlines; but we need the investment in the ABCs of maintenance, and
that is less sexy.
Q137. The Chair: It has just got to be asked for, hasn’t it, I suppose?

1440

Q138. Mrs Caine: Can I ask how often the Countryside Access Group meets, routinely, each
year?
Mr Hardinge: Every three months.
1445

Q139. Mrs Caine: Three months?
Mr Hardinge: Yes.
1450

Q140. Mrs Caine: How many organisations are represented on it?
Mr Hardinge: There are about 12 now, I think.

1455

Q141. The Chair: Are there many obstacles to you all collaboratively working together, or is it
just …?

1460

Mr Hardinge: No, like I say, Wednesday will be the second meeting of that group. So prior to
that we had the Green Lane User Group, which predominantly focused on green lanes; we have
decided to widen the scope of that to encompass public rights of way. I think there are about
now 10 voluntary agencies in about five or six different Government Departments.
Q142. The Chair: When did that switch happen, sorry, between the two? (Mr Hardinge:
Pardon?) When did that switch happen between the two?

1465

Mr Hardinge: September last year, I think – it was August or September.
Q143. The Chair: Roughly about the same time I went to Tynwald asking for the motion to be
done! Yes, roughly.

1470

1475

Q144. Mrs Caine: Amongst the group, we have mentioned about creating new footpaths. Is
there any attention or focus on looking at creating other access in the countryside such as bike
trails, mountain biking or bridle paths?
Mr Williams: It is something I have asked when I have been out visiting landowners. There is a
lot of reluctance towards upgrading any footpath to anything other than a footpath, for a number
of reasons. At the moment, I am trying to get my ducks in a row of the definitive map and
statement and get everything correct before I then go and start really asking and trying to push
forward.
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Mr Robinson: It would be helpful for us if consideration could be given in the future to
legislation allowing footpaths to be wider and their designations to be changed more simply,
because most of these footpaths do go over private land. Legally, they are three foot wide.
When Alan goes back and cuts back to three foot, it does not take long before three foot gets
overgrown. Ideally, we would be going back to six foot or a couple of metres wide, but legally we
do not have the powers to do that. Equally, if we think something is appropriate as a cycle route
or bridleway we essentially need the landowner's permission to do that.
Mr Williams: It goes through the same process of changing the definitive map, so we need to
get the landowner's permission, advertise it and go through Tynwald approval and then a laybefore to get the statement changed.

1490

Mr Robinson: So it is something we are reluctant to do without the support of the landowner.

1495
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1520

1525

Q145. The Chair: Okay. The last two questions, you will be pleased to know!
The Petitioner calls for a single agency to be created as the sole responsibility for the network.
Do you think this would improve the situation?
Mr Robinson: I think, between the different agencies, we have slightly different remits which
are complementary as opposed to being opposed to each other. So DEFA have a remit about
managing the forestry and the uplands, and it will naturally fall out of that management that they
are giving access to the public. Those, in the main, are not public rights of way, but they are
effectively Government as a landowner allowing people to cross those routes.
So I think from that perspective it works, again, with Economic Development if we can get the
relationship much tighter – and I think that is starting to happen – where we are very much seeing
this as a clear mandate for Government to try and use our coastal footpaths and our cycle paths
and everything as a mechanism for tourism. Then it gives us an opportunity to fight for investment
in some of those more prestigious routes, such as the Raad ny Foillan, because they could be a
great tourist benefit, and we all recognise that, and we need their skills to do that. But the vast
majority of the skills needed to maintain the footpaths are essentially the same skills you need to
maintain highways. We have the vast majority of footpaths, and we have the requirement to
protect people’s rights of access, anywhere. Even if it is DEFA as the landowner, we would fight
them if we felt that they were inappropriately impeding on somebody’s rights of access.
So I think we have complementary roles, but whether it all has to be brought together I am not
sure.
Q146. Mrs Caine: Just on your footpath officers sometimes being called in to do other work as
well, the budget then that is for the footpath maintenance, there was one suggestion in our
evidence session last week that should you have calls on the Department for the TT course or
highways work that they would be sucked out of doing footpaths work and put in there. Is the
budget ring-fenced – that is not for the staff? Is the budget ring-fenced for footpath maintenance
in your budget that you gave us?
Mr Robinson: It is not ring-fenced, no budgets are ring-fenced, although we have it identified
separately, and periodically we will talk to the Department about the balancing of those priorities
and where they want the money in broad terms to be spent. So with the new administration we
will be doing that soon. But it is not ring-fenced.
As I said before, if the Department suddenly has a need for cash or money elsewhere, then it
is the case that Highways will often be asked to underspend its budget in order to support the
Department. Very occasionally it has happened the other way round as well. So it is not ringfenced, but we do try to stay to those budget allocations.
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1530

Q147. The Chair: Both yourself and DEFA have indicated that resources and funding are the
main issue for the reason why you cannot maintain the footpaths to the same level that you would
like to, and we said about bringing them together into some sort of single division or single agency
may be a suggestion. If that was a recommendation of the Committee, which Department do you
think it would sit better under? Yourself, as DoI; or DEFA?

1535

1540

1545

1550

1555

1560

Mr Robinson: You might say we are biased in this but I think, as the holder of the legislation, it
would be very hard to unwind it from the legislative powers and controls, which are very
interlinked with the highways legislative powers and controls. So if it did have to go to one place,
personally I would argue it would be the Department of Infrastructure.
Our major weakness is funding. I think we have been looking at some figures in the recent past
that suggest DEFA are able to spend four times what we are per kilometre. That is just the way
the funding is. If we had more funding, we would have a better network and we do work together
to co-ordinate our activities as much as possible.
Sometimes that is not possible, so I can think of occasions down on the Silverburn, for example,
where footpaths merge into DEFA land and maybe their funding cycle is out of sync with that work
requirement and so it looks like we are not co-ordinated. We are co-ordinated, but sometimes
the funding does not match up at both ends.
Q148. The Clerk: So how much do you think you would need just to cover the basic
maintenance?
Mr Williams: Me and Alan did some maths the other day in anticipation of this and we think
around about £710,000 would keep the maintenance levels as is – as in, we would not be able to
improve the network but we would be able to stop deterioration. One of our colleagues has
recently done an assessment of the Raad ny Foillan and based on the numbers that he has come
up with for that, we think in addition to that £710,000 for maintenance it would require another
£200,000 per year to be able to do improvement works or get on top of anything that comes up.
So £710,000 will keep it maintained; another £200,000 is needed to replace anything that does
get broken or washed away or … It is like a car, if you keep your car serviced, eventually something
will go bang on it, regardless. And we still need that other £200,000 …
Q149. Mrs Caine: Was that specifically the Raad ny Foillan or is that all 400 km footpaths
network that you maintain?

1565

Mr Williams: That would be for everything, if it was yearly, but priority would be given to the
Raad first, probably, because that is the tourist attraction and that is where most people’s
attention goes. But that £200,000 could be used across the network when standards start to
improve with it.

1570

Mr Robinson: When the strategy for public rights of way was put together, we were very much
looking at somewhere like the Lake District as a model of excellence to say: if we had our premier
routes, what would we like them to look like? And there are some premium routes in the Lake
District, which is what we would aspire to. But we recognise the world will probably never exist
where we could do that on all routes.
So we started to try to classify the different routes, working very much with Tourism to say
what are the saleable routes here? So the Raad ny Foillan, the Heritage Trail routes, to say you
can start to draw people in with those as the basis of your offering. But that is accepting that some
other footpaths get very little use now and will continue to get very basic maintenance into the
future.

1575
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Q150. Mrs Caine: So the £710,000 and the £200,000 is that total £910,000 to do all the premier
routes and the network maintenance to the level that you think it requires?
Q151. The Chair: Is that in addition to the £360,000 that you currently get, or is that included
within that figure?

1585

Mr Hardinge: That would be included; that is the total budget.
Q152. Mrs Caine: So up from £360,000 … Does that include any more staff?
1590

Q153. The Chair: I was going to say payroll. How much of that £710,000 would you expect to
go on payroll?
Mr Robinson: I do not think we have broken it down in that way –

1595

1600

Q154. The Chair: Because at the moment it is about 50:50 isn’t it, payroll, to 50:50% of actual
shovels in the ground?
Mr Robinson: We do not have any expectations to be able to grow internal staff numbers. So
we would look, as I said earlier, we want to enter into long-term partnerships with businesses.
That is how I would envisage us spending that money.
Q155. Mrs Caine: When you did the 10-year strategy, did you fully cost it, and was there any
attempt to seek funding from Treasury to make that affordable?

1605

Mr Robinson: From memory, there was some costing work done and we have applied for
revenue funding in the past, but not with any great success.
Q156. The Chair: Do you have anything else you would like to add today? Anything that you
have not covered that you felt would help with your evidence?

1610

Mr Robinson: No, I think we have covered it.

1615

Mr Williams: I think, to a certain extent between the Country Access Group and the
Department, the overall aims that you are trying to achieve, we are trying to achieve. It just all
boils down to funding and resources.
Q157. The Chair: Yes, and that is what the Petitioner is asking, whether it is we are spreading
our staff too thin across two Departments in the different areas. I think that is what we are trying
to establish, isn’t it?

1620

Mr Robinson: Yes. And, just in the interests of openness, Ffinlo is doing a piece of work for me
at the moment looking at the right to roam and whether that is something that we should look
into in the future. But it is at a fairly early stage.
Ffinlo, I do not know whether you want to mention …?
1625

1630

Mr Williams: Yes, at the moment it has just been looking at what jurisdictions across the UK
do and that is slightly varying; and a little bit into what other countries across Europe do. Again, it
is very varied.
So the whole right to roam is not quite as unified as the highways legislation, but it is something
that has started to be looked into.
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The Chair: Okay, thank you very much. The Committee will now sit in private.
Thank you.
The Committee sat in private at 12.36 p.m.
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Select Committee of Tynwald on
Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes
(Petition for Redress)
The Committee sat in public at 10.36 a.m.
in the Legislative Council Chamber,
Legislative Buildings, Douglas
[MRS MALTBY in the Chair]

Procedural

5

10

The Chair (Mrs Maltby): Good morning everybody and welcome to this public meeting of the
Select Committee of Tynwald on Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. I am Sarah Maltby
MHK and I chair this Committee. With me today are the other Members of the Committee,
Daphne Caine MHK and Bill Henderson MLC, along with our Clerks.
This Committee was established to consider a Petition for Redress of Grievance presented at
Tynwald Hill in July of last year. The Petition calls for a single agency to take responsibility for
maintaining the Island’s footpaths.
Before we begin, please can we all ensure our mobile phones are off or on silent. For the
purposes of Hansard, I will be ensuring that we do not have two people speaking at once.
First, we will be hearing from a group of experienced walkers who regularly use the Island’s
footpaths, but first, Mrs Caine, would you like to …?
Mrs Caine: Just for the sake of openness, I would like to confirm for the record that I have
joined Mr Braidwood and his Hiking Companions on a number of occasions.

15

The Chair: Thank you.

EVIDENCE OF
Ms Catriona Livingstone, owner of Manx Walks;
Mr David Leiserach, Footpaths Officer, Manx Footpaths Conservation Group; and
Mr Phil Braidwood, Hiking Companions walking group
Q158. The Chair: Okay, so could you please introduce yourselves and tell us about your interest
in and knowledge of the Island’s footpaths. Who wants to go first?
20

Mr Leiserach: My name is David Leiserach. I used to be a chartered civil engineer and member
of Highways and Transportation. I have retired and now spend a lot of my time walking this
wonderful Island.
The Chair: Thank you.

25
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Ms Livingstone: I am Catriona Livingstone, I am semi-retired. I have a business, I take people
on guided walks. I also walk for pleasure, I probably average five to seven miles a day, and there
are very few footpaths I have not walked on.
30

The Chair: Thank you.
Mr Braidwood: I am Phil Braidwood, retired, in some instances. I am also in the Hiking
Companions group and I walk every Saturday afternoon and Sunday morning at that time with
friends.

35

Q159. The Chair: Okay. Thank you.
We will talk about walking tourism first, if that is okay. Catriona, you run a walking tour
business. What walking infrastructure is necessary to support a business such as yours? More
specifically, what impact does the lack of maintenance have on your business?
40

45

50

55

Ms Livingstone: The people who go on my walks range in age and fitness ability, so from age
24 to 74. Some of them have replaced hips or knees, they are different sizes, different weights.
Taking other people on walks has given me a different insight into the problems of badly
maintained footpaths because I have got a duty of care for the people I am taking.
Before I take anyone out on a walk I do a risk assessment and I walk the walk beforehand, and
there are some places where I just would not take a group. Things that would make me just
abandon it would be if there were unfenced livestock, cows, you are in a field and there is no exit
route, the hedge is not … you could not jump over it or you could not get away from it. A broken
stile or blocked gate. If you have to go on a route where you would exit onto a road, not all roads,
but if it has got high hedges, corners and, again, no escape route, no pavement, I would not want
to take a group on that, and that includes parts of the Raad ny Foillan. Another one would be
boardwalks where you have rotted boards or broken chicken wire, that would be another one, I
think. I would just look for another route.
I do not avoid all risks. Like they said in testimony, you cannot avoid all risk, but I do inform
people that they are going to be going by cliffs, loose gravel or steep slopes.
Q160. The Chair: Thank you.
Have you had much feedback from visitors about the state of the Island’s footpaths or do you
just not take them down the ones that are bad?

60

65

Ms Livingstone: Probably because of COVID – I have been in business for two or three years –
I have had mostly locals, which has been great. A lot of them see places they have never seen
before.
I also walk with the group that David belongs to, the footpaths group. I think it is well known
that the footpaths are not well maintained, so the feedback I get is … well, people know that they
are bad. Just in general conversation, you meet people and they exclaim about how badly
maintained the footpaths are.
But also, the beauty of the Island, it is spectacular. People who come here who are strangers,
they just love it, because it is delightful! We have such an asset.

70

Q161. Mrs Caine: Thanks, Catriona.
Can I ask you how long have you been walking the footpaths and have you noticed in recent
years a marked deterioration in the standard of maintenance of our footpaths?
75

Ms Livingstone: Well, I have been walking footpaths since I was a child. I belonged to a walking
club with the name – you would not call it this now – it was the ‘tramp club’, and to get your badge
you had to walk so many hills and so many glens, but it gave me a lifelong love of walking. I think
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80

when you are younger you do not really notice things like that. As you get older, and my
professional background was in town planning, so then you start to be aware of things,
infrastructure or missing infrastructure. So yes, I think it has got worse in the last few years, say
in the last 10 years. And also during COVID, so many more people were using the footpaths they
suffered from … Places like Peel Hill were like skating rinks.

85

Q162. The Chair: Just another question, does the Island compare to other walking destinations
favourably or less favourably, would you say, from your feedback from your customers and
walking companions?

90

95

Ms Livingstone: I think it compares very favourably. It is unique. It has scenery that matches
anywhere in the world. It is perhaps not as corporate as some places, but yes, it is definitely a
destination for walkers – not just serious walkers.
I think if you go back to Victorian times, when they took people out in the countryside and they
would do a small walk and there were small cafés, we have lost a lot of those amenities, especially
on the premiere routes. You do not have little snack bars. You have got the ladies with the kiosk
at Dhoon Glen, the Shed, the kiosk in Peel, but little cafés, like the ones they used to have up at
the Lhen, have disappeared.
Mr Braidwood: The Chasms.

100

Ms Livingstone: Yes, the Chasms.
And then, if we are going to bring thousands more visitors and have them walking on the
footpaths, I think we better put in more toilets, more litter bins and actually make it possible, not
just for long-distance walkers, there are a lot of potential visitors who like to have a walk, but they
like to go somewhere with a view, a loo, coffee and have a smaller walk. But they still spend
money.

105

The Chair: Yes. Thank you.
Mr Braidwood: Well, I have been – if I can interject, Chair?
110

115

120

125

The Chair: Yes, of course.
Mr Braidwood: – walking for 30-odd years. I have seen a deterioration, as Catriona has said, in
the last 10 years and I think if you listen to the audio files from the DoI, as it is now, where the
budget has been severely cut, their workforce has been severely cut, so naturally the maintenance
of a lot of the footpaths has gone.
I have walked on the Pembrokeshire coast, about three years ago I did the Camino de Santiago
Compostela with friends, and that is really very popular now. I have walked the West Highland
Way quite a few years ago and then Ben Nevis, I have walked in Wales, Tryfan and Crib Goch, and
I have walked in the Yorkshire Dales as well. And, particularly in Pembrokeshire, the footpaths are
in an excellent condition compared to some of ours.
When I listened to the Visit Isle of Man audio files, the number of visitors they would like to
bring over, I think they talked about 65,000 walkers bringing in a benefit of about £26 million.
Some of the coastal path is in an atrocious condition, because a lot of complaints are that they
have to come inland, it is dangerous, there are about five or six places where they have to come
inland. If you look at Pistol Castle, which is near Meary Veg, and you go down on to the coastal
path, it is like a slide going down, it needs a tremendous amount of work, but if we have not got
the resources, and you look at the budget. I think Jeff Robinson said it was £12 million down to
£1½ million in their budget, it is a revenue budget, but Treasury have changed all of the revenue
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130

135

140

to the consolidated loans fund, or a consolidated, I think it is a reserve fund now, which is fed from
revenue. So it has completely changed from the last time I was in here.
So yes, we need partnership agreements as well, because if you look at the Department for
Enterprise or DEFA, where they say there are working partnerships, Fix the Fells, Cairngorms
National Park, Devon Parish Path Partnership and Shropshire’s Outdoor Partnership, they all work
in an agreement, and that is why, when I listened to David Buttery, I do not think there is a need,
personally, for another agency. It is collaborative working between everybody in our
Departments, with a good budget.
Q163. Mrs Caine: Can I ask, as you have both touched on parts of the Raad ny Foillan being in
a terrible condition, and also no pavement, Catriona, you said you were avoiding going on parts
of it? Jeff Robinson again, I think, said that they would like to extend new sections of footpath to
make that safer, because Tourism also touched on the danger aspect of coming out on roads with
derestricted speed. Is that a real issue, do you think, that the Isle of Man needs to focus on when
the maintenance of all the footpaths is in such a state at the moment?

145

Mr Braidwood: I think, particularly on the Ballamodha, the Department are looking actually at
trying to circumvent the Ballamodha by talking to landowners, because it is a very dangerous
stretch with the speed of the vehicles. He talked about Santon as well, where you have to come
inland. If we could get a full coastal footpath that would be extraordinary, like it is in the UK.

150

Ms Livingstone: There are two instances on the Peel Coast Road, just by White Strand, it comes
out onto a corner with hedges that are high and there is no pavement. It is even dangerous if you
have a car and you meet a pedestrian. You cannot go out into the middle of the road or you could
have a head-on collision. And then when you get between Glen Mooar and Glen Wyllin, your
choices are not great. If the tide is in and you are bringing a group along the railway line, you have
got either a very steep slope down into Spooyt Vane, and the railing has gone and the steps are
eroded, so that is not ideal. If you go to the road, there is no pavement, there are high hedges and
there is a corner. Similarly, when you come up from Tramand lane, you have gone past Glen Mooar
and Spooyt Vane and you are going towards Glen Wyllin, the railway line is usually so wet there
that it is over your boots. So again, you are put back on the road and it is all curves between Glen
Mooar and Glen Wyllin, it is not quite as bad with the hedges being so high, and there is no
pavement – and they have just paved it beautifully so actually cars are going faster there than
they ever have been. Those are not great choices.
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Q164. Mr Henderson: Okay, thank you for that.
I just want to pick up on what you said, Phil, about the part of the petition looking at a different
agency perhaps, or a single agency. You said that maybe that is not the answer, it is collaborative
working. Can you give us a bit more meat on that, in regard to at the minute, DoI have got the
responsibility, in general terms, to look after footpaths, stiles, gates, their upkeep, blah, blah, blah.
They have got – if you can call it – some staff to do it, they have got the admin staff behind doing
the administration and stuff, so you would not see pulling all of that out of DoI and, say, throwing
into DEFA or setting up an agency as such as being the answer? What would you see as … in a bit
more …?
Mr Braidwood: Mr Henderson, I think it is the 1996 Highways Act, (Mr Henderson and
Mr Leiserach: Eighty six.) 1986 Highways Act, which the Department of – when it was transport,
then – had the responsibility to lift all that legislation away and put it into DEFA.
And DEFA have done, I must admit, wonderful jobs in the glens, they really have, with all their
bridges. I know that Tholt-y-Will was closed for quite a long time and if you go into Tholt-y-Will
now it is tremendous what they have done with the walkways and the bridges. But I think it is
more putting everybody together, probably just working together.
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We had the Greenway Lane Users Group (GLUG), which, when I was Minister for Transport, I
was involved with setting up. I know Mr Gawne, who is going to be giving evidence, he was
Minister for Agriculture at the time, and that is now the Countryside Access Group, where there
are more people working together on that.
185

Q165. Mr Henderson: Who do you see as pulling all this joint working, co-operative working
together? Would you see that as a new function for DoI or to build on what they have got to
ensure it does happen?
190

195

Mr Braidwood: I think it needs to build, because I think it is Alan Harding who chairs the
(Mr Leiserach: It is.) Countryside Access Group now and they have to pull it together, but
everybody has to have the resources.
I know if you look at the budget now for highways, or the amount they are given, I think it was
£360,000. Yes, they have near enough spent that over the last three years, but the two previous I
think they only spent about £50,000-odd. Last year they spent about 99% of it. But again, half of
it is on staffing and half is on working. And, as Mr Robinson said, if something else happens in
highways, those people are taken away, so the maintenance on the footpaths is just neglected.
Mr Henderson: Okay. Thank you.

200

Q166. The Chair: I will bring you in, if that is okay, now. So in your submission, David, you said
that one of the objectives of the Manx Footpath Conservation Group is to pressurise Government
bodies into carrying out maintenance properly. How do you go about that? How have you found
your experience of that?
205
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Mr Leiserach: The footpaths group have elected me – you can probably see the letters
M, U, G across my forehead – (Laughter) as Footpaths Officer. I receive complaints from our
members, from quite a lot of them, and I am also out regularly walking five or six days a week. I
then try to take a digital photograph of whatever defect we see and produce a mini-reportlet, it
is a line off a spreadsheet which says what the footpath number is, where does it start, where
does it end, where the defect is, what the defect is and what I think the solution might be. I send
these into DoI and my only requirement is that they send me a customer number so that we can
cross-refer on things. I do not pressurise them into doing anything within days, weeks or months.
I am wary of using the word ‘dangerous’, because I do not want something to be closed in
perpetuity, but I try and encourage them, where something is unsuitable for use, to go out and
inspect it very quickly.
We report between 150 and 270 defects a year. Most of them are dealt with within two years.
Whether you consider that acceptable or not is difficult. There is one footpath that we have been
complaining about now for, I think, 10 years. It has been closed for six. You might know it as Scout’s
Glen, which a lot of people would like to see finished and opened, but it is only one tiny part of
the network. There are also, for instance, three footpaths that were severely damaged on 5th
December 2015, in the great storm. One of those has never had a closure notice put on it. It is not,
according to the DoI, closed, but there is a bridge missing, so you cannot actually walk it. So there
are some elements that we have reported and reported and reported, and we get a bit blue in the
face about it.
Generally, when DoI get round to a problem, it does get resolved. There are some lovely
repaired stiles and gates that are dealt with. Not enough, though.
I am beginning to get complaints from the dog-walking community about the fact they cannot
get their dogs over stiles and they want stiles taken out. I would be happy just if stiles were
repaired. I am biased, I am a foot walker. I am not here to improve accessibility for dogs or
pushchairs or people of that sort.
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We have a linkage with a group called Milton Mountaineers – I have no idea where the name
comes from – who are visually impaired. They come over here about every two or three years.
Their visual impairment might be that they have no peripheral vision or they might have peripheral
vision and nothing down the middle or they might have blurry problems, or they might be totally
blind. I have been amazed that they will tackle paths that I would only take really experienced
walkers on. If you want to walk everywhere on this Island, you can, but you have to be very careful.
I know Mr Buttery wanted this new body to look after all footpaths on the Island. There are
some that are private and, to my way of thinking, if they are private, they should stay private.
There are some that are on Government land, like DEFA, which might do with being included in
the whole maintenance of footpaths regime.
I think the biggest problem, certainly over the last five years that I have been involved, has
been the lack of a legal side to DoI dealing with rights of way problems with rights of way
diversions. I believe that the current staff are getting hold of that in a way that I am astounded at
and are really trying to resolve it.
The maintenance problem; I am told that there used to be three teams of five for the Island
and a management team, so that was 15 workers. We now have one and two parts. It is no wonder
that things have gone drastically downhill.
Yes, it would be lovely to have all footpaths on this Island walkable by all standards of walkers.
However, I would not want to see, for instance, the Raad ny Foillan improved the way that the
Heritage Trail has been improved. You do not need a five-foot-wide solid path all the way round
this Island. It is the fact that you are going into open country, open locations, beautiful locations
that is an important part of what we are doing.
But we do need adequate signage, especially, for instance, the Raad ny Foillan, the Millennium
Way. They go into out-of-the-way places. We have visitors who come to the Island and get off the
Steam Packet with just a guidebook. They do not have a map, they do not have a tablet with a GPS
on it. They need to be shown where to go and where it is safe to go and where it is not safe to go.
For the Raad ny Foillan that needs clockwise and anti-clockwise. For the Millennium Way,
northbound and southbound. DoI, DfE and DEFA are all totally disinterested in improving the
signage to deal with those problems.
Ms Livingstone: On the signage, I thought it was good I heard them saying there was an
inter-departmental sign initiative, and so you will know when you are on public land. I think it
would also be good to make it clear when you are on private land, ‘with kind permission of’ maybe
a private owner. I do not think it is fair that you are asking private landowners to pay for the cost
of keeping people safe – a fence to keep cows separate, repairing stiles, repairing gates.
Mr Braidwood: I know with the permissive path to Slieau Whallian, it says ‘kind permission of
the landowner’. (Mr Leiserach: At last.) At Spooyt Vain, again, it is ‘kind permission of the
landowner’. As has been raised by Catriona, it was the Highways (Amendment) Act 2016 which
put the responsibility, if there was a public right of way on a landowner’s land, that they had to
maintain it, and I think that would actually put a lot of people off for the cost.
If you look at stiles, I know that David Buttery mentioned about stiles and gates and kissing
gates, and if you have too much weight at times and you have got a backpack on it is a bit tight
getting through, I have experienced that myself. I think the gates should be U-shaped and there
should be, again, a generic gate and generic stiles. I know some stiles have got to be altered, and
hopefully all the gates produced are Isle of Man produced, because I think some gates have been
marked where they have been produced in the UK.
Mr Leiserach: Could I also have a small comeback there? My understanding is that a lot of
maintenance is done by contractors. Those contractors are told to, basically, go away and get on
with it. They buy their wood in from a timber merchant on the Island, and it is imported timber.
Whereas DEFA, when they employ contractors, say, ‘Come to the sawmill and pick up the timber
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from the sawmill free of charge.’ It seems ludicrous that we have one part of Government who
are buying in timber when there is a timber supply on Island.
In my engineering days, if we wanted rock from DoI quarries for DEFA work, we could come to
an agreement whereby DEFA would supply it, as it were, at the quarry gate, free of charge, and
all our contractor had to do was transport it. The same should be done for timber as well.
Ms Livingstone: I would like to speak to the in-house or contract workers too.
DoI alluded to how difficult it was going through the procurement process and how hard it was
for businesses to plan ahead and invest in training and manpower, and there are special problems
with fixing things in out-of-the-way areas, like below Port Soderick, that coastal path. How do you
get equipment and workers in there?
It seems short-sighted to not have five men, three teams, in-house developing those skills and
that knowledge, otherwise if you are changing firms every five to seven years, are you not paying
for people to learn that all over again?
I think it would be good for DEFA to have skilled manual workers, like joiners, including an
apprenticeship scheme. They were saying they have not employed a manual worker for 20 years.
You need to keep those skills, you need to have succession. Invest in that, give them autonomy
and let them get on with it. They have done a great job in the glens.
Q167. Mrs Caine: I have got a slightly separate area I just wanted to ask our knowledgeable
people here today about, the cyclists. When you are walking, have you seen an increase in cyclists
using off-road footpaths?
Also, Mr Braidwood mentioned about the Countryside Access Group, as it is now, the
replacement for GLUG. Do you think that that is effective in representing all user groups for access
to the countryside? What is your experience of the mixed use?
Mr Leiserach: The mixed use is increasing.
My understanding is that on DEFA land that is open to public ramblage, you are not meant to
ride a bike, whether it be pedestrian powered, electric or motorised. You regularly see the odd
cyclist out. Where there has been the odd cyclist it is a low impact and I do not see the problem.
However, there are certain areas where there is damage being caused by two-wheeled nonmotorised methods of transport, some on private land – for instance, the North Barrule ridge –
some on DEFA-owned land. DEFA would – and I am putting words into their mouths – I believe
that DEFA would like to do more about it, but they are being held back by budgetary and legal
constraints.
The problem is that we are seeing groups of cyclists on areas where I feel they are not
necessarily suitable. For instance, going from the Chasms to the Sound across Manx Heritage land.
One cyclist on that path is an interesting hazard when you come across them. When you are trying
to get a group of walkers past a group of cyclists, whether in the same direction or opposite
directions, it is a hairy path to do it on. Yes, the cyclists are not making any significant impact
because it is a good solid path, but the whole thing is in the word: it is a ‘foot’ path. It is not a place
where cyclists ought to be going.
Within the Green Lane User Group, there has been very useful swapping of ideas, information,
attitudes and assistance. Now that it has become the Countryside Access Group, it obviously has
a very different remit, and it has only had two meetings, so it is very difficult to know how it is
going to pan out, but there are going to be more clashes because the footpaths are narrower and
more convoluted, whereas the green lanes are generally, if somebody comes the other way, you
have got room to get past someone.
The Chair: I have got a question –
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Mr Braidwood: I think, following on from David, footpath, in the legislation, it should only be
for foot use; it should not be for cycles, it should not be for horses or anything. So that is in the
legislation. But they are tight.
On some of the paths as well, I think Mr Robinson said, in the legislation it is three-feet wide,
he would love to see it six feet, so they can cut it back. And he said for them, for the legislation
and to maintain just the footpaths as they are, they would need a budget of about £910,000 and
about £200,000 to start making proper improvements.
Q168. The Chair: So I have got a question for you, Mr Braidwood. The petition calls for an
agency to be created for the sole responsibility for maintaining and developing the Island’s
footpaths. What do you think about the alternative of devolving responsibility to local authorities?

360

Mr Braidwood: For local authorities, yes, Onchan has Molly Quirk’s and Groudle, but it is
maintained by DEFA. Some local authorities are more ‘go ahead’. I see Mr Gawne is here, so I am
sure that he will be making some comment about it. It is mainly ownership. Will everybody work,
if it is under one agency as such? Or if it was under the DoI with everybody working collaboratively,
then, yes, I think we can have the work done in different places exactly the same, but if you have
local authorities doing some work and another local authority, it might not be of the same
standard as the other one.
One of the interesting things – and I am just digressing slightly – that Mr Robinson said was
that there was hopefully legislation to come through to the Council of Ministers on ‘right to roam’.
Funnily enough, Tony Brown, when he was nominated for Chief Minister on 14th December 2006,
said that he would like to introduce legislation for right to roam, it never came in. I do not like the
name ‘right to roam’. We have got a Countryside Access Group. The way I always looked at it
would be ‘access to the Manx countryside’, which I think should be introduced. So those areas
where we have to come inland, we should be able to make a proper coastal path.

365

Q169. Mr Henderson: Thank you.
A question to all three of you, if you can take it in turn. Speaking as a mountain footpath user
myself, I am just wondering what you would put as the top three destructive forces, especially on
our mountain footpaths, greenways and others routes used by walkers?
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Mr Braidwood: I know this is close to your heart, Mr Henderson, because you have put plenty
of Questions down previously.
One of the reasons the GLUG was started was because of the damage being caused by
motorised bikes, particularly you could say over by Agneash coming in from the Ballaragh Road,
going round by Slieau Ruy, Slieau Lhean and going back down to Glen Mona there used to be a
lovely path once and then the bikes destroyed that, they have done a lot of work on now in
improving it so that the bikes can go round.
The other one was from the Baltic Road or up from Kirk Michael, and from Ballaugh on the
Ballacobb, over the top round to the Brandywell, past Slieau Curn, Slieau Dhoo and Slieau
Freoaghane and Sartfell, that was torn to pieces years ago.
The trouble is, I have been walking and you see these bikes and they see walkers and they stop,
because they know they are off piste. I have seen bikes down in the valley of Slieau Lhean trying
to get up that lovely green bank.

380

Q170. Mr Henderson: Would you say the damage is worsening over time?

385

Mr Braidwood: No, I think there has been improvement over the last few years. I think you
have people now who have organised with the trial bikes going round. The biggest problem is
when you get some rogue people who go off piste and tend to destroy it.
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I think one of the problems, being in the UK – and I might be wrong here – they have to keep
on courses. They are not allowed to go round in the countryside on green lanes or whatever, they
are restricted to courses. So when they come over here, they tend to say, (Mr Leiserach:
Whoopee!) ‘Oh, right, we will just go out.’
390

Q171. Mr Henderson: Okay. Catriona?
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Ms Livingstone: I would agree with what he said and I would add litter is an increasing problem.
Those energy sachets you find everywhere and it is a hazard to livestock when you have got plastic
bags floating around.
And the problem with cows not being separated from the footpath is not just the conflict but
there are … In Scarlett last year the footpath completely disappeared. Unless you scrambled
around on the rocks, you could not walk it. It was sopping, slipping and sliding, the mud, because
after they had cut the crops, the cows had come all the way to the top of the bank. You could not
walk it.
Mr Leiserach: I would totally agree that you could not walk it. The fault there is that the
legislation is clear: if a farmer wishes to plough his field he can, but he must give notice. They do
not. When they have ploughed their field, they should reinstate the path within a certain time.
They do not. And DoI were not interested in taking action over that particular event. The law is
very plain and very clear within the legislation for damage by farmers to paths.

410

Mr Braidwood: Can I just add that with bikes – and I have mentioned this when Mr Henderson
put a Question down once – to wear tabards on the back, because you cannot see the number
plate on a lot of these scramble bikes because they just get covered in mud. I did suggest one time
tabards and also the registration number on the helmets, so if we get close enough at least we
can identify the people who are off piste.

415

Mr Leiserach: I am sorry to say, the miscreants are the ones who take their number plates off
before they go off piste. I have seen bikes and I have seen them with no number plates, and it is
very difficult after that to identify.
Mr Henderson: Thank you.

420

The Chair: Have you got any questions?
Q172. Mrs Caine: Obviously you have listened carefully to what the DoI said, and funding has
been an issue for 10 years, perhaps, leading to the current problems on footpaths. But I do not
see in the Budget this year them getting a million pounds for maintenance. (Laughter)

425

Mr Braidwood: No, I do not. I looked at the Pink Book!
Mrs Caine: So what do you think the solution is going to be? Do you see any likelihood of any
improvement in the short term?
430

435

Mr Braidwood: You read the submission from Visit Isle of Man where there are volunteer
groups. I know, I think even Mr Harding mentioned, that at one time on the Windy Corner he was
called out on a Sunday morning and there were about 30 people working away. In the UK, they
seem to have more working ethics, together with volunteer groups and everything else.
I am sure that through the Countryside Access Group, if it was possible, with more volunteers
to assist the Department and trying to give the labour free, as such, in order to improve some of
the footpaths.
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Mr Leiserach: Can I just –
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Q173. The Chair: I was just going to say, I wonder what your thoughts are, whether if the DoI
were to ask more specifically for footpath funding, would that not be perhaps … do you feel that
they prioritise that as an area of some that they would like to maintain?
Mr Braidwood: I think if you look at DEFA, where they have their pyramid and at the top is the
glens and they work all the way down. The DoI will have very similar, where they have the primary
footpaths, mainly the coastal footpath, because everybody, visitors, complain that they have to
come in all the time in different areas. If we could get primary footpaths in really good condition,
I think that would be a start.
Catriona with her walking people, she probably sees it more than me and so does David if he
is out five times a week walking.
Ms Livingstone: There was a distinction made between grey and green, and I think it would be
effective to leave DoI as the holder of legislation to protect the public's right of access, maintain
the definitive map, make the highways safer for pedestrians by putting in pavements and fixing
the ones that are not fit and looking at linking trails and footpaths with new pavements and turn
all the footpaths that are not on highways over to DEFA to maintain. So keep DoI, do not try to
unravel that, but let DEFA do what they are good at, which is working in the countryside and give
them money for skilled manual workers; get a team of people out there. I do not think that would
cost a million pounds. (Laughter)
Visit Isle of Man said they spent close to £200,000 on advertising for walkers and something
like £700,000 or 800,000 on marketing overall.
Mr Braidwood: For three years.
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Ms Livingstone: For three years. Whereas DEFA took that million pounds and they have done
wonders in the glens with that money. They have a really can-do attitude.
Mr Braidwood: I think over the last five years they were given a million and I think they spent
about £1.2 million.
But funnily enough, mentioning the definitive map, I think Ffynlo Williams mentioned there
were 220 alterations eventually to come to the definitive map. I was looking at some of the
alterations on the definitive map and I was looking at the statutory documents and there was only
one contentious one, which was the Meary Voar, Santon one, with Mr Moore at the time, which
was July 2018, where he had altered the path and moved it to the side, not in very good
condition –
Mr Leiserach: No, but equally the network was substantially maintained. I do not like when DoI
or DEFA, or anyone else, gets pressurised by a landowner into doing something for their benefit,
but on the other hand, at least that route, it kept the route accessible.
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Mr Braidwood: Yes, it did, and I think particularly the Department at the time they had had
problems with the landowner for a number of years, and I do not think they actually put out the
full problems that that had with the landowner because I think he had accused them of polluting
his pools and everything else when the sewage was distributed on land. That one I possibly agreed
with what should have happened was the way Mrs Caine voted anyway. (Laughter)
Q174. The Chair: Okay.
Well, thank you very much for coming in today to give us your evidence. Have you got anything
else you would like to mention before we wrap it up?
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Mr Leiserach: I think that there needs to be more joined-up thinking. Yes, we can accept a large
number of walkers over here, spread out over the whole Island, even if they are all going to be led
hand-in-hand around the Raad ny Foillan, we could still hide quite a lot of people over here.
But there are bits of the Raad ny Foillan, for instance, or the Millennium Way that are in a very
poor condition. And it will only take one small incident and we will lose our good name as a centre
for walking.
There are places where telephone/mobile communications are dreadful. I do not want them
increased, I do not want to see lots of new masts around the Raad ny Foillan, but we have got to
make the Raad ny Foillan safer for people who are not experienced walkers.
Within the group that I am in, we have a Thursday group who sometimes walk as little as two
miles and we have a Saturday group that walks as much as 20 miles in a day. The Saturday group,
you just point them at something and they will go, it does not matter what the state of the stiles,
the bogs or anything is, they will go straight through it. Those are not the sort of walkers that are
going to have trouble, but some of the routes really drastically need significant maintenance.
If Mrs Maltby and Mrs Caine can twist an arm somewhere to either get Treasury to make a
relatively small investment in footpaths or convert DoI to shifting a bit of budget sideways, it
would make a huge difference. The amount of money being invested at the moment is negligible.
The Chair: Thank you.
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Mr Braidwood: I think, just following on, particularly as the DoI when they submitted their
evidence and when they came to see you, mentioned the Heritage Trail and the amount which
had been out of capital, but again that needs maintaining and revenue. That was all done through
capital for the Heritage Trail, which is a fine piece of work. Unfortunately, I wish cyclists would
have bells on because they come behind you and you cannot hear them and all of a sudden they
are on you, and they are supposed to give way to people on foot.
The Chair: Thank you.
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Ms Livingstone: I think it is very expensive to not take care of the low lying fruit: reactive
maintenance costs a lot, a penny saved is a pound wasted, and you are talking really basic stuff,
signposts, safe underfoot, well drained, clear the vegetation, have crossings, bridges and stiles
that most people can use, keep people separated from livestock. I think you should employ some
workers in-house and let them get on with it.

525

The Chair: Thank you very much. We will now suspend the sitting.
The Committee was suspended at 11.25 a.m.
and resumed its sitting at 11:29 a.m.

EVIDENCE OF
Mr Phil Gawne, Clerk to Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners and
former Minister for Infrastructure
Q175. The Chair (Mrs Maltby): Welcome, Mr Gawne. Could you please introduce yourself and
the capacity in which you are appearing here today?
530

Mr Gawne: Right, I am Phil Gawne.
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535

I understand that you have asked me to appear in two capacities, and I think it is really
important that we make clear when you are asking me in which capacity, so I am wondering
whether we could separate the two out in terms of any questioning or anything?
Obviously, I submitted the views on behalf of my employer, Arbory and Rushen Parish
Commissioners, and you have had those written submissions, but you have also asked me to
appear as a former DoI Minister, so I am more than happy to ‘spill the beans’ as former DoI
Minister but it would be good if we could make sure that (The Chair: Yes, that is fine.) we have
those roles separate because there are things I might say as former Minister that the
Commissioners would sack me for! (Laughter and Interjection).
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Q176. The Chair: Scandal!
Right, okie dokie. Well, we will start with the local authority then if that is okay with you.
As far as we are aware, Arbory and Rushen is the only local authority which has taken on
responsibility for maintaining public rights of way in its area. Could you please walk us through
how this came about and what your experience of the arrangement has been to date?
Mr Gawne: Well the detail obviously is in the written submission, but in effect, I think it was
November 2017, the Minister was on Manx Radio basically saying that the Department did not
have enough budget, they were looking for people to volunteer to help maintain footpaths, this
and that. Then by December, the Commissioners had heard this, they met and they decided that
they would be willing to get involved because they felt that the footpaths network in Arbory and
Rushen were worthy of maintaining and keeping open.
At that stage, Arbory and Rushen were separate authorities, but both authorities agreed that
this was the right thing to do. Then, I think in February, the Department wrote to us and I think all
the local authorities and basically said we can maintain what they were calling ‘blue and green
routes’. Blue being the coastal footpath, Raad ny Foillan, and green being the ‘more often used’
footpaths. But the red and amber footpaths, which were the ones that they deemed to be less
often used, they basically said, ‘We do not have a budget, we probably will not be able to maintain
these’.
So at that stage we said, Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners said, ‘Well, we will trim the
red and amber footpaths.’ As it has happened, we have also trimmed some of the other ones as
well, but we were happy to do that.
We have had a few problems along the way in that the personnel changes quite a lot in DoI.
Particularly, it would appear, the person responsible for maintaining footpaths, when there is one,
and every year we have to go through the whole rigmarole of explaining.
So this year we had a real problem that everywhere our contractor went to trim a footpath, it
had already been trimmed. No one had told us that the DoI were going to do this again but the
DoI did not know that we were doing it, even though we have told them on several occasions that
we are doing this.
So effectively, it was great for the Commissioners. We saved a penny on the rates because we
did not need to trim footpaths that were already trimmed, but what a shame when we know –
this is me speaking as clerk, but very briefly slipping the former Minister hat on – I know that
basically there is nowhere near enough budget to maintain the infrastructure that we have on the
Island in the DoI. What a shame that they chose to send in teams of contractors to do things that
we had already said we would do.
And of course, that then adds to the work because we then had our contractor who said, ‘Well
I am not going to waste my time going all the way out to these places’, because he was not
charging us for turning up, hiking all his gear out and then finding the path was trimmed. He said,
‘You are going to have to resolve this with the DoI before we continue’. So then, of course, we had
more complaints about the footpaths in Arbory and Rushen because they had not been trimmed
in the way that we would have trimmed them if we would have been left to it.
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So the one year that has worked well, it has cost us about a penny and a half on the rates to
do, which is roughly £5,000, which is not an awful lot of money in the overall scheme of things. It
is very easy for us to do, people know that when they pick up the phone to speak to the clerk, the
footpath will be trimmed within the week, whereas when DoI – and this is not a criticism on DoI –
if they got one or … at one point I think they had two teams going around the Island, it was pot
luck as to where the team would be as to when your footpath would get trimmed.
Our contractors are very responsive and generally the path is trimmed within a week of me
getting the phone call, so it works very well. It is a simple system. The other local authorities will
kill me for saying this but it is a simple system and why on earth has Government not devolved
this to local authorities five years ago? I just do not understand.
Q177. The Chair: Do you think local authorities would require anything else in order to be
taking on full responsibility of the footpaths?
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Mr Gawne: Well, I think … I will stray into funding a little later with the former Minister hat on,
if I could.
All local authorities will say that a penny and a half on the rates, we have got to look after the
ratepayers’ interests. But equally, I would have thought anyway, all local authorities care about
their parishes, their towns and their villages and would want to see the best for their areas and
for their ratepayers. And when it is such a minimal amount of effort on the part of the local
authority to actually do this, why would they not want to do it? I do not really understand.
Now, there are areas of concern that I would imagine that the Department of Infrastructure
might have, and I could stray into that with the former Minister hat on but, in essence, what you
have to do, if you are devolving a thing like this, you have to be clear in terms of the legislation
and you have to be clear in terms of the incentives. It is best to look at incentives for the local
authority to actually do this and I would have thought the incentive is either you do this properly
or we look at putting up charges at the incinerator or looking at other ways in which we can get
money off the local authorities.
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Q178. Mrs Caine: Can I take you back to the fundamental issues you put in your submission
that you saved 25% of the budget you had set aside to do footpaths because DoI had already
trimmed, but is that not something that we are hearing more and more? Do you think that there
are the systems in place to adequately manage the response to the routine maintenance? Is it just
a lack of funding, or is there a lack of knowledge?
And we are also aware of one other local authority who offered to take on responsibility for
their footpaths, in Garff, they were turned down and they were prepared to put a bit of budget
there at the time, so is it sort of more fundamental at the centre of actually managing the
maintenance programme of footpaths as well as the budget?
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Mr Gawne: I think I will need to swap hats at this point (Laughter) because clearly it is a DoI
thing. I mean, there are various things I should say about the DoI: first of all, the budgets were
slashed in 2009, as a result of the 2008 VAT issue, £200 million disappeared. You cannot slash
health budgets. You cannot slash education budgets. The next biggest budget was the DoT’s,
possibly DoT/DoLGEs and DoT’s budget was cut in half in the following budget.
All Ministers were fully aware of the implications of making these significant cuts. I have heard
Ministers, who shall remain nameless, trying to blame DoI Ministers for all of this. Actually, all the
Ministers were aware. I have sat as DAFF Minister and DEFA Minister and heard the DoI Minister
saying, ‘We can make this £2 million cut. We can introduce the shared services system whereby
maintenance is done by the DoI and cut a further £2 million or £3 million out of the budget but
you are going to see a much less significant service because you simply cannot do all these things
with half the money’.
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So this has been clear. It has been clear all along. It has been clear to all Ministers who have
been Ministers since 2009 that this is the inevitable consequence of not putting enough
investment into looking after your infrastructure.
I think it is probably also fair … I think he probably will not mind me saying this, but the Director
of Highways has never been a big supporter of devolving stuff to local authorities, and it is fair to
say that he was not as helpful as he might have been in terms of me devolving services such as
the maintenance of highways that we devolved.
Also, during my time, we introduced a provision in the Highways Act, which allows that local
authorities can take on maintenance of footpaths should they wish, so that provision is there.
There is no compulsion in the legislation for local authorities to do this, but the provision is there
if they wish to.
So the only reason I could imagine Garff were not allowed to take that on was because it was
decided that somebody in the Department did not want to lose responsibility. I can kind of see
that from a professional perspective. The Department ultimately is responsible for all of this and
they do want to be sure that everything is being done as well as it can be. But when it is – we have
heard from the footpaths people earlier – when it is so obvious that the Department is wholly
incapable of doing this work, why on earth would they not want to take a gift from a local authority
like that?
Q179. The Chair: You have mentioned a few different Departments that you have served as
Minister for. Do you feel that the public rights of way could sit within a different Department or
do you think it is well placed where it is at the moment?
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Mr Gawne: I think, and I did say this to Butch Buttery before he put his petition in, that he has
missed the point, it is not about the body. I mean, the DoI has the most responsibility for public
rights of way, but it does not have a budget and it does not have the human resource available to
deal with it. So you could set up as many Departments and agencies as you like, if you have not
got the money to do it then you are wasting your time, really.
One of the reasons – this is definitely with former Minister, not with Clerk to the
Commissioners, hat on – one of the things that we regularly discussed in Council of Ministers in
the early days of the massive loss was what do you have influence over, as Minister, in relation to
tax, for example? Income for Government, for want of a better word. VAT, you cannot change
unless you abrogate the arrangement with the UK. Income Tax, headline rates of Income Tax are
seen as the competitive advantage that the Isle of Man has, so loath to alter Income Tax. The only
other significant tax is local tax or rates, and it is fair to say that the rates on the Isle of Man are
incredibly low compared with most of the areas, most of the countries that surround us. There
was a general view – although it does not seem to have manifested itself in the last
administration – that we needed to transfer more things over to local authorities, because
actually, people could probably afford a little bit more on the rates. But we could not really risk
putting up things like Income Tax.
So it seems a pretty obvious thing to be doing. As I say, nothing, as far as I am aware, happened
over the course of the last five years. I hear that rates reform is off the agenda, but maybe it is
not. With the glare I just got, maybe it is back on the agenda, I do not know. (Laughter). But rates
reform is the forerunner to actually do some of this.
Government, for the last … how many years? 2009 … 13-14 years, has been running a structural
deficit in its budgeting. There was another structural deficit budgeted in the Budget this month.
Quite a significant structural deficit, it is fair to say.
Now, yes, you have got COVID, I will give you that excuse. But I do not see a huge amount of
effort going into addressing structural deficit. And maybe this is straying a bit away from the topic
(Laughter) but if you are not prepared to hand over simple, relatively small things, like maintaining
rural footpaths, then how on earth are you going to deal with the big stuff?
Sorry, that was a long-winded answer.
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Q180. The Chair: So, in essence, you would support the devolution to local authorities then?
Mr Gawne: Well, it works for us.
I mean certainly trimming the footpaths, making sure that they are clear, we are happy to do
that as a local authority. The local authority, I think, would be a little bit less eager to take on
responsibility for maintenance of stiles, putting in drains, all of that. The reason for that is we are
not really geared up for that in terms of insurances and the like, and I suspect, as well, the Director
of Highways would be having kittens at the thought that a whole range of different agencies could
be responsible for maintaining bridges, structures and things.
The Chair: Mr Henderson?
Mr Henderson: No, Phil has made himself very clear on the points I have been interested in
anyway.
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Miss Gale: He just answered the question I was going to ask.
Q181. Mrs Caine: Just in terms of the other suggestions that have been made, you say the
Commissioners could do the maintenance programme and routine maintenance of footpaths, the
cutting back but not the sort of significant bridge building, drainage, fencing, livestock, stiles and
everything else we have heard. Do you think that that is best left at DoI or DEFA, in the current
set-up?
Mr Gawne: As a former DoI, former DEFA Minister and former DAF Minister, I know that all
the budgets of those Departments were cut to the bone, and I have not seen any significant
replenishment of budgets.
I know that they are struggling to maintain and deal with the issues that they have, so giving
new stuff to Departments to do seems to me, without a budget, unlikely to work.
Knowing that you are operating with a structural deficit, where are you going to find the money
from to hand over? I heard David saying that, ‘Oh, it is only a small amount’, but actually, when
you have not got enough to do the absolutely essential stuff, finding small amounts for things
which are often deemed to be less important is very difficult to do.
So, I sort of answered your point with the clerk’s hat on. With the former Minister’s hat on, I
might say local authorities could fund some of the work for some of the structural repairs to
footpaths. It would be a little bit more difficult to do, but I think it is possible. One thing that I was
working on which I did not manage to get through was maintenance of footpaths and extra
highways pavements. My thinking was that if local authorities felt it was important enough to
maintain a particular pavement in their area, then they should be able to raise funds on the rates
to do that.
Again, the thinking was that this would be managed by a DoI engineer, but the funding would
come via the local authority. I do not see why some enterprise like that could not be set up, some
arrangement like that, to allow that to happen.
Q182. Mrs Caine: But that would be mainly in the grey footpaths, if we are talking suburban
or town, adjacent to roads within a sort of suburban area.
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Mr Gawne: Yes, but I do not see why it should not work for (Mrs Caine: For the green … ) rural
footpaths, public rights of way. It is possible.

735

Q183. Mrs Caine: I think one of the comments that came out of a previous session was the
£12 million highways budget cut to £1.5 million, covering highways, including footpaths, and there
was no ring-fencing of footpaths budget within that.
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Do you think it could be more protected if it went to DEFA and was prioritised alongside glens
in their maintenance programme?
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Mr Gawne: It would be wholly dependent on who your Minister and Chief Exec was and how
powerful or capable the Minister was to instruct the Chief Exec to do things.
When I was DoI Minister, we did an awful lot of work on the greenways, even with the
significant cuts to budget. I required that that was done, so we did quite a lot of repairs to the
greenways, some of which was roundly criticised by users because we, ‘Destroyed it, it looked
wonderful before and now, you have ruined it’. So the bikers were not happy because we had put
in smoother surfaces and they liked the ruts, the 4x4 people, I think, did not like it because, ‘It
should be a grassed area, it should not have hard core down’. So, as ever with these things, you
are damned if you do and damned if you do not.
But I was very keen to make sure that we did maintain our greenways and so I made sure that
we focused some money on that. But other people may have different views. You know, if you
happen to be a Douglas Central – is there a Douglas Central MHK anywhere? –your interest in
maintaining upland tracks is probably less than maintaining public highways.
Q184. The Chair: Have you got anything else you would like to add as a … whichever hat you
want to put on? Run through them!
Mr Gawne: Well one hat as a farmer’s son but also as local authority clerk, I was interested to
hear what Catriona had to say about livestock being fenced off and footpaths.
That will massively increase your budget requirement to maintain the paths. There is an area
of dispute, which I think David probably knows about, in our parishes at the moment where a
footpath which was not a footpath, it was actually a public highway, has been diverted as a
footpath. Then they realised ‘Actually, it was not a footpath, it was a public highway and we cannot
really do that’. But anyway, it has been diverted and there is a lovely fence put around it which
means that we now have to trim it to maintain it because it used to be that the sheep grazed it.
Now that it has got the fence around, it will all have to be maintained.
And in terms of the – I have not actually got the figure, I could send you through the detailed
figures of how many yards, metres of footpath we have agreed to maintain if you would like – but
it is something like 25% of the total distance of the path that actually needs to be cut. Obviously,
different paths in different areas have different percentages. If you had a fence round every
footpath, you would have to cut the lot which would be a significant increase in cost.
I do get the point about the issue at Scarlett, but for all my life I was living at Pooil Vaaish for
many years, a family farm, and there was never a problem except that one year. So you could be
creating – as Government is very good at – a problem to address a relatively small one-off issue
and then create a massive cost across the whole of the Island for the future, not least in terms of
having to put the fences up.
But that said, there is another issue there that needs to be resolved, which is how does the
Department and how does Government require farmers to reinstate damaged footpaths when it
is clear that the footpath has been damaged by the farmer or their animals? That needs to be
addressed. But then I notice we have a former MNFU man, MHK in the audience, who will
probably say that farmers really do not have enough budgets to be maintaining footpaths either.
So yes, it is difficult. In a world where you are having decreasing areas that you can go to to get
funding to do stuff and you have some of the lowest taxation – and this is definitely former
Minister, not clerk – in the British Isles, it is hard to see why you would not want to put a couple
of pence on the rates to tackle this.
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The Chair: Okay, I think that is us done then. Thank you very much, we will now sit in private.
The Committee sat in private at 11.55 a.m.
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Response to Select Committee
PROW Network DOI Response and Evidence
1. Definitions
“‘Public right of way’ and ‘highway’ both mean a way over which the public have a right to
pass and repass. The nature of the right determines the right of way.” (Trevelyan, 2007)
Highway maintainable at the public expense – a section of highway which the Department is
responsible for maintaining using the budget available to it i.e. taxes (the public’s) money
Highway not maintainable at the public expense – a section of highway which the
Department does not have a legal responsibility to maintain and therefore no taxes are
spent on it, but it is still classed as a highway and the public have a right to use it
Carriageway – a highway over which the public have a right of passage in vehicles
Footway – if a highway comprises a carriage way then an area for the use of pedestrians as
part of that highway is the footway
Footpath – a highway over which the public have a right of way on foot only
Cycle-path – a highway over which the public have a right of way on pedal cycles and may
also comprise a right of way on foot
Bridle-path – a highway over which the public have a right of way on horseback or leading a
horse and on foot
Permissive Path – a highway which crosses private land and has been agreed by the
landowner to be used by the public without the intention of dedicating it as a PROW or a
highway
Green Lane – a term with no legal meaning. It is a physical description of an unsurfaced
track, normally hedged, and often, but not always, of some antiquity. It may be a footpath,
bridle-path or carriageway.

2. Introduction
The Isle of Man Public Right of Way (PROW) network is made up of 338 PROWs stretching
316km across the Island. These are in various locations and can range from town and
village cut-throughs and back lanes, to roaming coastal walks, moorland hikes and the
Island’s premier routes. The governing legislation is the Highways Act 1986 (the Act) and
the Department is responsible for maintenance of the PROW network.
Although the Department is not responsible for every footpath on the Island, there are many
footpaths that are not PROW, it is responsible for maintaining the publics access over every
1
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path/highway which the public have a legal right to pass and re-pass where a precedent has
been set through usage. Whilst there is the power to create more PROW if deemed
necessary, these powers are used infrequently.

3. Executive Summary
Not all footpaths are owned or maintained by the Department, however; most footways and
footpaths throughout the Island’s towns and villages fall under its responsibility as do most
countryside footpaths.
The Department’s maintenance budget for PROWs is roughly £360,000 per annum. Due to
the low amount of finance available, maintenance is prioritised a safety and maintaining
cutting hedges.
PROWs that are frequently used are prioritised over those less frequently used; safety work
is prioritised over general works. The Department’s maintenance policy is set out in its
PROW policy document. If more money was available then the maintenance standards
would be increased.
The appointment of the Department’s PROW Officer in September 2021 has ensured that
wider Government policies regarding the PROW network are considered. Working with the
Department for Enterprise (DfE) and Department for Environment, Food and Agriculture
(DEFA), considerable emphasis in particular is placed on the health and wellbeing of Island
residents and on the attractiveness of the PROW network to visitors. A bid is currently
being prepared for submission to the Economic Recovery Grant (ERG) to improve the
Island’s network. If approved, the additional funding will be used to improve some of the
most popular routes; replacing worn assets with newer ones and improving the visitor
experience along the network.
Legislation relating to footpaths and highways generally has developed over hundreds of
years and is complicated in the Isle of Man as it is in the UK.

3.1. Overview of Other Footpaths/Pathways under DOI Responsibility
3.1.1. Footpaths and Footways in Towns
There are no set criteria for DOI’s responsibilities in terms of locations or specification. Some
paths are in private ownership, some are owned by the local authorities and some have
been adopted by the Department. Figure 1 provides an example of an area where this
situation occurs. The orange sections with a C number are carriage ways and footways
maintained at public expense and the F numbers are Footpaths. The purple line is a PROW,
which the Department has responsibility to maintain. There are also footpaths (shown in
red) and a private estate with footpaths (hatched in blue) which the Department is not
responsible for.
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Figure 1

The position is further complicated by the legislation. Section 88 (1) of the Act, states:

“Where a way over any land, other than a way of such a character that use of it by the
public could not give rise at common law to any presumption of dedication, has actually
been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a full period of 21 years,
the way is to be deemed to have been dedicated as a highway unless there is sufficient
evidence that there was no intention during that period to dedicate it.”
Although the footpaths are not the responsibility of the Department to maintain, it is the
responsibility of the Department to ensure that the highways which have been used by
members of the public for longer than 21 years remain open to the public and unobstructed.
In the area shown above this would mean that if a local authority tried to close a footpath
which it owns, the Department would have the power to instruct it to keep the footpath
open and maintained at the authority’s expense. The private estate in this instance has
maintained “Private” signs, showing the owner does not intend the land to be used by the
public. If this had not been the case the Department would still have the same powers and
could ensure the paths remained open and be maintained at the landowner’s expense to
ensure the public can pass (without creating a PROW).
3.1.2. Footpaths through the Countryside
Again, not every path through the countryside is the responsibility of the Department and
there are no set criteria for Department’s responsibilities. Many upland routes pass through
land owned by DEFA; DEFA permit open access across their land but, (as is typical with our
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Island’s uplands) not all areas are DEFA-owned and in some instances not all of one hillside
is owned by one party.
Figure 2 shows the popular upland area of Snaefell and North Barrule. The blue lines
indicate PROWs in the area. The light green area is land in private ownership, darker green
is land in public ownership and the darkest green is plantations. Although there is a wellworn path to the summit of Snaefell, this is not a PROW, nor is the North Barrule ridge
route. North Barrule, the area to the south of the ridge is DEFA land, the area in the middle
is in private ownership and the area to the north is owned by the Manx Utilities Authority
(MUA).

Figure 2

The desire lines of many of the uplands (desire lines being paths which have appeared due
to people travelling along them) could be construed as the public showing their intention to
walk there. As such the Department has a responsibility as per Section 88 of the Act to
ensure the public can continue to use them, but is not responsible for their upkeep, unless it
pursues the creation of a PROW as part of that presumption.
3.1.3. Permissive Paths
Permissive paths are monitored (if known) by the Department. Permissive paths are routes
which pass over land by the kind permission of the land owner but they have made it clear
they do not wish that route to be dedicated as a public right of way. Landowners may erect
signage and/or inform the Department that there is no intention to dedicate the route. In
some instances the Department may have agreed with the landowners to maintain
infrastructure along a permissive path to ensure the public can continue to utilise the area

4
118

safely. On rare occasions the Department has agreed responsibility for the route, the
infrastructure and the liability of the path.
3.1.4. Department’s Responsibilities
Along all routes, whether permissive or PROW, the land owner legally has the responsibility
to maintain the infrastructure placed along it as per Section 55C (2):

“The owner of the land must ensure that the gate, stile or structure is safe and to the
standard of repair needed to prevent unreasonable interference with the rights of those
using the path.”
In terms of responsibility of the Department for PROWs, the Department is responsible for
maintaining the surface only. In practical terms, however, the Department does maintain
stiles, gates etc., to ensure the public have safe access along a route and that the
infrastructure installed is maintained and kept to the same standards.
The Department is also responsible for ensuring that the Definitive Map of PROW is up to
date. This is particularly important as members of the public only have a right to pass along
the PROW. Routes change naturally over time as people walk around new obstacles or the
natural landscape changes. If the route on the ground no longer reflects the Definitive Map,
then members of the public are essentially trespassing, although if they believed they were
on a PROW this would probably be upheld if the matter were to be pursued by the
landowner.
Changes to the Definitive Map gives the public a legal right to cross a landowner’s private
estate, and all changes are publicised and approved by Tynwald. This is not always
straightforward, and works are often needed to get either old routes, or new routes into a
safe and secure location where they are least obstructive to land owners, close to the
original route and are scenic and beneficial for users.
3.1.5. Budget
The annual maintenance budget for PROW based on 2021/2022 is £361,340.00. Five staff
working in 2 teams undertake general maintenance during the season i.e. March to October.
Some examples of work undertaken include new signage for the Raad ny Foillan and
Millennium Way, a number of new stiles (bottom of Peel Hill and Pooil Vaaish) and
boardwalks at the East Mountain Gate area, Conrhenny and Narradale.
The annual budget covers both internal and external expenditure, including the internal
maintenance teams, but excluding the PROW officer salary.
Figure 3 below shows the external expenditure.
Date
May 2016
May 2016
June 2018

Project
Footpaths
SOUTH
Footpaths
NORTH
Heritage

Cost
£5,000
£5,000
£47,500*
5
119

Notes
Various footpaths – 2
cuts
Various footpaths – 2
cuts
1 year – 2 cuts

June 2018

Trail
Raad Ny
Follan
PROW

November
2018
December
2018
December
2018

Heritage
Trail
Heritage
Trail
Heritage
Trail

£4,100

December
2018
August 2020
- Feb 2021
April – Nov
2021

Heritage
Trail
Footpaths

£12,960
£12,810

2 cuts hourly rate
from FA
4 weeks work – one
operative from FA
Maintenance work
(PO1368274)
Arboriculture works
(PO1371504)
Skilled and unskilled
labour rates from FA
(PO1372805)
Arboriculture works
(PO1373979)
Various footpaths

Footpaths

£53,457

Various footpaths

June 2018

£46,800
£2,960

£4,320
£2,170

£197,077
Figure 3

In 2019, the Department put in place a contract to trim the Raad ny Foillan, which was a
move away from the historical reactive basis. Delivered through a framework agreement, a
contractor trims the Raad ny Foillan 3 times per season, which runs during the period April
to October. The cutting takes place on a rolling basis so that once the Raad ny Foillan has
had its first cut, it is then time to start the second cut and so on. The annual cost is
£67,710.00, funded from the annual maintenance budget.
The improvement works of the Douglas to Peel Heritage Trail was funded from the capital
funding with no additional maintenance budget being granted.
3.1.6. Maintenance Priorities
Other than cutting back, maintenance work is currently undertaken reactively and prioritised
due to danger to the public and popularity of the PROW as well as resource and budget
constraints. The Department prioritises the premier routes for trimming, whilst also
actioning cuts according to the calls received, which are also sometimes prioritised according
to safety and severity.
An asset register of the Island’s PROW is currently being developed to ascertain what
infrastructure is spread across the network and inform a proactive future maintenance
schedule.

3.2. Policy Considerations
3.2.1. PROW Officer
Since September 2021, work has been progressed to improve and update the PROW Policy
by implementing standards. Consideration is being given to people with disabilities;

6
120

keeping residents active, and enabling access to nature and the countryside for mental
wellbeing. This is also creating a more marketable and visitor-friendly PROW network.
The new PROW Policy was drafted with the aim to fulfil the following objectives of the 2016
– 2021 Programme for Government:
Enterprise and Opportunity Island



Grow the economically active population, promoting our Island and its qualities
Support and promote healthy, safe and cost-effective travel and encourage the
uptake of low carbon transport

Sustainable Island




Make best use of our Island’s land and seas for leisure and work through food,
agriculture and fisheries strategies, plus tourism and recreational use that work
together with our environment
Grow the visitor economy in the Isle of Man

Healthy and Safe Island


Help everyone to take greater responsibility for their own health, encouraging good
lifestyle choices

The PROW Policy will be updated to reflect the Our Island Plan strategic outcomes.
3.2.2. Other Government Departments/Further Considerations
The Department has been liaising with other Departments regarding the Island’s PROW
network, improvement plans and ongoing issues with the intention of submitting a joint bid
to the ERG to implement works across the Island’s network. Bringing the PROW network
assets up to a good state of repair will enable DfE to market the Island as a walking (and
potentially other outdoor activity) destination.
The Department also liaises with DEFA to discuss PROW which cross its land and how
activities on its land can be fed in to the PROW network and vice versa. It is intended that in
the next few months the rural signage project will start to be implemented; a joint venture
between DEFA and DoI to synchronise the signage used for leisure activities across the
Island. The two Departments have also been discussing the impact of PROWs on the
uplands and how these can affect the peat land restoration project.
The Department also has a role within the Country Access Group (CAG) (formerly GLUG), a
forum for associations representing various forms of usage across the Islands PROW
network. It consists of representatives from walking, cycling and horse riding groups; 4x4
and ACU motorsports groups; Manx Wildlife Trust and Manx Farmers Union as well as
stakeholders such as Manx National Heritage, DfE and DEFA.
Through its liaison with these groups, the Department is aware of cross-governmental and
private sector priorities and is therefore able to factor these in to day to day working
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practices as well as any ongoing improvement strategies and other improvement works as
required.

4. Additional Information
4.1. Legislation
PROW and the various different types of PROW are not simply footpaths. They are legally
defined and have set conditions to be diverted, changed or extinguished which are provided
for within the Act. The Act is an extensive piece of legislation and is the responsibility of the
Department to enforce. The legislation is based on legislation used throughout the United
Kingdom which include the provisions for PROW. The Department has legislative duties
placed upon it by the Act, such as the requirement to keep up to date maps of the PROW
network.
4.1.1. UK Case Law
As the legislation surrounding PROWs and Highways is based on UK legislation, the same
basic principles apply to PROW throughout the UK. There is therefore plenty of case law to
draw knowledge from. That being said, whilst the IoM Highways Act is largely based on the
England & Wales version, there are differences and also subsequent legislation (namely the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act) in England and Wales which have not been introduced
in the Isle of Man. The Isle of Man courts may consider case law in similar jurisdictions,
however these would not be binding and these would not set precedents in the same way
as any rulings by the Manx courts.
4.1.2. Legal considerations
Legal definitions exist regarding which users are permitted to use what PROW. For example
cycle-paths cannot be used by horse riders and likewise bridle-paths, cannot be used by
cyclists. A PROW does not constitute free use for the public as the type of way determines
its use, this is legislated for in the Act and defined in the definitive statement.

4.2. Network Improvements and the Petition
4.2.1. New PROW Officer
The current PROW Officer was appointed in September 2021 after an absence of the role for
3 years. Over those 3 years and as a consequence of the pandemic, the use of the PROW
network has increased, resulting in more issues being identified. The PROW Officer is able to
liaise with members of the public, attempt to implement changes where necessary to keep
the PROW network up to date and resolve issues as they arise with members of the public
and land owners.
4.2.2. Budget
The PROW maintenance budget does not include improvements to the network or
facilitating changes and, as is evidenced from the amount of closures and complaints, is
insufficient. Increasing the budget would enable the maintenance team to prioritise
unexpected damages and contractors could be used to deliver a programme of works.
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Changes, for example, implementing changes to the Definitive Map and the associated
works on the ground, are not undertaken unless there is capacity for the maintenance team
to undertake the work between repairs. In some rare instances the land owners are willing
to implement the works. Should additional budget be made available, works could be
contracted. This would deliver a threefold benefit by employing local people; freeing up the
maintenance teams and ensuring safe and legal routes).

4.3. Local Mind-set
4.3.1. Walkers vs Cyclists vs Horses vs Off Road Vehicles
The Island’s PROW network is predominantly made up of footpaths (there are very few
cycle-paths and even fewer bridle-paths) and there are a number of U roads and D roads
(Green Lanes). As there are only (predominantly) footpaths for cyclists, horse riders and offroad drivers to utilise, groups of individuals are getting a bad name for the other users as
they use footpaths for cycling/horse riding and in some instances off-road driving. There are
a number of green lanes across the island that end abruptly, where users are then likely to
continue across open countryside. Damage has already been done to the reputation of other
groups by the few individuals disregarding the legislation. This results in the creation of a
mind-set amongst the general public that they do not like cyclists/horses/off-road drivers.
As more and more residents discover the outdoors there is a greater need to change the
PROW network to accommodate all users; however, landowners are unwilling to permit a
PROW to be upgraded from a footpath to a cycle or bridle-path. This is potentially
exacerbated by the above, but other concerns are cited, such as speed of cyclists (especially
when the PROW passes through farmyards), erosion by horses, cyclists and motor vehicles.
Whilst mitigations could be implemented to address these issues, it would appear that
landowners’ minds are made up and they refuse to permit footpaths to be upgraded across
their land.
4.3.2.

Changing existing and establishing new PROW

Ancient Highways
Most of the Island’s PROW are remnants from a time when walking was the most efficient
way to deliver news and travel to markets and farmsteads for supplies. Therefore, most
PROW run around the edge of ancient farms, through farmyards and past people’s front
doors. While many walkers enjoy the thought of passing along ancient highways in today’s
modern world, this may not be practical where heavy farm machinery is manoeuvring and
many old farm houses have become private residences. There is no mechanism for moving
PROWs on the grounds of privacy or safety, something which, while many walkers may
resist, is probably something that is needed to bring the PROW network up to modern
standards. Whilst some walkers and other users relish the right to pass along ancient
highways, many people feel uncomfortable passing through private residences, gardens or
unsafe passing through working farmyards.
Onus on Land Owners
There is very little take-up when the Department attempts to create new routes. This is
probably due to the onus and responsibility on landowners of everything aside from the
9
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surface of the PROW. As mentioned previously, whilst the Department does undertake work
and maintenance on infrastructure along PROW, the legal responsibility is on the landowner.
Landowners do not wish to have a PROW over their land; they lose its use for agriculture or
as a private piece of land and in return they have the added expense of having to maintain
the infrastructure surrounding it.

5. Summary
The routes over which the public can pass and re-pass are enshrined in the Highways Act.
While not every path is a PROW and the responsibility of the Department, every established
footpath is legally protected by the Department. It is agreed and understood that the
Island’s PROW network is suffering but this is not necessarily due to different agendas, since
the re-introduction of the role of PROW Officer has led to the start of a joined up approach
across Government Departments.
The PROW network is suffering from a lack of maintenance funding and improvement
funding. A single agency could be the solution, but it should be borne in mind that the legal
powers are within the Highways Act and therefore PROW would remain a Department
responsibility. Furthermore, the legal implications of establishing a PROW across every piece
of public, private and local authority land would require years to implement and would
increase the maintenance cost of whomever was responsible for them, bearing in mind the
Department’s budget is insufficient to keep up with the demand of the current network.
Whatever the outcome of the work of the Committee, the Department is working to create a
joined-up approach across Government and the private sector. There are plans to improve
the PROW network through the ERG bid, whilst partnerships with other Government
Departments and the CAG are developing. Those partnerships help oversee, guide and
advise on the public and cross-Government needs and what can be implemented, provided
sufficient budget is available.
In essence there is work underway to improve the PROW network, and it is hoped that the
Select Committee is able to help improve the ability of the Department to undertake this
work. It should however be considered whether it could be detrimental to the PROW
network to start again with a new Agency and direction.
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APPENDIX 2: 4TH FEBRAURY 2022
(UPDATED 11TH FEBRUARY 2022)
- SUBMISSION FROM THE DEPARTMENT
OF INFRASTRUCTURE
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Select Committee Response
Request for Further Information
1. Maintenance Work for Past Five Years
A breakdown of complaints received for PROW and Green lanes is attached as Appendix 1*,
covering the past 5 years, as of 12th January 2022. There is a total of 1,268 complaints;
however, these represent a general overview of the types of issues received regarding the
PROW network and not the definitive answer to what reactive maintenance has taken place.
While many of these complaints will have required works to be undertaken, a considerable
number are simple enquiries which were either forwarded for action to another member of
staff or were outside the remit of the maintenance teams and passed on to another
Department or Local Authority.
The original submission highlighted the general maintenance work that is carried out on the
network under the Maintenance Priorities Heading:

“Other than cutting back, maintenance work is currently undertaken reactively and
prioritised due to danger to the public and popularity of the PROW as well as resource and
budget constraints. The Department prioritises the premier routes for trimming, whilst also
actioning cuts according to the calls received, which are also sometimes prioritised according
to safety and severity.
An asset register of the Island’s PROW is currently being developed to ascertain what
infrastructure is spread across the network and inform a proactive future maintenance
schedule.”
We do not hold records of all the maintenance works undertaken.

1.1.

Work for next year

Until the present time, works have been carried out reactively due to the Department’s lack
of staff and resources. The PROW officer has recently been tasked with preparing a
maintenance and improvement schedule for the coming year; however, as this task was
appointed on 27th January 2021, this submission is still being developed. Consequently, for
the time being, with the maintenance team under-resourced, emergency and reactive work
will continue to be prioritised over routine maintenance.

Due to the personal nature of the complaints Appendix 1 has been redacted as it is a direct extract
from the Highway System.
*
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Breakdown of Internal Expenditure
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2. Latest Version of Definitive Map and How it is Maintained
The Definitive Map can be found on the IOM Government’s maps page under the DoI map
(available on https://www.gov.im/maps/). This provides an interactive map where the
PROW can be selected and more information revealed. A high level map showing locations
of PROW (although less detailed) can be seen in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1
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The procedure for maintaining the Definitive Map is set out in Schedule 3 of the Highways
Act (The Act). Figure 2 summarises the process:
•Either a complaint is received, or;
•An officer on the ground queries it, or;
Definitive Map
•A Highway search shows an inconsistency
needs changing

Affected
parties
contacted

Highway
Officer Creates
Order

•PROW officer contacts the landowners over which the PROW exists
•PROW officer negotiates where is the correct and/or best route for the PROW (process may
stop here it landowners are able to re-stablish route as shown on map)

•Highway Records Officer, in liaising with PROW Officer , drafts the Order to change the route
•Highway Records Officer liaises with Attorney General's Chambers

•Route change is advertised in a local paper and public are invited to comment
Route change •Route change is advertised in other reasonable places to inform public
is advertised

Passed to
Tynwald

Definitive
Statement
changed

N.B.

•If no changes are needed from the public consultation the Order goes to Tynwald
•Tynwald approves or rejects the Order

•The definitive statement is then changed by Order once Tynwald approves the Map change
•Affected landowners are notified of the statement change
•Order is laid before Tynwald

•Land registry is notified of each change as it is passed
•Local Authorities are consulted on Map changes and notified of Statement changes
•Amount and type of public objections to changes can stop the order progressing to Tynwald

Figure 2
It should be reiterated, as per the original submission, that the public’s rights to access land
are established through legislation, including the process of changing those rights.
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There is currently an ongoing project to change the Definitive Map and Statement in order
to reflect the natural changes and any inconsistencies that have occurred over the years.
This has highlighted over 200 PROW where this process needs to be followed, the process
itself taking months to complete.
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3. Overview of Changes Made to the Definitive Map/PROW
Network over the past 10 years
As mentioned in the original submission, the PROW network is enshrined in legislation and
changes can only be made by Tynwald. In the past 10 years the following Orders have been
approved by Tynwald:
Creations:



2020/0384, Old Railway Line, Ramsey (Public Path) Order 2020
2021/0114, Pulrose Golf Course Public Path Order 2021

Diversions:









2020/0498,
2021/0030,
Ballasalla)
2021/0115,
2020/0152,
2019/0294,
2018/0171,
2017/0259,
2015/0255,

Highway Diversion (Public Right of Way No.198, Arbory)
Highway Diversion (Public Right of Way No.268, Ballahick Lane,
PROW No.224 Pulrose, Douglas
Highway Diversion (Public Right of Way No.352, Castletown)
PROW No.265 Billown
PROW No. 320 Meary Voar Santon
PROW No. 447 Port St Mary
PROW No. 247 Balnahowe to Howe Road
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Definitive PROW Statement

Highways Act 1986

Definitive Statement
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Document
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Approved
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SD-06-011 v0.1

Definitive PROW Statement

This is the Definitive Statement as required under Section 6 of the relevant Act, and as such describes the
commencement and termination of public rights of way as set out previously in the provisional Statements
No1, 2 and 3, subject to any such modifications that have found to be necessary and with the addition of
several footpaths established by dedication.

The numbering of the ensuing Public Rights of Way was established in 1941 by the Isle of Man Highway
and Transport Board when the first known record of Public Rights of Way was compiled to enable the
Board to discharge its duties under the Rights of Way Act, 1933. The System was adhered to by the Rights
of Way Committee (1954) for their hearings and subsequent report dated September, 1955. As all the
Board's records on Public Rights of Way refer to this numbering system, it has been decided to continue to
use it for the implementation of the current Act.
There are 338 public rights of way with a total length of 316kms.

Uncontrolled if Printed
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SD-06-011 v0.1

No

Index(es)

Route Description

8

NX30SE/1

Starts at MR 373007 on the Bride Coast Road South of Cronkbreck and runs North West
to the Shore

9

SC39NE/5
NX30SE/1

Starts at MR 367993 on the Jurby East Road east of Bretney Estate and continues North
through Bretney Farm to join the Bretney Road at MR 374003 near to East Bretney

10

NX40SW/2
SC49NW/6

11

SC39NE/5

11

A SC39NE/5

Starts at MR 408004 and continues South West from Leodest Road near Ballavartyn Villa
to the Kiondroghad Road at Ballaleigh MR 405998
Starts at a stile on the Jurby Coast Road MR 357988 and runs North to join the Sartfield
Road at MR356994
Continuation of Sartfield Road through gate to Beach

Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
475
1277
806
579
320

16

SC39NE/5
SC49NW/6

Starts at MR 388978 on the Rhendhoo Road and runs NorthEast to cross the Lhen Trench
by the footbridge, continuing Eastwards through Guilcagh to join the A17 at MR 403983

17

NX40SE/3

1370

21

NX40SW/2

24

NX40SE/3

25

NX40SW/2

50

SC39SE/8

Starts at MR 466026 and proceeds Northwards to the Ayres at MR 461039
Starts at MR 430018 on the Bride Coast Road near Ballagarrett and runs Northwards to
the fore-shore at the Ayres MR 425036
Starts at MR 458021 on the Bride Cranstal Road and runs South to Ballaquark contiuing
West to Lambhill at MR454009
Starts at MR 410012 on the Dhowin Road at Ballacunner and runs Soutwards to join the
Leodest Road at MR 408008
Starts at MR 388947 in Sulby Village and runs South to the Claddagh at Glen Villas

51

SC39SE/8

Starts at MR390943 and runs from the Claddagh Road North West to link with path No 50

337

56

SC39SE/8
SC39SE/8
SC49SW/9
SC39SE/8

Runs South East from MR 382937 on Sulby Glen Road to Sulby River
Starts at MR 397923 at Ballaneary and runs generally Eastwards to join the D10 at MR
408915
Starts at MR 383940 on the Sulby Claddagh Road and crosses the Sulby River to
Ballakerka then runs South skirting the foot of the Carrick Hill to join the Glen Road South
of the Ballacuberagh Filtration plant at MR 383926
Starts at MR 380933 on the Sulby Glen Road and runs up a defined track South over
SC39SE/8
Mount Karrin to enter onto common land at MR 374918
Starts as a public road at Ballacurn and runs South over common land to enter onto
SC38NW/12 Crown Land at MR 343900 and continues over a defined track South to join the
Brandywell Road at MR 342866

153

59
60

61
62
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1699

2006
1689
528
496

2006
1675
1752
3664

No

Index(es)

63

SC39SW/7

64
70
71
74
81
82
83
89
92
95
98
99
100
102
103

Route Description

Starts at MR 329924 on the main Michael to Ballaugh Road and runs North West through
Bishops Court to join the Orrisdale Road at MR 327930
Starts at MR 322925 on the Orrisdale Road and runs along a drfined track South West
SC39SW/7
above Glen Trunk to join the foreshore at MR 317923
Starts at MR 438954 at Riversdale on the Jurby Road and runs Northwards to Andreas
SC49NW/6
Road at the Dhoor MR 440964
Starts at MR 424942 on the main Michael to Ramsey Road opposite Lezayre Church and
SC49SW/9
runs along Ballakillingan Farm street across the Sulby River and Garey Road Northwards
SC49NW/6
to a point on the Jurby Road East of Close Lake at MR 420654
Starts at MR 438939 off the Glen Auldyn Road and runs East through the Crossaghs and
SC49SW/9
Claghbane to join the Snaefell Mountain Road at Hairpin Corner
Starts at MR 302891 on the Peel to Michael Coast Road and runs South to Ballacarnane
SC38NW/12
Mooar and then East and North East to the Stockfield Road
Starts at MR 303886 on path No 81 and continues South through Ballacarnane Beg and
SC38NW/12
Kerrowglass to join path No 83 at MR 300889
SC38NW/12 Starts at MR 302874 on the Stockfield Road and runs North West through Skerrisdale Beg
SC28NE/11 and along the farm street to join the Peel to Michael Coast Road at MR 293881
SC39SW/7
Links the Baltic Road, Michael to path No 62 on Slieau Curn
SC38NW/12
Starts at MR 321861 and runs from Little London in a South Easterly direction up the
SC38NW/12
Southern side of Glion Gill to the Cairn on Lhargee Ruy and then Southwards over a
SC38SW/18
defined track to MR 334822 above Eary Vane
Starts at MR 461913 on the main Laxey to Ramsey high road just North of the Hibernian
SC49SE/10
and runs East to join the Ballaberna Road at MR465912
SC49SE/10 Starts at MR 458902 on the main Laxey to Ramsey Road and runs South East to Cornaa
SC48NE/15 Corn Mill at MR467896
Starts at MR 454896 on the main Laxey to Ramsey Road and runs generally Eastwards
SC48NE/15
past Ballaglass Glen to join the Ballaglass Road at MR 467896
SC48NE/15

Starts at MR 454893 on the main Laxey to Ramsey Road at the head of Corrany Hill and
runs Eastwards through the Ards and Ballachrink to join path No 99 at MR 461897

Starts at MR 453887 on the main Laxey to Ramsey Road at Glen Mona Hotel and runs
East down a well defined track to join the Glen Mona Loop Road at MR 456886
SC48NE/15 Starts at MR 453887 on the main Laxey to Ramsey Road at Glen Mona Hotel and runs
SC48NW/14 West up a well defined track as far as MR 446885, where it continues over open
moorland on the sides of Slieau Ouyr and Slieau Lhean, in a less well defined track as far
as MR 412879, where the track becomes lost in a rocky outcrop at which point the path
turns South West down the side of Clagh Ouyr to the Snaefell Mines at MR 408875
SC48NE/15
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107

SC48NE/15

Starts at MR 452857 at Ballaragh and connects to main Laxey Ramsey Coast Road at
Bulgham
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Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
289

No

Index(es)

108 A SC48NE/15
109

SC48NE/15

112

SC28NE/11

117
118

SC28SE/17
SC28NE/11
SC28SE/17
SC38SW/18

Route Description
Runs from main Laxey to Ramsey Road just North of Dhoon corner Eastwards to join
Dhoon Glen Road
Starts at MR 454864 on Dhoon Glen Road and runs South East crossing the Coast Road
and finishing at MR 455862 on the Ballaragh Road
Satrts at MR 268853 on the Peel to Michael Coast Road and runs North West to the Shore
at White Strand
Starts at MR 282842 on the Staarvey Road runs North to join the U87 at Crosh Mooar MR
278853

Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
88
307
444
1322

Starts at the Suspension Bridge at Glen Helen and runs past Eairy Beg to MR 302839

1056

120

SC28SE/17

Starts at MR 281835 on the Staarvey Road and runs East along a defined track for a
short distance to join Unscheduled Road No 32

284

122

SC28SE/17
SC38SW/18

Starts at MR 286824 on the T.T. Course near Ballig and runs generally Eastwards along a
defined track past the Dowse and ending at MR 304828 to link with Path No 126

2112

123

SC28SW/16

Starts at MR 242830 at Glenfaba Bridge and runs West passing just North of Knockaloe
Beg and climbing round the south side of Corrin's Hill to terminate above the old slate
quarry on Contrary Head MR 231830. (The path continues physically along the bed of the
old tram road to join a section of Path No 123 within the Peel Commissioners' boundary)

2270

124

SC28SE/17

126
131

SC38SW/18
SC28SE/17

132

SC27NE/22

137

SC38SW/18

138

SC38SE/19

141

SC38SE/19

142

SC38SE/19

Starts at MR 265823 on the main Peel to Douglas Road and runs South to join the Patrick
Road at Close Leece
Continuation of Greeba Mill Road to Beary Park joining Path No 122 at MR 304828
From MR 287807 near Kennaa Farm South East to end at MR 291801
From MR 278799 on the St John's to Foxdale Road East through Ballahig to Ballnygeay
on the Ballavar Road
Starts at MR 337810 on the U56 above the Braaid Farm and runs West through Bawshen
to end at MR 326812
Continues off commom land at Gob e Craggagh and runs South West down a well
defined track to join a fourth class road near to Creg y Cowin at MR 376837
Starts at MR 368805 and runs round the perimeterof a field to continue West past
Balliargey across the river to join the East Baldwin Road at MR 361806
Runs from MR 361810 to MR 354812 linking East Baldwin to West Baldwin

145

SC37NE/24

From Abbeylands southwards to join the road East of Sir George's Bridge (The Mill Road)

140
6

524
644
854
726
1324
821
792
787
591

No

Index(es)

146

SC37NE/24
SC38SE/19

148
150
152
156
159
160
163
167
168
169
172
173
174
178
180
184

Route Description

Starts at MR 356790 near Mount Rule and runs North through Ballamillaghyn to Baldwin
Mill
Starts at MR 397786 and passes through the housing estate to below Ashley Hill School
SC37NE/24
at MR 397789
Starts at MR 386796 on the T.T. Course near Hillberry and runs West through Glendhoo
SC37NE/24
to Glenville
Starts at MR 337807 from junction with the U56 Eastwards through Ballalough and
SC38SW/18
Ballagrawe to West Baldwin at MR 353812 (Deviated around field edge to MR 337808
SC38SE/19
April 1994)
SC37NE/24 From the Little Mill Road at MR 397797 Eastwards through Kerroodhoo, Ballig and
SC47NW/25 Ballakilmartin Farm Street to Whitebridge Hill
Starts at MR 427844 on the Baldhoon Road and runs south crossing Glen Roy to emerge
SC48SW/20
through Axenfell Plantation on the Creg ny Baa Back Road at MR 427839
Starts at MR 432843 by the Coach and Horses Hotel and runs south over a well defined
SC48SW/20 track crossing the Creg ny Baa Back Road over the Grawe to Lonan Church Road at MR
429831
From Lonan Church Road at MR 428831 South West through Ballacogeen and on to
SC48SW/20
Shonest through Ballaskerroo to join Path No 174
Starts at MR 436837 near Ballacollister and runs in a loop through Ballacollister to
SC48SW/20
Strooan by Quill
From Douglas to Laxey Road at Cliffview near the telephone call box Westwards to to join
SC48SW/20
the Croit ny Quill Road
Short path from Lonan Church Road at corner by housing estate to Douglas to Laxey
SC48SW/20
Road
Starts at MR 449849 on the Ballaragh Road and runs South to join the Laxey to Ramsey
SC48SW/20
Coast Road at MR 451847
Starts at MR 415820 on the Begoade Road and runs North West over a well defined track
SC48SW/20
over Cronk y Garroo, and ends at MR 407824 by Injaigyn Plantation
From Path No 163 at Shonest MR 418821 South to join the public road from Baldrine to
SC48SW/20
Cronk y Garroo at MR 417817
SC48SW/20 From unscheduled public road No 35 to Garwick Beach
From Clay Head Road at MR 437807 South West through Ballacreggan to the Baldromma
SC48SW/20
Road
Starts at MR 419803 near the Half Way House Hotel on the Douglas Laxey Road and runs
SC48SW/20
South then East through Baldromma to join the Lonan Old Church Road at Ballamenagh
SC47NW/25
Mooar
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185
SC47NW/25 From Lonan Old Church MR 428793 Westwards to Lonan Old Church Road
186 A SC47NW/25 From Baldromma Back Road South to join Path No 429 leading to Groudle Beach
From the Ballamodha Road at Solomons Corner MR 278756 and the North East to give
193
SC27NE/22 access to Common Land on Windy Common then from Windy Common to join the
Tosaby Road near Shenvalley
194
195
196
197
198
199
202
203
204
205
207
211
214
215

SC27NW/21 Commences at MR 226767 at the junction of the Eairy Cushlin Road and the Dalby Lhagg
SC27SW/26 Road and runs along a well defined track through Eary Cushlin to Lag ny Keeilley
From MR 232767 half a mile North of Slieau Mooar Bridge on the Dalby/Round Table
SC27NW/21 Road South to join the Dalby Lhagg Roada quarter of a mile North of its junction with the
Slogh Road at MR 229752
SC27NW/21 From MR 240759 near Old Quarry on the Dalby/Round Table Road Southwards to join
SC27SW/26 the Slogh Road at Cronk Fedjag MR 241749
Starts at MR 211713 at the top of Surby Road and continues along a well defined track
SC27SW/26
Northwards over the Carnanes to the Slogh Road at MR 217733
Starts at MR 249740 on the Corlea Road West of Cringle Reservoir and runs South
SC27SW/26
through Ballaglashen and Ballacannell then West through Ballacricyrt to rejoin the Corlea
SC27SE/27
Road at MR 246731
Starts at MR 262745 on the Corlea Road and runs South down Glion Cam and South East
SC27SE/27
through Moaney Mooar to join the public road at MR 272729
Starts from Dam at Glion Cam MR 266741 West to Kerrookeil Chapel and along Kerrookeil
SC27S/27
Road towards Ballagilbert
SC27SE/27 Starts at the junction of paths numbered 199 and 202 at the Dam of Glion Cam MR
266741 and runs East through Glen Mooar and Clougher Veg to join Path No 204 at Cly
Cur (Diverted at Cly Cur, April 1994)
SC27SE/27 From Wigan Lane MR 276738 West to Cly Cur (Diverted at Cly Cur, April 1994)
SC27SE/27 From the Ballmodha Road at MR 276731 West for 200 yards to join Wigan Lane
Starts West of St Marks Old Parsonage on path No 211 at MR 291741 and runs West to
SC27SE/27
MR 288742
From St Marks MR295741 West past the Old Parsonage then South towards Lower
SC27SE/27 Ballagraingey and South West through Ballamodha Mooar to join the Ballamodha Road at
MR 276733
From MR 306733 near Mullinaragher, South East through Ballajerai to join and run
SC37SW/28 concurrent with Path No 231 at MR 309730 and then to the main Douglas to Castletown
Road at Santon Railway Bridge. (Diverted May 2003)
Starts at MR 341782 on the main Douglas to Peel Road opposite Glenlough and runs
SC37NW/23
North East through Ballafreer to Trollaby MR 347789 and to join path No 537
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228
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232
233
238
239
240
241

Index(es)

Route Description

SC37NE/24 Starts at MR 351784 to continue Trollaby Lane North past Trollaby Cottage to join Path
SC37NW/23 No 537 at Trollaby Farm
Starts at MR 371777 in Tromode Village and runs North through Castleward and then
SC37NE/24
West to join the Strang Road at MR 364786
From the Cooil over Clybane Farm Street through Clybane to join the Lhergy Cripperty at
SC37NW/23
MR 344770
SC37NE/24 From Saddle Road at the Saddle Cottages North West to Braddan Vicarage Road
Starts at MR 364761 on the main Douglas to Castletown Road and runs South down the
lane adjacent to the shop on Groves Road, Pulrose, along Groves Road to continue
SC37NE/24
generally South West past Pulrose Golf Club and along defined track alongside the
Nunnery to join the Old Castletown Road at MR 374752
SC37NE/24 Starts at MR 360754 and runs West over the Golf Links to Pulrose Farm and then South
SC37SE/29 to Kewaigue Hill MR 358748
SC37SW/28
SC37SE/29

Starts at the top of Richmond Hill MR 339747 and runs South West to Upper Cronkbane,
through Upper Cronkbane and down the Farm Street to join the Accommodation Road
and on to join the Public Road known as Middle Farm Lane at MR 351740

SC37NW/23 Starts at MR 308752 on the St Marks/Braaid Road South to Sulbrick and East to join the
SC37SW/28 Clanner Road at MR 318752
SC37SW/28 Starts at MR 310736 on the Rheash Road and runs South and South West to the Santon
Burn to join and run concurrent with Path No 214 then South to the main Douglas to
Castletown Road at Santon Railway Bridge
Starts on the Moaney Road at Rheast and runs South West through Ballagick to join Path
SC37SW/28
No 233 at MR 317734
Starts at MR 314728 and runs up School Road through Ballakissack North East to join the
SC37SW/28
Moaney Road at MR 318739
SC27SW/26 Starts at MR 201711 on the Fleshwick Road and loops round in a Westerley direction to
SC16NE/30 join Path No 350 and a Public Road at Ballaglonney
Starts at MR 204703 on the Fleshwick Road and runs West past Surby Beg to join the
SC27SW/26
Public Road at MR 201702
From Bradda East Road just West of Zion Hill MR 197701 South over Golf Links to join
SC16NE/30
Path No 241
SC26NW/31 From MR 205695 opposite Barracks Road North West over the Golf Links towards Bradda
SC16NE/30 and then South over Rowany linking Path No 240 and on to Harrison Street

Date Last
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Length (m)
639
1442
976
534
1297
904
1530
Deleted by
Tynwald
714
899
1267
422
340
445
1562

243

SC16NE/30

Starts at MR 198687 on Droghadfayle Road and continues South West up the hillside
crossing St Mary's Road following a well defined track to join Path No 250 at MR 193679

904

244

SC26NW/31

Stars at MR 206687 just South of Port St Mary Four Roads and runs West, then South
West crossing the railway line to join the Truggan Road at MR 200683

813

143
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Index(es)

Route Description

245

SC16NE/30

Links Truggan Road to Path No 246 at Upper Ballahane MR 196683
From Truggan Road near Glendown South Westwards through Ballahane to meet path
No246 at MR 197681
Starts at MR 198678 on the Sound Road near Corvalley and runs North Westwards,
joining Path No 245 and Path No 245A, crossing Path No 243 and turning South West at
MR 196684 through Balnahowe to join the Public Road to Cregneash at MR 190681

245 A SC16NE/30
246

SC16NE/30

247

SC16NE/30

248

SC16NE/30

249
250
251
251
252
253
254
260
260
261
262
263

From Path No 246 at MR 193682 on Ballnahowe South Eastwards, joining Path No 250
then Path No 243 to MR 193681 then South Eastwards to Howe Road at MR 198678

From MR 191681 on the Drrag Road South over Mull Hill to Howe Road at MR 191674
From Truggan Road at MR 195687 South Westwards past Yons to join Path No 246 at MR
SC16NE/30
193682
From Howe Road at MR 194676 North Westwards joining Path No 243 and linking Path
SC16NE/30
No 248 at MR 191679
From Howe Road just East of its junction with Glenchass Road MR 201679 Northwards to
SC26NW/31
Truggan Road at Glendown
SC26NW/31 From MR 201682 West then South West along a well defined track to join Path No 246 at
A
SC26NE/30 the Howe
SC26NW/31
From MR 202676 at Fistard Westwards to meet the Glenchass Road
SC16NE/30
From the Chasms following a well defined coastal path via Burroo Ned (Bridson Lowey's
SC16NE/30 path), to the Sound. Continuing around around the coast path Aldwick and Bay Fine to
Port Erin Dedicated 1984
SC16NE/30 From Glenchass Road MR 199676 South Eastwards, crossing Fistard Road at the bottom
SC16NW/31 of the hill and continuing to Perwick Beach
SC16NE/30 From Cregneash Village Westwards to join at Cass Strooan MR 186662
From Cregneash Village MR 190670 southwards along a clearly defined route to join at a
A SC16NE/30
ladder stile at Rheboeg MR 188665
SC16NE/30 From Glenchass Road MR 198669 South Westwards to end at MR 196664
From MR 274724 on the Ballmodha Straight North Westwards through Rheast to MR
SC27SE/27
272729 on Wigan Lane
From Grenaby MR 266724 South Eastwards through Cronkbreck to join the Ballamodha
SC27SE/27
Straight opposite Silverburn Farm MR 273720
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265

SC26NE/32
SC27SE/27

266

SC27SE/27

267

SC26NE/32
SC27SE/27

268

SC27SE/27

269

SC26NE/32

271

SC26NE/32

273

Route Description
Starts at MR 268698 just West of Cross Four Ways, Billown and runs North West through
Upper Billown crossing Path No 266 to continue on to Ballabeg/Grenaby Road at MR
257714
Starts at MR 271709 on the Ballamodha/Grenaby Road at Ballavell and runs North West
up the Farm Street, then West through Billown crossing Path No 265 and contiuing
through Lower Ballavarkish to join the Ballabeg/Grenaby Road at MR 253710
Starts at MR 291684 at Ronaldsway and runs North East along a defined coastal path to
Cass ny Howin to follow Santon Burn up the Gorge to join Path No 269 and 326, then
North West along Ballaquinney Road to join the main Douglas to Castletown Road at MR
292707. A short branch of this footpath links path No 269 to the coast, from MR 295687
to MR 294690
Starts on the Douglas Road, Ballasalla MR 284702 and runs South East along Ballahick
Farm Road, through Ballahick to join the Balthane Road at MR 286694
Starts at the end of Balthane Road MR 290688 and runs North East to join Path No 267
on the coast at Cass ny Howin MR 298697
Starts at Alexandra Road, Castletown, MR 267679 and follows the bank of the Silverburn
River in a North Easterly direction joining Path No 273 and crossing Path No 426 on the
footbridge crossing the river at MR 272690. The path continues on the West bank of the
river to MR 276696 where it turns to run North West and North East again along the
access road to the Mill and finishes on the Ballasalla to Ballabeg Road MR 277700

SC26NE/32

Links Path No 271 to the main Douglas to Castletown Road at MR 271680
From MR 273682 South West along College Road through the grounds of King Williams
274
SC26NE/32
College then South to Hango Hill
From MR 248686 on the Castletown/Port St Mary Shore Road at Cross Welkin Hill
SC26NW/31
276
Northwards and North Eastwards to join the Ballabeg to Ballkaighen Road a quarter of a
SC26NE/32
mile South of Ballanorris
From MR 261678 at School Hill South Westwards alongside Westhill and continuing to
278
SC26NE/32
Arbory Road at the Old Windmill
283
SC26NW/31 Starts at MR 249677 and runs South West to join Path No 347 at the coast
Starts at MR 219725 on the Slogh Road and runs North East along Scard Farm Road for
284
SC27SW/26 200 yards then branching off through Lamode crossing Colby River to end at Ballacannell
MR 229727
From MR 242721 on the Colby Glen Road just South of Ronague Westwards through
285
SC27SW/26
Ballagreyney to Earystane MR 234722
286 A SC27SW/26 From Slogh Road just South of Kirkill Farm Entrance East to Ballakilpheric Road
From Cronkedooney along a defined track South Eastwards crossing Colby Glen and
287
SC27SW/26
continuing through Ballachrink to join the Colby Glen Road at MR 234711
288
SC27SW/26 From MR 227712 on Path No 287 South of Cronkedooney Eastwards to Colby Glen
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290

SC27SW/26

291
292

SC27SW/26
SC27SW/26

293

SC27SW/26

294

SC27SW/26

295

SC26NW/31

298
305
306

SC26NW/31
SC27SW/26
SC26NW/31
SC27SW/26
SC27SW/26

307

SC26NW/31

308

SC27SW/26
SC26NW/31

309

SC26NW/31

310

SC26NW/31

311

SC26NW/31

314

SC37SW/28

317

SC37SW/28

296

Route Description
From MR 235711 on the Colby Glen Road South Eastwards and then Eastwards past
Ballakelly and Ballagarmin to end at MR 242707
Starts on the Colby to Ballabeg road at MR 238701 to join path 290 at MR 237708
Starts on the Colby Glen Road at MR 231702 to join path 291 at MR 236707
Starts at MR 223711 near Ballakilpheric Southwards through Scolaby to Ballacorkish at
MR 221701
From Ballakilpheric Road at Dandy Rigg Westwards past the mill to join Path No 293 at
MR 222706 near Scholaby
From Limekiln Farm MR 234688 Northwards along a well defined track to Station Road,
Colby MR 232699
From Station Road, Colby MR 232699 South Westwards through Ballacregeen and
following the Colby River to Kentraugh Back Road at MR 227692
From Croit e Caley Southwards to join the Shore Road at MR 222689
From MR 216706 on the Ballakilowey Road Eastwards to join Path No 293 at Scholaby
From Croglagh Road Westwards to Ballafesson
From Ballafesson MR 205700 Southwards past Fairy Hill to join the Ballachurry to Port
Erin Road at MR 206696
From MR 221703 on Path No 293 above Ballacorkish South Westwards to its junction
with Path No 309 at MR 216699 then West to join the Ballakilowey Road
From MR 216699 on Path No 308 South Eastwards to the main Colby/Ballafesson Road
East of Ballagawne
From MR 203683 on the Truggan Road 400 yards West of its junction with Howe Road
south to join the Howe Road
From MR 202680 on the Howe Road 500 yards West of its junction with Truggan Road
Southwards to Fistard. Diverted at Fistard, March 1990
From MR 317727 at the foot of Brown Cow Hill Southwards past Ballavale across the
railway line to the Old Castletown Road at MR 316716
From Balnahow Road MR 329719 South Eastwards through Meary Veg to join Path No
318 at Santon Head. Diverted at Meary Veg 2000
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318

SC37SW/28

From Balnahow Road MR 331719 South East past the rifle range to the coast, South of
Pistol Castle, then following the coastal path round Santon Head to Port Grenaugh, then
turning North East alongside the stream to Seafield MR 320710

319

SC37SW/28

320

SC37SW/28

321

SC37SW/28

325
326

SC37SW/28
SC37SW/28
SC26NE/32

329

SC47NW/25

331

SC37SW/28
SC37SW/28
SC37NW/29

332
333

SC37SW/28
SC37NW/23

334

SC37SE/29
SC37NE/24

338

SC27NW/21

346
347
348

SC27SW/26
SC27SE/27
SC26NW/31
SC26NE/32
SC26NW/31
SC26NE/32

349

SC27SW/26

350

SC16NE/30

From Seafield MR 320710 at the junction of paths Nos 316, 318, 321 South East along a
defined farm road to MR 326707 then North East to join Path No 317 near to Meary Veg
From MR 322709 on Path No 319 near Seafield South Eastwards through Meary Voar to
join Path No 318 on the coast at Purt Veg. Diverted at Meary Voar 1994
From Seafield MR 320710 Northwards to the Old Castletown Road along a made up
private road (Seafield Road)
From MR 313703 below Ballafurt to coastal Path No 326 at Traie ny Gill
From MR 315705 on Port Grenaugh Beach, South Westwards along the cliff top as a
coastal path past Port Soldrick to Cass ny Howin and then North along the East side of
Santon Gorge to end at Arragon Veg MR 301700, joining Path No 267 at the head of the
Gorge
From MR 405777 at the Majestic Hotel entrance Eastwards along the cliff top to the King
Edward Road at MR 414776
From MR 348729 on the Marine Drive Southwards to Port Soderick
From MR 348729 on the Marine Drive North Eastwards past Keristal to Oakhill MR
3536738
From MR 335745 on the main Douglas to Castletown Road at the top of Richmond Hill,
North Westwards through Speke and Ballaglonney on the Mount Murray Back Road MR
328756
From Kewaigue MR 361748 North Eastwards alongside the Middle River to join Path No
223 near Pulrose Golf Club House
Starts at MR 228795 at Cronkmoar on the Peel to Dalby Road and runs North East to
Glen Maye Beach
From the Ballabeg to Ronague Road at Ballafada MR 247720 Eastwards through
Ballaglonney to the Silverburn then South to Ballatrollag MR 260718
Starts at Poyll Vaaish MR 244677 and runs South round the coast at Scarlett to end at
Scarlett Farm Road MR 258669
Starts at MR 249676 at junction with Path No 283 and runs Eastwards towards Castle
Rushen High School joining Path No 352 near to the old windmill
From MR 221726 at the junction with Path No 284 North East along Scard Farm Road,
through Scard to join Path No 284 at MR 228731. Diverted to avoid Scard Farm,
March 1994
From MR 200710 on Path No 238 near Fleshwick West and South West over Bradda Hill
along a cliff top path to end on Bradda Head near the Coastguard Lookout
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351

SC27SE/27

352
353
354
355
356

357
358
359
360
361
362
363
400
401
402
403

Route Description

From MR 272704 on the Ballamodha Road through Ballahot on a South Easterly direction
to Rushen Abbey
SC26NE/32 From MR 259677 on Arbory Road South West through the old mill to Scarlett Farm
From MR 213685 on Beach Road Port St Mary Northwards along the Pound Road to the
SC26NW/31
Pinfold on Shore Road
From MR 219720 on the Slogh Road at Kirkill Farm entrance, Westwards onto Surby
SC27SW/26
Mountain West of Ballarock, then South West to join Path No 197 near the summit
From MR 450935 above the Hairpin Corner on the Mountain Road South along the
SC49SW/9
Eastern edge of Elfin Glen to MR 447926 above the Gooseneck corner on the Mountain
SC49SE/10
Road
SC49SE/10 From MR 470929 on the Maughold Road round the old promenade at Port Lewaigue and
round the cliff edge at Gob ny Rona across a small section of beach (inaccessible at high
tide) to the slipway at Port e Vullen
From MR 454864 on the Dhoon Loop Road East to Dhoon Beach, along a defined green
SC48NE/15
track
SC27SE/27 From Crossag Road, Ballasalla to Monk's Bridge
SC48SW/20 From Old Packhorse Road, Laxey, South East along Laxey Head to breakwater
SC28SE/17
SC38SW/18 From Union Mills MR 358779 to St John's along the diussed Railway track to terminate at
SC37NW/23 Station Road
SC37NE/24
From St German's Halt on the Peel to Michael Coast Road North along the old railway
SC28NE/11
track to Glen Mooar
SC28SW/16
From Station Road, St John's, West along the old railway track to Mill Road, Peel
SC28SE/17
From Glen Wyllin to Station Road, Kirk Michael and from Station Road, Kirk Michael
SC39SW/7
Northwards along the old railway track to terminate at the Orrisdale Road
SC39NW/4
From Unscheduled Road No 73 at Killane, West to the Shore
From the Bride Coast Road at a point 600 yards North of the Vollan a short path runs
SC49NW/6
Eastwards to the Shore
SC49SE/10 From Douglas to Ramsey Road at Ballure, through the Glen to the Beach
From MR 456914 on the Roan Road Southwards to join the road leading to Park Lewellyn
SC49SE/10
at MR 456909
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Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
623
1117
221
737
929
1006
1318
40
420
9504
9166
4935
6114
137
113
211
517

Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

No

Index(es)

Route Description

405

SC28NE/11

From MR 281868 on the Peel to Michael Coast Road at Lynague Northwards to the Beach

406

SC28NE/11
SC28SE/17

407
408
409
412
413
414
415

416
417
418
419
420
423

424
425

From MR 263849 on the Peel to Michael Coast Road, North West and South West along
the coastal path to Peel, rejoining the main road at Ballaquane junction
Continues from Benussis Lane MR470892 Southwards along a well defined track to
SC48NE/15
Cornaa Beach
SC48NE/15 From Corn Mill at Cornaa Eastwards to join Unscheduled Road No 18
SC27NW/21 Starts at MR 227799 on Glen Maye Beach Road and runs Northwards along the cliff top
SC28SW/16 to join Path No 123 at Contrary Head
SC48SW/20 Short path over the Manx Electric Railway from Mines Road, Laxey to Baldhoon Road
From MR 436843 on the main Laxey/Ramsey Road Westwards crossing the tramway to
SC48SW/20
Glen Road by the Woolen Mill
From Laxey School in a Westerly direction, and along a defined path to join Glen Road
SC48SW/20
crossing Glen Road and Laxey River to join Path No 415 at Mr 437840
SC48SW/20 From Shore Hotel, Laxey, North Westwards along the South Bank of Laxey River to the
old generating station, joining Path No 414 then continuing up the Glen side, joining Path
No 416 crossing the Manx Electric Railway and Unscheduled Road No 28 continuing up
the steps by the Laxey Village Commissioners' Office to join the main road
SC48SW/20

Short path between main road and Path No 415 where it joins the tram track
From MR 420845 on the Baldhoon Road near Ballacosney Southwards, crossing Glen Roy
SC48SW/20 to join the Chibber Pheric Road at MR 423836 opposite the junction of Lonan Church
Road
From Lonan Church Road MR 428831 North Eastwards over Moaney Woods to join Path
SC48SW/20
No 167 at Stroan ny Quill
From main Douglas to Laxey Road at Fairy Cottage South Eastwards to the Shore at low
SC48SW/20
water (continuation of Path No 167)
From Clay Head Road, MR 430812 North Eastwards down the Fisherman's Path to
SC48SW/20
Garwick Beach
SC27SE/27 From MR 266724 at Grenaby, South Eastwards along the West bank of the Silverburn
River to the Foxdale/Castletown Road at MR 273715 then from the Foxdale/Castletown
Road at MR273715 South Eastwards through the Silverdale past the Monk's Bridge to end
on the Ballasalla/Ballabeg Road
From MR 199669 at the end of Glenchass Road West then South West to the Chasms,
SC16NE/30
then North West to Cregneash Radio Beacon MR 191667
From Beeton's Lane, Colby, MR 226699 Northwards to join the main road halfway
SC26NW/31
between the Level and Colby Village
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Length (m)
517
1890
1383
116
3347
136
208
200

1008
52
1068
718
295
498
2873
1193
427

No

Index(es)

Route Description

426

SC26NE/32

From Douglas/Castletown Road MR 277688 opposite Ronaldsway Airport, Westwards
along the Northern side of Ronaldsway Industrial Estate Road, across the railway and
Silverburn to meet the Castletown to Foxdale Road North of Great Meadow at MR 268692

428
429
430
431
432
433
436
437
440
441
442
443

SC37NE/24 From Royal Avenue, Onchan, Eastwards along the pathway to the Church Yard, through
SC47NW/25 the Church Yard to Church Road
SC47NW/25 From Path No 186A MR 421784 at Groudle Westwards down the cliff to the Beach
From Southern end of Laxey Promenade along the zig zag path up the cliff to Old Laxey
SC48SW/20
Hill
From MR 236797 at the bottom of Glen Maye Hill South West to rejoin the main road at
SC27NW/21
Ballachrink
From Kerroodhoo Ford on the Ballagill Road MR 270789 Eastwards through Glendhoo to
SC27NE/22
Ballamooar
SC27NE/22 From Ballagill Road Eastwards over Doarlish Head to Foxdale
SC26SW/26 From MR 231704 at Colby Mill North Eastwards to Ballakilpheric Road at MR 228707
From MR 237796 on the Sound Road, Glen Maye South Eastwards across the river to the
SC27NW/21
road to Glen Rushen Mines (Postman's Path)
From the rear of Balqueen Hydro Hotel MR 212683 North Eastwards to the Mill on Beach
SC26NW/31
Road
From Gansey Promenade MR 214686 Southwards round Gansey Point, along Chapel Bay
SC26NW/31
and the new cliff path to end near Carrick Bay Hotel
From Cronk Road MR 206681 opposite Truggan Road junction South Westwards over
SC26NW/31
Port St Mary Golf Course to join Path No 311 to Fistard Road
From Fistard Road MR 205675 near entrance to Perwick Bay Hotel, South Westwards to
SC26NW/31
the Coast and Path No 254

Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
1024
195
113
116
163
529
580
480
400
427
1330
380
212

444

SC26NW/31 From Port St Mary Breakwater along the coastal path past Kallow Point to Perwick Bay

633

445

SC26NW/31 From Clifton Road, Port St Mary at Towlfoggy Westwards to meet Path No 254
From High Street, Port St Mary, opposite the Police Station Eastwards down to Harbour
SC26NW/31
pathway
From High Street, Port St Mary opposite the Bay View Hotel Eastwards down to Harbour
SC26NW/31
pathway

435

446
447
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31
31

No

Index(es)

Route Description

448
449

SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32

From Scarlett Road, Castletown, MR 260670 North Westwards to join Path No 352
From the Parade in Castletown, alongside the George Hotel to Farrant's Way

450

SC49SE/10

From Queen's Grove, Ramsey, opposite "Alderwood", South and West to Crescent Road

451

SC49SE/10

452

SC49NW/6

453

SC49NW/6

454

SC49SW/9

455

SC28SW/16

456

SC28SW/16

457
458

SC16NE/30
SC16NE/30

460

SC37NE/24

461
462

SC37NE/24
SC37NE/24

500

SC49SW/9

501

SC39SW/7

502

SC49SE/10

From junction of Brookhill Road, with Seamount Road at "Sunbury" North Eastwards over
the tram lines to Waterloo Road, Ramsey
From Bowring Road, Ramsey, opposite Coburg Road junction, Westwards to the Sulby
River
Various pathways on the Brow overlooking the children's playground in the Mooragh Park
Pooildhooie Walk from Bowring Road, Ramsey opposite Derby Road junction along the
bank of the Sulby River towards the town boundary
From MR 241843 on Path No 123 round the back of Peel Hill to rejoin Path No 123 at MR
236837
From MR 241843 on Path No 123 along the Eastern face of Peel Hill to rejoin Path No
123 on the top of Peel Hill and including a short branch to Peel Harbour Bridge
The Cinder path from Cherry Orchard Hotel to Bay View Road, Port Erin
From Tower Road, Bradda West, up Bradda Head to Milner's Tower
From Ballakermeen Drive North Eastwards up the Gooseneck Path then South Eastwards
to St Catherine's Drive. Diverted onto estate footways, April 1992
From Douglas Promenade at Summerland upt the cliff path to Hague Crescent
From Palace Road, Douglas, Northwards to meet Victoria Road
Continuation of Path No 454 at MR 445947 from Ballachrink through Poylldooey to
Gardeners Lane
From MR 333934 on the Bollyn Road through Broughjairg Mooar and Ballaterson to St
Mary's Church
From Path No 355 at MR 450933 North East to Albert Tower, then South through
Ballastowell to join the Snaefell Mountain Road at Tower Bends
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Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Length (m)
357
52
168
73
92
167
472
854
793
105
951
316
267
122
653
1460
859

No

Index(es)

503

SC49SE/10

504

SC49SE/10

505

SC38NE/13

506
507
508
509
511
512
514
516
518
519
520
521
522
523

Route Description
From Ballure Bridge MR 457934 South West past the Reservoir to join the Snaefell
Mountain Road near the Gooseneck
From the Maughold Road at Aago MR 476926 Eastwards along the cliff top to Maughold
Lighthouse
From the Corady Road MR 373897 South through Tholt y Will plantation to Druidale Farm
then West along Druidale Road at MR 361888. Diverted into plantation, 1985

SC28SW/16
From Walpole Road, Peel, along the Headland to join Path No 406 at MR 251845
SC28SE/17
SC38NW/12 From Unscheduled Public Road No 69 at MR 342854 generally Southwards over the
SC38SW/18 Western slopes of Colden to join Path No 92 at MR 335838
Path linking two parts of Path No 123 along the Western side of Corrins Hill between Peel
SC28SW/16
Hill and Contrary Head
SC28SW/16 Path linking two parts of Path No 123 over the top of Corrins Hill
From Parade Ground, Castletown, between No 1 Queen Street and St Mary's Church
SC49NE/32
leading down to the beach by way of stone steps
From MR 488911 on Port Mooar Beach East then North East across Baldromma through
SC49SE/10
Baldromma Mooar to end at Maughold Church Yard
SC48NE/15 From Rhenab Cottage MR 464891 to Cashtal yn Ard
From the Abbey River crossing MR 265821 along the Northern bank of the River Neb in
SC28SE/17
an Easterly direction to join the Patrick Road at Thompson's Bridge
SC28NE/11 Path from Cass Strooan to Cains Strand
Path leading to St Maughold's Well from road leading to Maughold Lighthouse at MR
SC49SE/10
495917
SC49SE/10 Path from Ballure MR 457935 to Waterworks Corner on Snaefell Mountain Road
SC49NW/6
Dog Mills to Beach, Bride
SC38NW/12
Path on side of Slieau Dhoo between MR 343897 and MR 351889
SC38NE/13
SC38NW/12 From Little London Road MR 310859 South through Rhenass and Ballasayle then South
SC38SW/18 East to join Path No 92 on Lhargee Ruy at MR 333828
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Length (m)
1104
2365
1964
443
1752
1436
1277
45
1679
221
615
122
369
532
147
1098
4287

No

Index(es)

Route Description

525

SC49SE/10

From the U84 at MR 457930 Westwards across the Dam head to join Path No 503

529

SC28SW/16

From Peel Harbour Southwards along the East bank of the River Neb to Glenfaba Bridge

530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539
540
603
604
606
607

SC27NE/22
From the Eairy MR 298778 to Archallagan Plantation Road at MR 300780
SC37NW/23
From MR 277793 at the Main road in Lower Foxdale Eastwards up the hillside through
SC27NE/22
Ballabenna to the Lhoobs Road at MR 282791
SC27SW/26 From Slogh Road MR 232748 to the summit of Cronk ny Arrey Laa
From Slogh Road MR 217734 over Burroo Mooar and Burroo Meanagh to the summit of
SC27SW/26
Cronk ny Arrey Laa and to join Path No 532
SC27SW/26 From Slogh Road MR 217734 Westwards to the cliff top
SC27SW/26
From Ballafesson North East up the Croglagh Road to the junction of Path No 306
SC26NW/31
SC16NE/30 From the Darragh Road MR 188678 to the Stone Circle on the Mull Hill
From Path No 217 at Trollaby MR 347789 through Lower Ballaclucas to the Mount Rule
SC37NW/23
Road at MR 345797
SC37NE/24 Short path connecting Royal Avenue, Onchan to Marion Road
SC27SW/26 Connects Path No 290 to the Ballagawne Road at MR 243709
SC37NE/24 From Staarvey Road, Union Mills to Leece Lodge
Starts in Agneash Village at MR 431861 and runs North East to a footbridge then
SC48NW/14 Eastwards through Glendrink, Croitnecloughbane and Clarum to join Unscheduled Road
No 21 at MR 445858
Starts alongside Laxey Co-op at MR 433843 and runs South then West to join Public
SC48SW/20
Right of Way No 160
From the Silby Claddaghs to Ginger Hall Road at MR 389942 South Eastwards along a
SC39SE/8
private road and through Ohio Plantation to Ballaneary and terminates at MR 398919 on
the Crown Land Boundary
From the Mountain Road near the Black Hut at MR 406886 Eastwards and South
SC48NW/14
Eastwards to join Public Right of Way No 103 at MR 414879
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Length (m)
272
624
305
875
802
1602
344
266
120
939
82
356
604
1594
111
2534
960
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Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*
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Index(es)

Route Description

608

SC39SW/7

From the main Michael to Ballaugh Road at MR 325920 North West along Cloudy Lane to
the Orrisdale Road, then from the Orrisdale Road through Balarhenny Beg to the Shore

611

SC39SW/7

Length (m)
1038

615

From Orrisdale Corner on the Orrisdale Loop Road, North to the stone circle on Orrisdale
Head
SC26NW/31 From the Glen Chass Road to Perwick Beach
SC48NW/14
SC48SW/20 From Mines Road, Laxey, to Cronk y Chuil Car Park, near Laxey Wheel
SC28SE/17
SC27NE/22 From Lukes Bridge to Foxdale along the disused railway line

3376

618

SC27NE/22

480

619
620

SC48SW/20
SC48SW/20

613
614

621
622
623
624
625
626
627
628
629

From the Lhoobs Road South Westwards past Kionslieu Dam to the Braaid/Foxdale Road

From Pinfold Lane, Laxey, to Pinfold Hill
From top of Baldrine Hill along a defined path to Baldrine Manx Electric Railway halt
From Unscheduled Road No 60 at Creggan Mooar South West and then North West to
SC27NW/21
Traie Vane. Dedicated 1986
SC27NW/21 From Unscheduled Road No 60 to Eairy Cushlin. Dedicated 1986
SC37SW/28 From Port Soderick car park to the turning circle at the foot of the hill
SC26NE/32 From Arbory Street to Farrants Way in Castletown
SC37NE/24 From School Road, Onchan, to Little Mill
SC37SW/28 From the foot of the steps at Port Soderick (FP 331) to the viaduct (FP 627)
SC37SW/28 From Footpath 626 North East along the viaduct
SC37SW/28 From the turning circle at Port Soderick South East to HWM
SC49SE/10 From Ballure Promenade via the slip to HWM. Dedicated October 1988
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471
242
274

42
80
623
1805
203
84
49
190
190
45
53

No

Index(es)

630

SC16NE/30

631
632
633
634
635
636

637
638

639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646

Route Description

From Spaldrick Promenade across the golf course to join path 240. Dedicated June
1988
SC27SE/27 From the rear of Rushen Abbey behind various properties to join 351
SC49NW/6
From a point on Riverbank Road to the Whitebridge at Polldooey
SC37NE/24 From the Peel Road along a defined path to exit in the Ballabrooie Estate
SC27NE/27 From the Ronague Road aroung Cringle Reservoir. Dedicated September 1993
From the end of the U40 at Clypse Moar to join the Honey Hill Road. Dedicated
SC48SW/20
September 1993
SC27NW/21 From a point on the Peel-Dalby road on the south-east side of Mill House in a generally
east-south-easterly direction at the rear of Ballachrink to Claddagh House, and continuing
along a lane to join public footpath No 437 near the footbridge over the Glen Rushen
stream March 1995
From footpath No 254 on Perwick beach eastwards along the foreshore to join path No
SC26NW/31
613 Dedicated 1995
SC48SW/20 From the Conrhenny road (U98) in a southerly direction past Injaighyn plantation
following the general direction of the Groudle river, crossing the Honey Hill public road
(U74) to the Clypse reservoir. Dedicated 1998
From the Honey Hill road (U74) through the Ennemona plantation to join the Conrhenny
SC48SW/20
Road (U98)
From Niarbyl along the cliff top and then down to Traaie Vane at Creg Adha. Footpath
SC27NW/21
under Licence 1998
From the Quarrel Road north then west and south to join the Poortown Road Diverted
SC28SE/17
July 1998
From MR 288 662, a ccontinuation of the coast path in a northerly direction on the
seaward side of the golf course to the foot of Hango Broogh, then turning north west,
SC26NE/32
past the former open air swimming pool to terminate on Fort Island Road at the rear of
the Golf Links Hotel.
SC26NE/32 From the coast path at MR 294 671, north east to the top of Hango Broogh.
From the Fort Island Road, passing in front of the Golf Links Hotel in a south east
SC26NE/32
direction and crossing the golf course to join the coast path at NR292 670.
A short path running generally north east through overgrown grassland and coastal heath
SC26NE/32
from MR 287 663 to join the coast path at MR 289 663.
SC26NE/32 A short path running north east from PROW 645 to the coast path at MR 289 664.

155
21

Date Last
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Length (m)
393
132
389
185
1024
1056
232
179
1341
390
601
887
1375
44
645
240
103

No

Index(es)

647

SC26NE/32

648

SC26NE/32

649

SC26NE/32

650

SC26NE/32

651

SC26NE/32

652

SC26NE/32

653

SC26NE/32

654

SC26NE/32

655

SC26NE/32

656

SC26NE/32

657

SC26NE/32

658

SC26NE/32

659
660
661
662
663

SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32

Route Description
From a point on the metalled road north of Poyll Breinn at MR 286 667, through a
gateway onto the golf course, turning south and passing to the south of the 11th green
and then in a generally south east direction, passing south of wall of the rifle butts,
crossing the 15th and 3rd fairways to the coast path at MR 289 665.
From a point on the metalled road north of Poyll Breinn, through a gateway onto the golf
course and then in a south easterly direction, crossing the 11th fairway, passing to the
north of the wall of the rifle butts and crossing the 3rd and 2nd fairways to the coast
path at MR 289 665.
From Langness Farm, passing between the derelict buildings then east to cross the
boundary of the golf course, turning south and following the eastern side of the golf
course boundary, then south east and passing to the south of the 15th green and onto
overgrown grassland, continuing south east to join the coast path at MR 288 662.
From the south east corner of the golf practice field, north-north east along the western
side of the boundary to meet the path from Langness Farm at MR 287 664.
From Hango Hill in a generally south east direction along the shore of Castletown Bay to
the metalled road approximately 400 metres south of the Smelt House.
A short path from the Derbyhaven Road, opposite the boundary of King William's College
to the path around Castletown Bay
A short path from the Derbyhaven Road, opposite the end of the airport runway to the
path around Castletown Bay
From MR 284 672 on Castletown Bay to the metalled road at the Smelt House
A circular path from the car park, around the coastline passing to the seaward side of
Langness Lighthouse.
From MR 281 654 on the circular path, west south-west along Langness Point.
From the car park, south along the metalled road to the north gate of the lighthouse,
then on the western side of the lighthouse wall to the circular path at MR 282 653.
From the north gate of the lighthouse at MR 283 654, east-north-east to the circular
path.
South from the circular path at MR 286 659 to the Herring Tower.
From the Herring Tower south to join PROW 658 at MR 283 654.
From the Herring Tower east to join the circular path at MR 285 656.
Loop path to the seaward of the circular path on its eastern side..
Loop path to the seaward of the circular path on its eastern side.
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Length (m)
487

418

388

189
1354
25
38
112
1985
355
736
118
228
343
98
89
78

No

Index(es)

664
665

SC26NE/32
SC26NE/32

Date Last
Brief Description of Amendments*
Amended*

Route Description

Loop path to the seaward of the circular path on its eastern side.
From the circular path at MR 285 655 west to PROW 660.
A path bisecting the north-east corner of the circular path between MR 286 657 and MR
666
SC26NE/32
286 658.
667
SC26NE/32 Short path from the spur to Langness Point, running north to Port Bravag.
668
SC26NE/32 Short path from the spur to Langness Point running south to Dreswick Harbour.
669
SC26NE/32 From the circular path south of the lighthouse compound, south west via a footbridge to
the former fog horn equipment, then to the south of that equipment to terminate on
Dreswick Point.
670
SC26NE/32 From the car park, south west to the Herring Tower.
From a point on the metalled road approximately 90 metres north of the car park,
671
SC26NE/32
running east to the coastal path at MR 287 659.
672
SC26NE/32 Path along the east coast of the peninsula from MR 287 659 to MR 288 662.
From the north east corner of the car park running north east to the south east corner of
673
SC26NE/32
the golf practice field.
674
SC26NE/32 From the north east corner of the car park, east to the coast path at MR 287 699.
From the south east corner of the golf practice field, south-south-east to the coastal path
675
SC26NE/32 at MR 287 660 and continuing in that direction to again join the coastal path at MR 287
659.
From the south east corner of the golf practice field, south-south-west to join PROW 655
676
SC26NE/32
at MR 286 659.
677
SC26NE/32 Short link path joining PROW 673 to PROW 674
678
SC26NE/32 Short spur from the coast path to the Provider Stone.
679
SC26NE/32 Loop path to the west of the car park road from MR 285 663 to MR 284 662.
680
SC26NE/32 Short path joining PROW 671 to PROW 672.
* If blank, no amendments have been recorded since the introduction of the electronically available format
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Length (m)
192
88
124
29
40
104
230
351
443
356
293
242
322
74
31
257
90

Additional Information
Kilometres
Miles
Deleted PROWS
Total Number

315.99
196.34
1
338

Further Information
The Department of Infrastructure maintains the public rights of way in the Island; 338 public rights
of way make up a network 316km long.
Historically routes or paths taken by fishermen, miners and farmers as they journeyed between
their homes and workplaces contributed to the network of paths over the Island and these, along
with short cuts, paths to public transport, ancient highways and ridgeways formed the basis of the
paths that were established by the Public Rights of Way Acts 1961 to 1970.
The procedure to establish these rights of way dates from 1933 at which time legislation was
introduced to enable the Highway and Transport Board, the Island's Highway Authority, to
discharge its duties with regard to the rights of way.
The first written record of rights of way was not until 1941, when the numbering system, which is
still used today, was established. The Board held meetings with all the local authorities in the
Island to ascertain which rights of way were claimed to exist and the alleged paths were then
marked on maps of the 6" Ordnance Survey.
These maps became the base for the next stage which was to take place between 1954 and 1955.
A Rights of Way Committee was formed at the instigation of the Lieutenant Governor, Sir Ambrose
Flux Dundas, in order to update the 1941 maps firstly under the chairmanship of Mr T E
Brownsden and later His Honour R B Moore.
Public meetings were, again, held in the Parishes, the maps being available some weeks before the
meeting. At the conclusion of the meetings in late 1955, the Committee issued its report. As a
matter of interest, 82% of the alleged paths were agreed to at that time with about 6% needing
further investigation. The Committee reported to the Lieutenant Governor recommending new
legislation to be put before the Island's Parliament.
A new bill was proposed, presented to the House of Keys and finally passed in 1961. The Public
Rights of Way Act 1961 specified the duties of the Highway Board in preparing Provisional Maps,
the establishment of a Public Rights of Way Tribunal and the eventual preparation of Definitive
Maps.
Up to the date of the Act, the establishment of rights of way was by custom, user, or agreement.
By Means of the Public Rights of Way Act, following the publication of the Definitive Maps, the
Rights of Way were to become established for all time through statute.
It differed fundamentally from the UK Access to Parks and Countryside Act 1949 in that it required
notice to be served on every owner, lessee and occupier of land over which an alleged right of way
passed, whereas UK required only the exhibition of maps at specified places. A minimum width of
path was specified in the Act at three feet, copies of the Provisional Maps and Provisional
statement were to be deposited in various police stations for public viewing and the Board was
required to send by registered post to every owner, lessee or occupier of land affected by an
alleged right of way, a notice specifying the nature and position of the right of way, a copy of that
portion of the Provision Map and a copy of the Provisional Statement which referred to the path.
These notices had to be issued on a "relevant date".
This obviously presented an enormous problem for the Board's officers, one path perhaps having
15 owners and 8 or 9 occupiers or lessees all having to be traced and checked.
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The Board was also concerned that although land owners had a right to object, the public had no
right to add to the Provisional Maps. So that all interested parties had a chance to ensure that the
Provisional Maps contained all available information, they arranged for copies of the Maps to be
exhibited and invited the views of the public.
A further 200 paths were submitted all of which were investigated and a number were included on
the Provisional Maps. Following this 2,000 notices were posted on the 29th May, 1973, with a time
limit of 3 months for objections to be received. At the end of this 3 month period out of 450
alleged rights of way, objections were received to just under 200. These objections varied from an
out and out condemnation fo a path to saying that the route of a path as shown was worng. Many
of the alleged rights of way had not been used for many years, making it difficult and in some
cases impossible to establish any public right because of the lack of evidence. With many other
paths being used only by neighbours or persons in the immediate area, much difficulty was
experienced in trying to establish a general public right as opposed to a favour between
neighbours.
By 1980, any outstanding paths were cleared up and the information was available for the
publication of the Definitive Maps and Statement. Theses were issued in March 1982 showing
nearly 300 established paths.
During 1979, Tynwald celebrated its Millennium ad the Board decided that a fitting contribution
would be to establish its first long distance walk based on an ancient ridgeway between Ramsey in
the North and Castletown in the South, along which the Kings of Man travelled to their capital. This
was known as the Via Regia - the Royal Way.
The Millennium Way passes over some of the most scenic parts of the Island and has proved to be
a great success.
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PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY: POLICY AND STRATEGY 2018 – 2028
INTRODUCTION
This document summarises the Department of Infrastructure’s draft policy and strategy plan
and identifies its approach to improving the Island’s public rights of way and green lane
network over the next 10 years.
The Department is required to maintain all public rights of way and green lanes on the
Island. There is currently a limited budget available for maintenance work and standards of
maintenance are inevitably linked to available funding. Due to these constraints, the
Department has been unable to meet the public’s expectation for the standard of
maintenance on the network.
This policy and strategy identifies the approach that will be followed by the Department of
Infrastructure over the next 10 years.

POLICY
The Department of Infrastructure will demonstrate leadership in delivering the ‘Programme
for Government 2016-2021’. This will contribute to the ambition of ensuring our Island is a
special place to live and work. One of the main outcomes for the Department to achieve this
ambition is to ensure that “we have infrastructure which supports social and economic
wellbeing”.
The Manx footpath network is recognised as being an underused, undervalued and undermaintained asset. The Department will seek to work with key people in the community to
utilise this valuable national asset to the benefit of the widest possible community, giving
particular care and consideration to the needs of the ageing population and those with
limited mobility or other disabilities.
The Department supports maintaining our Island as a special place to live and work.

VISION
The Department’s vision is to:






increase accessibility on the network for the aging population, people with limited
mobility or other disabilities;
encourage more people to use the public rights of way and the green lane network,
working towards a healthier Island, supporting the Programme for Government’s
“Sustainable Island” and “Healthy and Safe Island” themes. The outcomes of these
themes are to promote “an Island where people choose to live and visit” and to
assist in ensuring that the Island’s residents “live longer, healthier lives”.
this will benefit social and economic wellbeing; and
create a more attractive Island to increase the numbers of visitors who come to use
the public rights of way network.

167

3

PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY: POLICY AND STRATEGY 2018 – 2028
STRATEGY
In support of the Programme for Government 2016-2021, Our Island: A Special Place to Live
and Work, the Department has developed a five point strategy to help achieve this vision.

1. Categorisation of Public Rights of Way:
Public rights of way fall into these classifications:





public footpath – a path that the public has a right to use on foot only;
public cycle-path – a path that the public has a right to walk and use pedal cycles
on;
public bridle-path – a path that the public has a right to walk, use pedal cycles and
lead or ride horses on; and
green lane – an unsurfaced road through the countryside open to all traffic.

To further classify, public footpaths on the Island can be split into four categories:

Premier Routes
The Premier Routes are the Island’s four most prestigious long distance walking paths,
made up of sections of public footpaths, green lanes and other areas. They are used by
both residents and visitors and are an asset to the Island. Ensuring these routes are
maintained to high standards will support the Programme for Government’s policy statement
for a “Sustainable Island” and help to “grow the visitor economy in the Isle of Man”.
The Premier Routes are:





Raad Ny Foillan (Coastal Footpath) - 95 miles;
The Millennium Way – 45 miles;
The Heritage Trail (Douglas to Peel) – 10½ miles; and
Bayr Ny Skeddan – 14 miles.

Green, Amber and Red Routes
The remaining public footpaths on the Island are categorised using a traffic light colour
system, based on the amount of use they receive:




Green routes receive high volumes of use;
Amber routes receive frequent levels of use; and
Red routes receive low levels of use;

Maintenance standards for these four categories have been set, with the more popular and
frequently used paths receiving the highest standards of maintenance, most resources and
allocation of budget.
In addition, maintenance standards appropriate for green lanes have been established.

2. Promote Access for All, Access for Many, Access for Some:
When planning upcoming works and improvement schemes to the network, the Department
is aiming to increase accessibility opportunities for users with disabilities or limited mobility,
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and this will be the top priority, when possible and practical. Many flat areas of the network
would be suitable for people with disabilities or limited mobility, if the surface quality and
width of the paths were improved. However, there are some areas of the Island where
“Access for All” may not be possible, due to steep gradients or other reasons.
Accessibility is split into 3 categories:
• Access for All; shall be accessible for people in self-assisted wheelchairs and
pushchair users. These paths will have no gates or stiles, will be non-slip and have a
smooth, level surface. These paths will have a gradient of 1:20 or 5%.
• Access for Many; shall be accessible for people in assisted wheelchairs and those
with robust, all-terrain type buggies. These paths will have no gates or stiles and a
rougher surface than paths that are Access for All. These paths will have a gradient of
1:20 or 5%.
• Access for Some; these paths will have no stiles, but may have low steps. Any
gates on these paths will be replaced with wheelchair-friendly kissing gates (where
required for animal management purposes) with a rougher path surface than the Access
for All and Access for Many paths. These paths will have a gradient of 1:20 or 5% and
an absolute maximum of 1:12 or 8%.
These categories are laid out as a guideline only, and confident wheelchair users may feel
comfortable on access for many routes, but others may not.

3. Secure Increased Funding and Resources:
The Department wishes to undertake numerous high profile schemes on the network over
the next ten years. A programme of improvements has been developed, taking into account
the Premier Routes and Access for All policy. The Department intends to apply for increased
funding on a yearly basis to be able to deliver these schemes.
Provided increased funding is made available, additional resources and contractors will be
brought in to help with the routine maintenance and improvements schemes. This will
support the Programme for Government’s “Responsible Island” theme by working towards
the outcome of being “financially responsible while providing services that meet the needs of
our community”.
The Department aims to work with local authorities and encourage them to maintain certain
sections of the network. Additionally, the Department strongly encourages corporate
volunteers to assist with the maintenance of the network. This supports the Programme for
Government policy statement for being an “Inclusive and Caring Island”, whose statement
promises “we will work together with local authorities and other partners to deliver the right
services in the right place at the right time, making sure national priorities are funded
accordingly”.
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4. Conversion of Public Footpaths:
Most public rights of way on the Island are simply public footpaths, with very few public
cycle-paths or bridle-paths. When improvement schemes are undertaken, the Department
will look to convert some of the paths to cycle-paths and bridle-paths, where possible, in
accordance with the Highways Act 1986.
Some public rights of way may be converted into bridle-paths and still fall into the Access for
All category; however this will not be the case for all bridle-paths. Some bridle-paths may
have too steep a gradient and be unsuitable for users with limited mobility, regardless of the
quality surface of the path.
All public rights of way will be signed accordingly, indicating whether the path is a footpath,
cycle-path or bridle-path and will state if the path is recommended as Access for All, Many
or Some.
The conversion of these public footpaths supports the Programme for Government’s
“Sustainable Island” outcome and policy statement of making “the best use of our Island’s
land and seas for leisure and work through food, agriculture and fisheries strategies, plus
tourism and recreational use that work together with our environment”.

5. Address Concerns:
By increasing the user groups who can access the network, the Department appreciates
many current users may have some concerns or fear of conflicts on the paths. The
Department will consult with the public on these matters and advertise any conversion of
paths at the locations affected.

KEY PEOPLE
In order to achieve this vision, it is vital that the Department works in partnership with key
people and organisations. Some of these are:









Volunteers;
Local Authorities;
Manx Footpath Conservation Group;
Manx Footpath Task Force;
Department for Enterprise (DfE);
Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture (DEFA);
Department of Health and Social Care (DHSC), and;
Green Lane User Group (GLUG).

During the development of the Public Rights of Way Improvement Plan, the Department has
worked with some of these key people. During the implementation of the plan, this joint
work will become even more essential.
The Department currently works with the Green Lane User Group (GLUG). GLUG makes
frequent use of the Island’s green lane network and members of GLUG currently undertake
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nearly all of the surveys on the green lanes. Additionally, it assists the Department when
planning upcoming works or schemes and contributes to the routine maintenance of this
section of the network.
The Department has recently begun working with Beach Buddies, which is a very successful
beach cleaning charity on the Island. Beach Buddies has agreed to help with routine
maintenance and improvement schemes on the public rights of way.

KEY PROCESSES
The Department’s key processes for achieving this vision are:







to categorise public rights of way based on usage;
to undertake high profile schemes on the premier routes, upgrading path quality and
improving accessibility;
to consult with the public, local authorities and users of the paths, to gather their
views on the network;
to implement an inspection regime, allowing the Department to properly plan and
schedule upcoming works;
to address users’ concerns to making the network accessible to additional users; and
to review the Cabinet Office’s Social Attitudes Survey on a yearly basis, which will aid
the monitoring of the amount of use the paths receive.

RESULTS AND BENEFITS

Our People, Our Community, Our Society
By implementing this plan, the public rights of way and green lane network will improve.
The Department hopes that by carrying out improvements, the amount of use and user
groups (cyclists, horse riders etc.) accessing the paths will increase.
An aspirational outcome of this plan is to impact the way our society views the public rights
of way and green lane network. The Department will encourage use of the network and
promote the health benefits linked to being active. This will contribute to our society
working towards a healthier Island.

Performance Measures
In order to demonstrate that the Department is achieving positive results and benefits as an
outcome of the improvement plan, performance indicators must be established.
These indicators will be based around satisfaction surveys and monitors placed on certain
paths.


Direct Measure: Certain sections of the network will be tracked with monitors.
Monitoring should take place both before and after any high profile improvement
schemes, to assist the Department in gauging the amount of additional use the
improvements have encouraged.
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Indirect Measure: A customer satisfaction survey will be undertaken annually to
assess the Department’s performance, which may also identify any areas of the
network that require specific attention.
Indirect Measure: Additionally, the Department will review the Cabinet Office’s Social
Attitudes Survey on a yearly basis, to ascertain whether the amount of annual users
to the public rights of way has increased, and continues to increase yearly.
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Department of Infrastructure

Highway Maintenance Charter

FORWARD

As part of the ‘Our Island Plan’, the Council of Ministers committed to publish a Highways
Maintenance Charter. This is the first time a Charter of this nature has been made public by
the Department and I believe it marks a political turning point where we start to recognise and
value the importance of highway maintenance.
The highway network is the single biggest asset in our built environment. It is the foundation of
where we live, work and play and its importance to the health and wellbeing of our Island
cannot be under estimated. It is the bedrock of our economy and heart of our community.
Going forward, I hope that this Charter will help to explain how our maintenance services are
accessed, why we make the decisions that we make and increasingly drive the improvements
that we all want to see.
This initial document is intended to act as a focus for discussion with local authorities before
being revised later this year.
[Signature Redacted]

Minister for the Department of Infrastructure
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1. INTRODUCTION
Highway Services provides and maintains a safe and good quality highway network. The
Highway maintenance service section is delivered by a team of around 70 dedicated team
members, who are focused on maintaining a safe and effective network for the people of the
Island to enjoy.
Highway Services maintain over:
1000km of roads;
760km of footways; and
316km of footpaths and green lanes.
The allocation of funding and resources for different maintenance activities is reviewed
annually. Naturally, limited resources mean that efforts have to be focused and difficult
decisions taken. Highways Officers consider a wide range of factors when determining where
resources are focused, including safety, place, traffic, function, environment, professional
practice and the general political direction of the Department.
Since 2014, the Island’s local authorities have been responsible for street cleaning, drainage
gully cleaning, weeding, hedge cutting and verge maintenance in their areas. Highway
Services work in partnership with the local authorities, but it is for each local authority to set
its own standards of service. On a small number of roads, Highway Services have retained
these duties and the standards and performance identified in this charter relate to Highway
Services not local authorities. These service routes can be found at
https://www.gov.im/media/1357824/serviced-routes-july-2017.pdf.
This document refers to maintenance of the existing highway infrastructure. Maintenance is
the process of keeping an asset functional during its working life and undertaking day-to-day
repairs to cost effectively realise the full life of the asset.
To maximise the use of resources, Highway Services has been adopting a risk and condition
based approach to its maintenance activities and this drive is expected to continue over the
coming years. Maintenance activity is working towards becoming more planned and less
reactive. This is good practice aimed at delivering value for money.
Maintenance does not include the replacement of end of life assets such as traffic light
replacement, road reconstruction or bridge replacement. Nor does it include improvements to
the existing infrastructure such as the installation of new pedestrian crossings, traffic calming
4
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features, and improved pedestrian access facilities. These may all be desirable and appropriate
at different times but they are not maintenance of the existing asset. Clearly, however, there
will be occasions where some incidental minor improvements are appropriate as part of
maintenance works, for example the installation of drop kerbs when resurfacing on a section
of footway.
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2. CUSTOMER SERVICE
Highway Services operate a Customer Service Centre, which is a single point of contact into
Highway Services. It offers services through a mobile phone app, website, email, and
telephone. Contact through this service is logged and the information used to help prioritise
future maintenance plans. Contact us:
by smart phone

notifyIM

on the web site

reportaproblem.im

iOS

Android

by email highways@gov.im
by phone 850000

Customer Service opening hours are Monday – Friday 07:30 – 17:30
Highway Services also provide an emergency out of hours service 24 hours a day, 7 days a
week, 365 days per year.
Customer Service provides up to date operational information to the public through its
Facebook and Twitter pages.
Twitter -

@iominfra

Facebook – (search for

iominfra) Isle of Man Department of Infrastructure

The Department also publishes road works information.

https://one.network/
Performance Indicators
Indicator

UK Bench Mark
Group Average

IOM Highways
Target

IOM Highways
Current Performance

Percentage of emergency and find and fix defects made safe
within response time (24 hours)

84.84%

96%

90.90%

Percentage of faults rectified on first visit

89.24%

95%

96.53%

Percentage of enquiries/ requests for service closed off with
response time

86.71%

92.42%

Total of enquiries recorded per kilometre of carriageway
length

8.28

14.79
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3. INSPECTIONS
Road and Footway
Due to resource limitation, inspections are limited to minimum safety inspections only.
Inspection schedule:
Primary Routes
Secondary Routes
Local Access Roads and Rural Routes
Access Roads and Estates

Monthly
Every 3 months
Every 6 months
Every 12 months

A Road Hierarchy map can be found at
https://manngis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8382a21e92da426885e3
83f926d66f02.
Highway Structures
The Highway asset register includes around 2000 structures including bridges, culverts and
retaining walls. Highway Services consider the consequences of structural failure high and, as
such, structural inspection is given a high priority. Structures are inspected in accordance with
the approved code of practice. Highway Services has set itself a target to be in the top quartile
of UK performance.
General Inspections

Every 2 years

Principal Inspections

Every 6 years (or risk based after assessment)

Safety Inspections

As determined by asset assessments

Public Rights of Way
Resource limitations mean that there are currently no scheduled inspections of the Public
Rights of Way, Green Lanes or other footpaths. Work plans are based on public reports and
reports from staff.
Performance Indicators
Indicator

UK Bench Mark
Group Average

IOM Highways
Target

IOM Highways
Actual Performance

Percentage of planned kilometre of footway safety inspections
completed

100%

95%

100%

Percentage of General Structural Inspections carried out on
time

61.9%

95%

100%
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Percentage of Principal Structural Inspections carried out on
time

84.62%

95%

100%

4. ROAD SWEEPING
Local Authorities
Road sweeping, amenity cleaning and cleansing of the roads is a service provided by the local
authorities of the Isle of Man. It is a matter for each local authority to set its own standards and
monitor its own performance. Highway Services do not routinely monitor its performance, but
Highways Customer Services will pass on requests from the public to the relevant local
authority. It does not monitor these requests once they have been passed on, that is a matter
for each local authority.
Highway Services
Highway Services undertake road sweeping on the primary routes, which can be found at
https://www.gov.im/media/1357824/serviced-routes-july-2017.pdf . It does this to maintain
traffic flow and safety on these key traffic routes.
Service routes form part of the highway network, predominantly primary routes, which are not
delegated to local authorities.

5. HEDGE CUTTING
Local Authorities
Roadside maintenance of hedges, verges and weeding of footways and roads is the
responsibility of local authorities in the Isle of Man. It is a matter for each authority to set its
own standards and monitor its own performance. Requests for hedge and verge maintenance
should be directed to the local authority. Highway Services do not routinely monitor their
performance. Highway Services produce a guidance document for hedge and verge
maintenance with the Department of Food and Agriculture and this guidance has been issued
to the local authorities. The Department will only intervene on these routes if it believes that
road safety is being compromised and the local authority is not responding to requests to
address the issue.
Highway Services
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Highway Services undertake hedge cutting, verge maintenance and weeding of roads and
pavements on the Service Routes to ensure safety and traffic flow on these key routes.
https://www.gov.im/media/1357824/serviced-routes-july-2017.pdf
Hedges cannot be cut during the bird-nesting season.
Highway Services undertake the following on the Service Routes.
A full winter cut
Summer safety cuts where required including a pre-racing safety cut on the TT and
Southern 100 courses
Verges and visibility splays are cut 4 times per year
Weed spraying of the roads and footways are undertaken 2-4 times per year depending
on growth. The chemical used requires green leaves to appear before it is effective.
Private Property Owners
Private property owners are expected to maintain their own garden hedges. They must not be
allowed to extend beyond the property boundary. Where a local authority or Highway Services
feels that a hedge is not being managed appropriately then it reserves the right to cut back the
hedge as required and may seek to recover the costs from the property owner.

6. DRAINAGE
Local Authorities
It is the responsibility of local authorities to inspect, keep clear and clean roadside gullies. It is
also their responsibility to ensure that they are functioning correctly and report defects to
Highways Customer Services. The frequency and monitoring of gully cleaning by the local
authority is a matter for each local authority to determine and manage. Requests for gullies to
be cleaned or cleared should be made directly to the local authority in the first instance.
Highway Services
Highway Services have retained responsibility for inspecting, clearing and clearing roadside
gullies along the Services Routes only. This is to help ensure safety and traffic flow along the
key routes. https://www.gov.im/media/1357824/serviced-routes-july-2017.pdf
Highway Services undertake the following on the Service Routes.
All gully pots are cleaned and tested twice per year
Gullies in flood prone areas are cleaned more often to help ensure good levels of year
round function
9
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Highway Services undertake maintenance of roadside ditches and drainage channels.

7. LINE PAINTING
Line painting is limited by resource availability. Busy routes and safety related lines are
prioritised over routes with less traffic and parking enforcement lines. Line painting is
undertaken to the appropriate British Standards. Each summer Highway Services undertake a
programme of line painting on a split shift pattern (this has not happened for the past few years
due to Covid) in order to maximise the long summer days and the capital equipment required.
During other times of the year only safety critical line painting will be undertaken.
Line painting is restricted by temperature and by the need to avoid painting on the TT course
and Southern 100 course for 4 weeks prior to any racing. Additionally, lines cannot be painted
on roads with salt on them, so in many areas pre cleaning is required. Standard rain lines are
to be trialled on most roads, but on the TT and Southern 100 Courses low-profile lines are
used to minimise the impact on the racing machines. Unfortunately, this reduces their
effectiveness for normal road traffic.

8. FOOTWAYS
Highway Services maintain a rolling 3-month footway maintenance programme. So far as
possible, work is prioritised on a combination of condition, footfall, local users groups and
place. An audit of footway conditions was undertaken in 2019 for the first time and this is used
to help prioritise work, together with defects reported through safety inspections. Highway
Services will undertake a new audit of the footways when resources become available, ideally
condition would be monitored yearly.
Performance Indicators
Indicator

UK Bench Mark
Group Average

Percentage of footway length to be considered for
maintenance

15.74%

29.70%

Percentage of footway length treated

0.26%

0.87%
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IOM Highways
Target

IOM Highways
Actual Performance

9. ROADS
Patch Repairs
Highway Services maintain a three-month rolling programme for road patch repairs. These
repairs are utilised where localised areas (up to around 200 square metres) of the road are in
very poor condition. This work does not extend to reconstruction, but rather replacement of the
top 40 mm adding structural strength and life to the road.

Surface Treatments
Surface Dressing, which is sometimes known as spray and chip, is used to ensure that the
structural and surface life of the road is maximized. It is typically used every 7 years to improve
grip levels and ensure that the road remains resistant to water penetration from above. This
treatment is temperature dependent, so can only be applied during the summer months, but it
must also be applied 6 weeks before any road racing event, so that the chips can bed in fully.
Highway Services do not have the resources to deliver this treatment in house and the work is
contracted out. Unfortunately, delivery reliability and quality control have been problematic.
However, this remains an effective and important maintenance treatment.
Micro Asphalt puts down a thin new surface on the road, improving grip, reducing bumps and
hollows and sealing the road surface. Whilst more expensive than surface dressing, it is an
important part of Highway Services’ approach to maximising the asset life.
Surface Replacement
Plane and Inlay is used to replace the road surface with a new surface. Good practice is for
this to take place based on condition after around 10 -16 year on a primary road. This can be
an effective treatment when the roads substructure allows its use. It is not appropriate if the
road does not have an appropriate construction,
Performance Indicators
Indicator

UK Bench Mark
Group Average

Percentage of carriageway length treated

2.78%

1.75%

Condition of Principle Roads (% in poor condition)

3.88%

4.40%

Condition of none principal roads (% in poor condition)

10.61%

8.58%
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IOM Highways
Target

IOM Highways
Actual Performance

10. STRUCTURES
A rolling programme of structural maintenance is undertaken on Highway structures, such as
bridges, culverts and retaining walls, based on the conditions identified in routine inspections.
Safety critical work is prioritised over other works.
Performance Indicators
Indicator

UK Bench Mark
Group Average

IOM Highways
Target

IOM Highways
Actual Performance

Bridge stock condition indicator- average

86.87%

90%

89%

Bridge stock Condition Indicator- critical

73.84%

83%

69%

Percentage of bridges failing European standards

3.22%

0%

0%

11. PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY
Funding for Public Rights of Rights of Way, Green Lanes and other footpaths has been limited
for many years. The Department are committed to undertake the following:
The Raad ny Follian
All other footpaths

3 cuts per year
1 cut per year

As with other hedge cutting activities, work during the growing season is restricted because of
the requirement to protect nesting birds. In many cases Highways is restricted to safety cutting
only during the growing season.
Efforts are also made to protect known areas of ecological importance and beauty.

12. SEVERE WEATHER CAPABILITY
Through its Ellerslie Control room, Highways takes the operational lead in the Island’s
response to severe weather coordinating the operations of its services with the police, Civil
Defence, the MUA and DEFA. Highways maintain the ability to deploy a 24 hour per day, 7
days per week in response to severe weather.
Highways maintain the Island’s road salt stock and holds 12,000 tonnes, enough to secure 2/3
weeks of 24 hour per day operations. It retains the following:
12
190

5 bulk gritting vehicles
2 demountable gritting vehicles
6 trailer gritters
10 snow blades
A demountable tractor snow blower
A quad bike with trailer gritter unit and snow blade
Jetters (used to help clear blockages in drainage systems during floods)
Various temporary flood boards and barriers
Submersible pumps of various sizes
Highways fill and deploy sandbags and supply them to the public to help them protect
their own property. Highways maintain a reserve of 10,000 - 15,000 filled sandbags
ready to deploy at any given time.
Highways retain 20+ people trained in chainsaw operations for deployment removing
trees fallen on the highway. A severe storm will bring down 100 - 300 hundred trees on
to the highway. We also co-ordinate the deployment of appropriately trained staff from
DEFA.
The Highways Maintenance Services maintain close contact with weather forecasters
and deploy resources proactively in anticipation of weather events. Winter gritting routes
have been developed and these routes are gritted as a priority when the conditions are
expected to require them. The routes can be found at
https://www.gov.im/categories/travel-traffic-and-motoring/winter-gritting-routes/

13. ACCESS FOR ALL
Highway Services are committed to improving access to the network for all groups of users
and recognises that a great deal of improvement work is required to make the network more
accessible to people with visual impairments and those with reduced mobility. Whilst many of
Highway Services access improvement activities are outside the scope of highway
maintenance, minor improvements can be undertaken incidental to maintenance work. These
13
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opportunities need to be sought out and used, whilst not distracting from the core purpose of
maintenance. For example, drop kerbs can be installed if a footway surface is being replaced.
Accessibility can also be reduced whilst maintenance activities are taking place. To mitigate
the negative impact of maintenance, team members receive equality training and strive to take
reasonable steps to maintain access. On significant schemes, access will be designed into the
site construction plans, and on smaller projects, the team leader makes an onsite assessment
and adjustments where appropriate. These steps will vary depending on the scale and length
of the disruption.
Highway Services is working hard to improve in this area and routinely consults with impacted
groups for advice. Advancement is needed, but Highway Services, supported by the
Department of Infrastructure is determined to help create an inclusive environment.
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Department of Infrastructure
Sea Terminal Building, Douglas,
Isle of Man, IM1 2RF

###
###

Contact: FOI Response Team/DW/RH
Telephone: (01624) 686785
Email: dpo-doi@gov.im
Our ref: 1951873
20 August 2021

Dear ###
We write further to your request which was received on 17 August 2021 and which
states (sic):

"Would you be kind enough to provide information on the Department's arrangements
with and funding of the Isle of Man group Footpath Friends?
1. What is the group Footpath Friends paid by the Department do?
2. What are the terms of the contract, or KPIs, or agreement, etc (whatever exists),
between the Department and Footpath Friends?
3. Has the group Footpath Friends met the terms of its contract, KPIs, agreement, etc
(whatever exists)?
4. How much annual funding is paid by the Department to Footpath Friends (broken
down by year if the sum is not the same each year)?
5. Is the Department's funding of Footpath Friends the result of a competitive
tendering exercise, publicly advertised opportunity, etc?"
In response to your request
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

£25,000 per year.
The works undertaken by the Footpath Friends are agreed with the Department
and targets and timescales agreed and monitored on a job by job basis.
Yes.
The contract was for 3 years with a total of £75,000 paid, annually at £25,000.
The contract has now expired so no funding has been made available this year.
No, it was undertaken via an FD8 Waiver (copy attached).

Please quote the reference number 1951873 in any future communications.

Your right to request a review
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If you are unhappy with this response to your freedom of information request, you
may ask us to carry out an internal review of the response, by completing a complaint
form and submitting it electronically or by delivery/post.
An electronic version of our complaint form can be found by going to our website at
https://services.gov.im/freedom-of-information/Review . If you would like a paper
version of our complaint form to be sent to you by post, please contact us and we will
be happy to arrange for this. Your review request should explain why you are
dissatisfied with this response, and should be made as soon as practicable. We will
respond as soon as the review has been concluded.
If you are not satisfied with the result of the review, you then have the right to appeal
to the Information Commissioner for a decision on;
1. Whether we have responded to your request for information in accordance with
Part 2 of the Freedom of Information Act 2015; or
2. Whether we are justified in refusing to give you the information requested.
In response to an application for review, the Information Commissioner may, at any
time, attempt to resolve a matter by negotiation, conciliation, mediation or another
form of alternative dispute resolution and will have regard to any outcome of this in
making any subsequent decision.
More detailed information on your right to a review can be found on the Information
Commissioner’s website at www.inforights.im.
Should you have any queries concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to contact
us.
Further information about freedom of information requests can be found at
www.gov.im/foi.
We will now close your request as of this date.
Yours sincerely
FOI Response Team
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infrastructure

Isle of Man
Government

bun-troggalys

REQUEST FOR FD8 APPROVAL

To:

Chief Executive

From:

Alan Hardinge

Date:

8th February 2018

Subject:

FD8 WAIVER APPROVAL: Appointment of Beach Buddies

A waiver from the requirements of FD8 to engage in a full procurement exercise, instead it
is proposed to engage Beach Buddies on a 3 year Volunteer Management Contract.
Background
Highway Services Division currently maintains 293km (181 miles) of public rights of ways
(PROW's), which are extremely popular for recreational activities with residents and
visitors.
Over past years Highway Services has seen a reduction in budget following political
direction withdrew from maintaining footpaths in favour of roads and footways. As a
result, the maintenance carried out annually has reduced significantly, leaving certain
sections of the network in poor and occasionally impassable condition.
Highway Services was approached by Beach Buddies in 2017 and after consultation it
successfully undertook (on a voluntary basis) trimming on a number of PROW'S around
the Island.
The Department of Infrastructure has statutory duties and powers in respect of
maintenance and regulation of public PROW's. The Department's maintenance
responsibilities are with the walking surface of PROW's and furniture (finger posts, signs
etc.) and physical structures such as bridges on the network.
There are many stakeholders with an interest in PROW's. These include private
landowners, Government landowners, Walking Groups, etc.
Proposal

The Division wishes to contract with a charity organisation to develop and manage a
network of volunteers around the Island who are willing to undertake maintenance work
on the footpath network. The contract will be reviewed annually to measure the level of
engagement achieved in numbers of repeat volunteers and the actual delivery on the
ground measured for both quality and quantity.
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Subject to annual review the contract would be placed for 3 years in the sum of £25,000
per year, enough to fund a full time co-ordinator.
Given Beach Buddies unrivalled success in delivering volunteers in activity based
maintenance and its existing network of members, the Division feels that best value for
money will be achieved by contracting directly with Beach Buddies without a formal tender
process.
Supported by:
Jeff Robinson, Director of Highway Services
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Date:

Nick Black, Chief Executive

Approved/Not Approved/Referred Back
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Rachel Faragher, Finance Officer
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Comments:-

Signature:
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If over £.00,000 — submission to Treasury is required.
Chief Financial Officer / Financial Controller
Comments:N/A
Signature:
Date:
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Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture
Agriculture and Lands Directorate

Select Committee of Tynwald on Public Footpaths, Bridleways
and Green Lanes (Petition of Redress)

Information from the
Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture
Date: 20th December 2021
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1. Introduction
The following paper is prepared at the request of the Tynwald Select Committee, on
Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes investigating the petition by Mr. David Buttery who
asks that;
‘A single Government agency is created with sole responsibility for all the Island’s public

rights of way’.
The Committee has requested information on:
1. An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that your Department is
responsible for;
2. What the Department’s budget is for maintaining footpaths and other pathways and
how this budget has been spent over the past five years;
3. How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
4. What consideration is given to how policy on footpaths and other pathways interacts
with wider Government policies on e.g. tourism, agriculture, and the environment;
5. Whether the Department has any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and
other pathways are maintained.

2. An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that your
Department is responsible for
The Department of Infrastructure’s (DoI) PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY: POLICY AND STRATEGY
2018 – 2028 states the DoI is required (under the Highways Act) ‘to maintain all public
rights of way and green lanes on the Island’.
Whilst DEFA is not responsible for the maintenance of any Public Rights of Way (PROW) on
the Island it does have numerous paths, tracks and multiuse roads traversing through its
large estate of:










8,000 hectares of uplands
2,800 hectares of forests
18 National Glens (c300 hectares),
Knockaloe Farm (c130 hectares),
Glen Rushen Farm (c152 hectares),
Ballacottier Farm (c37 hectares),
Cornaa Farm x(c112 hectares),
Ayres National Nature Reserve (c273 hectares)
Gardens, parks and other open spaces.
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Routes are categorised under the different landholdings:
2.1 National Glens – it is estimated there is greater than 50km of footpaths and
5.5km of DOI PROW’s transecting through the 18 National Glens. These are for
pedestrians only.
2.2 Upland Hill Land – Public access:
a. Under Section 9 of the Forestry Act permits unrestricted pedestrian access
(Public Ramblage) to 8,000 hectares of uncultivated semi-natural habitats.
b. The uplands also have over 90km of DOI PROWs (footpath and byways).
c. Numerous pedestrian desire lines, which are often the most direct routes to
and between hill summits (these are often eroded, but have no legal PROW
status). Examples include; the summit paths to Snaefell, Slieau Freoaghane,
Slieau Lhost, South Barrule and Cronk ny Arrey Laa and the Clagh Ouyr
ridge.
2.3

Forests – Routes can be subdivided into:
2.3.1

Operational routes created for land management purposes
o Metalled (surfaced) roads constructed for forest management
and operational purposes including commercial timber haulage
and emergency access, but now also popular for multirecreational use.
o Forest rides or firebreaks – unsurfaced, now often grass,
heather or bracken.

2.3.2

Formal recreational routes
o Cycle trails - waymarked with trail head signage (permitted
under the Forestry General Byelaws).
o Waymarked running/walking routes.
o Multi-use trails open to all users except motorised vehicles
(forest roads).

2.3.3

Informal recreational routes
o Desire lines – routes created by visitors with a desire to walk or
cycle but have not been constructed.
o Unofficial mountain bike (wild1) trails – fall line routes or
constructed without permission.

1

Wild trails are classified as those that do not follow bridleways or footpaths but are unofficial trails created
by mountain bikers. Wild trails can be created through frequent use by riders or ‘built’ by purposefully
excavating routes, removing trees or by creating jumps and other features.
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o Bespoke routes used for sanctioned events (e.g. motorsport
such as motorcycle trials and enduro as well as mountain
biking, fell running and equine events).
2.3.4

Permissive routes2 – (These routes do not constitute a legal right of
access and can be closed at any time).
o Permissive footpaths e.g. at Knockaloe, where a 1.5km
permissive footpath runs through the Farm to the coast.
o Permissive cycle routes - (1 in the DEFA uplands and many
more in the plantations).
o Permissive paths third party – working with neighbouring
landowners to create links across private land with other DEFA
landholdings or Public Rights of Ways. An example of this is
Slieau Whallian which is privately owned, but where kind
permission from three separate landowners facilitates access
to the summit.

2.3.5

13km of DOI PROW’s within the defined forest areas.

2.4 Other routes - Including paths and tracks running through DEFA’s gardens,
parks and other open spaces e.g. Tynwald National Park, Garey ny Cloie Gardens,
Millennium Oakwood and Sulby Claddagh. There are also many cut paths and desire
lines at the Ayres NNR, some of which form part of waymarked nature trails and
serve as firebreaks
2.5 Legal Obligations - Unlike the DoI with PROW’s, DEFA is not bound by any
specific legislation to maintain any of its paths, tracks, trails, roads, etc. on its land,
although it does endeavour to maintain good quality routes to enhance the
environment of the estate.
Legislation relevant to controlling recreational access and routes on the DEFA Estate:


Forestry Act 1984
o Section 9. Access to Mountains – (i) Subject to subsections (3) to (5), all

persons shall be entitled to go upon any uncultivated mountain or
moorland for the time being vested in the Department



(3) This section does not prevent any person from being excluded
from any
land from which he could, apart from this section, have been
lawfully

2

A permissive path, permitted path, permitted bridleway or concessionary path is not a public right of way. It
is a path clearly signed as a permissive that a landowner allows the public to use. This may be for walkers,
riders, cyclists, or any combination. However there is no statutory right of access. Importantly, the landowner
can impose conditions on use e.g. no dogs. The majority of access to DEFA’s woodlands may be considered
permissive, where visitors are considered as ‘invited guests’ but have no legal right of access to them.
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excluded.
(5) This section does not apply —
(a) to land occupied as a park or garden in connection with and in
proximity to a dwelling house; or
(b) to a plantation.



Forestry General Byelaws 2009 as amended 2011 & 2014
o Section 4. Use of Vehicles. A person who, other than with the
Department’s consent or in the exercise of a legal right, takes or drives
any mechanically propelled vehicle or pedal cycle on any Department land
other than:
(a) a highway (not being a footpath or a bridle-path);
(b) an area laid out for the parking of vehicles;
(c) a way laid out for the purpose of access to or egress from such an
area, or;
(d) in the case of a pedal cycle, on an area or way laid out by the
Department for the purposes of recreational use of cycles, is guilty of
an offence.








Agricultural Development Scheme
Heath-burning Act 2003 (Protection Registered Heathland)
Agricultural Holdings Act 1969
Wildlife Act 1990
Game Act 1882
Game (Hares) 1971

2.6. Breakdown of Glens and Plantations
The Department owns and manages 47 Plantation areas that have been
geographically grouped into 14 Forest Management Units and 18 National Glens.
Whilst field officers are familiar with the majority of paths, routes and desire lines
used by walkers, cyclists and the equine community, we do not, currently, have
accurate mapping data.
Our estate has seen a huge increase in recreational use since the mid-2000s’;
however, this increase in public access has occurred during a period of a significant
reduction in staffing resources. The Department currently does not have access to
accurate mapping data to help inform on the extent and quality of our recreational
routes.
Therefore, at this juncture the Department cannot provide an accurate total estimate
of the cumulative and categorised breakdown of the linear distance of the visitor
routes. However, it would be safe to assume that the public has free permissive
access to many hundreds of kilometres of recreational routes.
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Image 1. Map to illustrate Department’s Managed Rural Estate
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Four heat maps from Trailforks to demonstrate the amount of desire lines within
our forests
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3. What the Department’s budget is for maintaining footpaths and other
pathways and how this budget has been spent over the past five years;
The Department does NOT have a specific budget solely for maintaining footpaths.
Reactive works are covered from the revenue fund. We have used monies from our
minor capital works budget but that also covers wider improvements within Manx
National Glens and not just footpaths.
In the 2018-19 budget the Department was allocated £1 million pounds to spend over a
5 year period to provide enhancements to the National Glens. These works would
include improvements to paths, drainage, river walls, stabilisation of slopes, upgrade and
replacement of playgrounds, in addition to improvements and extensions to car parks.
3.1

Budget / financial information
The tables below demonstrate the works carried out across the estate on footpaths
and infrastructure associated with visitors (since 2016). The illustrated costings are
for larger significant works funded from both revenue and minor capital funds.

GLEN

Details

Ballaglass
Ballure
Bishopcourts
Bradda
Colby
Dhoon
Glen Helen

Bridge 2016 £10.5k; Footpaths 2018 £7.5k
Wall & Paths 2017 £20K; Bridge 2021 £20K
Paths, Bridges, Drainage, Walls 2018 £34K; Phase 2 £72K
Bridge 2020
Bridge 2016 £6K; Paths & Entrances 2020 £26K
Bridges 2016 £83.5K: Walkways, Paths, Steps 2020 £95K
Road Bridge 2016 £80K; Paths, Drains, Viewing Platform
2020 £138K; Bridge 2020 £12K;
Bridges, Paths & Steps 2021 £188KK
Paths, Bridges 2018/19/20/21 £30
Footbridge 2016 £13K; Riverwall 2016 £84K; Bridge, Car
Park & Path £67K
River Walls 2018 £25.5K; Walls, Bridges & Path 2019
£100K; Bank Stabilisation & Paths 2021 £51K
Bridges 2018 £16K; Paths & Bridges 2019 £45K
Bridge 2018 £34K

Glen Maye
Groudle
Laxey
Port Soderick
Silverdale
Tholt-y-will
Total Cost

Cost (£)
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17,500.00
40,000.00
106,000.00
12,500.00
32,000.00
178,500.00
230,000.00
188,000.00
30,000.00
164,000.00
176,500.00
61,000.00
34,000.00
1,270,000.00

PLANTATIONS

Details

Axnfell
Ballaugh
Chibbanagh

Car Park Upgrade 2020
Ford Installation 2018
Car Park Extension 2018 £72K: Road & Path
Improvements 2018 £20K
Access Roads 2022
Car Park Resurfacing 2019 £45K; Ditching 2020 £5K;
Ditching 2021 £4.5K
Bridge 2020
Road Culvert 2018/19/20

Colden
Conrhenny
Injebreck
South Barrule
Total Cost
OTHER

Cost (£)

Details

16,000.00
54,500.00
34,000.00
40,000.00
248,500.00
Cost (£)

Ayres NNR
Car Park 2020
Garey-y-Cloie
Bridge / Wall Improvements 2021
Glion Gill
Bridge 2016
Total Cost
NB: other smaller reactive works have been carried out on footpaths over
this period (ex revenue)
3.2

2,500.00
9,500.00
92,000.00

35,500.00
15,000.00
11,000.00
61,500.00

Mountain Bike Trail Developments
Access and Recreation has a small budget of £12,000 per annum, specifically for
recreational developments, which has not increased since 2004. The last 5 years
saw this budget spent predominantly on mountain bike trail improvements at the
Department’s most popular plantations; Archallagan, Conrhenny and South Barrule.
This amounts to just over £40,000 in material and labour costs, (see table overleaf)
However, the third sector also makes a huge contribution to the upkeep and
maintenance of mountain bike trails with volunteer input amounting to thousands of
man hours. Other external contributions include the End to End Legacy which
recently invested approximately £11,000 into the creation of a new mountain bike
trail at South Barrule.
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Mountain Bike Trail Improvements - Maintenance costs 2017 – 2021

Material
2017
2018

£9,826.52
£7,027.60

Labour

Annual
Totals

£2,740.00
£5,095.00

£12,566.52
£12,122.60

2019
£3,185.35
£2,212.00
2020
£1,731.92
£2,690.00
2021
£3,232.52
£2,300.00
Overall
Costs £25,003.91 £15,037.00

£5,397.35
£4,421.92
£5,532.52

Trail Venues benefiting
South Barrule (SB) including Skills Area /
Archallagan / Cringle / Hill land at The Sloc
South Barrule / Archallagan
Glen Rushen / Conrhenny Trim Trail / SB
Skills Area / Cringle / SB E2E Legacy Trail
South Barrule
Archallagan / Cringle
Combined material and labour costs:
£40,040.91

In addition to inspecting and, where appropriate maintaining paths, tracks and desire
lines, the Department absorbs additional and significant cost and resource burdens:


Byelaw enforcement associated with public access to the Department’s estate;
o Educating and where appropriate prosecuting off road vehicle (motorbikes
and 4x4’s) access – legal use of PROW sometimes turns into illegal and
habitat damaging off-piste action
o Waymarking and interpretation for recreational routes and amenities such
as The Rural Signage Strategy project
o Erection of deflector fencing and educational and information warning
signs to help prevent unauthorised incursion from PROW to Public
Ramblage/woodland access.
o 7 day per week cover by minimum of two full-time staff during TT and
MGP when visiting off-road bikes arrive on mass.
o Ranger reacting to calls from public and emergency services outside of
normal hours when illegal access is reported.
o Annual press releases, education and enforcement relating to dog and
human disturbance of protected wildlife and livestock worrying.
o Discontinuing of unsustainable desire lines used by pedestrians and in
some cases cyclists (it is an offence to cycle away from designated
routes).
o Undertake habitat restoration works where unauthorised off-piste action
adjacent to legal PROW’s has created significant erosion.
o Resourcing and supervising volunteer groups who kindly offer to improve
recreational routes and facilities. Dealing with the legacy of these projects
which can be costly i.e. managing and maintaining the infrastructure.
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All of the above is resourced from within existing DEFA revenue budgets. Many of
the illegal access issues emanate from otherwise legal use of DOI’s PROW’s
(Greenlanes and Greenway roads) where the user decide to go off-piste.
Our access and byelaw enforcement, proactive education and damage prevention is
inadequately resourced, with only one fulltime Countryside Ranger policing the entire
estate. There is no specific budget for any form of upland management.
3.3. Future Expenditure
The costs below are the proposed expenditure for the next 2 years, these are only estimated
as the projects are at different stages varying from feasibility through to design completion.
Glens
Location
Glen Maye
Groudle Glen

Phase
Phase
II
Phase II

Tholty-Y-Will
Molly Quirks
Laxey Glen
Dhoon Glen
Glen Helen

Phase III
Upper

Details
Paths, Bridges, Fencing, Steps,
Drainage
Paths, Bridges, Fencing, Steps,
Drainage (Whitebridge To Arch Road
Bridge)
Paths, Bridges, Fencing, Steps,
Drainage
Bridge Replacements
Paths, Fencing, Steps, Drainage
Paths, Fencing, Steps, Drainage
Paths, Fencing, Steps, Drainage
Paths, Bridges, Fencing, Steps,
Drainage

Total Anticipated Cost- £555k
Essential Building Maintenance
Location
Swiss House
Port Soderick Car
Park

Details
Refurb And Upgrade Of Property
Bank Stabilisation, Fencing And Tarmac Surfacing

Bridge & Path Improvements
New Playground
Glen Helen
Car Park Improvements
Claughbane Quarry
Installation Of New Car Park
Conrhenny
Overflow Car Park
Total Anticipated Cost- £605k
Glen Wyllin
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4. How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
The Department aims to have a live management schedule for each venue, setting out
reactive, preventative and risk based maintenance as well as consider site investments.
4.1 Reactive maintenance is where something has failed like a washed out
culvert or dilapidated timber walkway/ bridge needs to be repaired to make a
path function safely and sustainably. This also applies to storm damage where
fallen trees may obstruct paths.
4.2 Preventative maintenance is carried out at predetermined intervals aimed at
reducing risk or poor visitor experience and includes vegetation management
and grass cutting alongside pathways much of which is now undertaken by
contractors.
4.3 Risk based maintenance is analysing and testing a structure and replacing or
upgrading prior to point of failure and is valuable for larger items such as;
bridges, buildings and playgrounds, but also covers footpaths, well used forest
roads and mountain bike trails.
4.4 Site Investments are where we introduce something new or upgrade to make
the site safer or improve the visitor experience. Examples include recent
significant investment in the Manx National Glens, creation of new plantation car
parks and expansion of existing ones, upgrades to mountain bike trails,
installation of picnic areas, sculptures and furniture e.g. fencing, gates and
signage.
Prioritisation of maintenance is extremely challenging due to a number of factors not least
the sheer size of the DEFA Estate and its diverse range of landholdings and amenities open
to the public.
Threats to the delivery of an effective maintenance system include;


Extreme weather events - which have increased in recent years meaning reactive
maintenance often takes precedent over other types of maintenance. Storm
damage repairs are usually costly diverting budgets from other types of
maintenance and recreational development.



Staff restructuring / staff reductions as a result of budget constraints and
resource prioritisation to other sectors have also disrupted planned preventative
maintenance schedules and the ability to implement sound inspection regimes
and reactive maintenance.
The Department has seen its core manual workforce numbers reduced from over
30 in 2005 to 11 in 2021, significantly impacting on how it can deliver timely
maintenance across the whole estate.

We have viewed the expenditure of the Manx National Glens & Footpath funds in areas
where urgent repairs were required, for example eroded paths, dilapidated bridges,
14
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collapsed river banks undermining paths. We then assessed areas on the topographical and
accessibility of each glen and how improvements would benefit visitors – less abled bodied,
pushchairs, wheelchairs.
Noteworthy improvements have been made to areas in Port Soderick, Glen Helen, Silverdale,
Bishopcourt & Ballaglass over the last 3 years.

4.5 Annual Outdoor Visitor Survey
For the past 4 years DEFA has run the Annual Outdoor Visitor Survey seeking public
comment on recreational use of the Estate to assist with:





Understanding the needs of visitors
Forward planning
Recreation policy development
Effective allocation of resources

In 2018 there were 1085 responses on visits to the Island’s 18 National Glens. This
helped with informed decision-making on how the budget for glen improvements was
allocated.
Subsequent years of the survey sought feedback on recreational use of other
amenities and activities; 2019 Forests (800+ responses), 2020 Mountain Biking and
horse riding (900+ responses) and in 2021 Uplands (1400+ responses).
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Having now obtained public feedback on recreational use of all DEFA’s main
landholdings we have developed a hierarchy route for prioritising maintenance, as
illustrated below.

5. What consideration is given to how policy on footpaths and other pathways
interacts with wider Government policies on e.g. tourism, agriculture, and the
environment;
5.1. Agriculture
Agricultural Development Scheme inspections actually ‘polices’ PROWs and a
penalty was imposed only this last Scheme year over a poorly maintained
(damaged by livestock) footpath.
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As far as Grants are concerned the Agriculture Fisheries Grant Scheme could provide
20% grant towards boundary fencing where the footbath fall outside the field
boundary – keeping stock off the footpath.
Public access was stated as a Policy outcome within the Agri-Environment Scheme
(AES), nothing is actually confirmed in writing within the current AES handbook but
applications for grant towards fencing to ‘protect’ the public from livestock would be
treated favourably.
5.2. Environmental
The Ecosystem Policy Team has discussions on footpaths in the following matters:


National Nature Reserve – we warden the reserve, and with Agriculture and
Lands, and on behalf of MNH, maintain the habitats and infrastructure of the
government land on the NNR.



Sites designated for nature conservation under the Wildlife Act – we point out
that such sites, eg. ASSIs, have no effect on access or ownership, which relate to
the land owner or tenant. However, on occasion, discussions and issues may
result, for instance the requirement for footpath crossing points where fencing is
17
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funded as a management matter related to nature conservation objectives, and
damage to livestock which is being used for conservation management, can
result from access with dogs not under control, either attacked or driven over
cliffs.


Where there is consideration of new paths or access provisions, the nature
conservation risks are discussed, where we are consulted, to avoid unexpected
impacts on nature conservation interests, eg. disturbance of highly sensitive sites
such as raptor nests.



With respect to Biosphere Isle of Man, we work with the DfE and related
agencies (Visit, Locate), and the tourism offering is an important element in our
joint interests. The state, extent and signage of footpaths is an interest in
attracting visitors, or even stayers, who are interested in enjoying the natural
beauty of the Isle of Man. For instance, we have been included in recent
meetings on tourism provisions and facilities and where improvements could be
made.



Footpaths are recognised as an important part of the countryside infrastructure
for the resident population as a whole, as an aid in people engaging with nature,
which is recognised as having a positive effect on their wellbeing and sense of
place.



Appendix 10a of the Curran report stated that the peat soils of the DEFA upland
estate are the Islands greatest terrestrial carbon store (estimated to store 20,
000,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent. The report also highlighted how
erosion caused by poorly maintained upland paths and PROW’s as well as illegal
motorised access can release significant amounts of stored carbon.

5.3. Forest and Woodland
The Government forest and woodland estate is sustainably managed to the UK
Forest Standards (UKFS) as a productive woodland network that generates
environmental, economic and social benefits for all Island residents and visitors, now
and for future generations.
Much of the forest estate was created over the last century to establish a timber
resource. It has been increasingly recognised that forests and woodlands provide a
range of other benefits in addition to the production of timber, and forest
management objectives have widened to embrace the concept of multi-purpose
forestry.
Today, general public access is available over the majority of the public forest estate
and although timber production continues to be an important management objective
in many forest areas, consideration of the full range of social and environmental
benefits is now expected as part of good forestry practice.
18
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Recreation is an important function of the forest, delivering a broad range of benefits
to society and supporting rural tourism and economic development.
By applying modern day forest management practices the forest estate is able to
become more resilient to the predicted effects of climate change, contribute to net
zero carbon targets, maintain and improve ecosystem services, expand and enhance
biodiversity values and habitat connectivity and simultaneously deliver the significant
well-being effects linked to, for example, growing nature-based tourism.
5.4. Tourism
DEFA’s new business strategy includes the following statements in support of a
number of overarching government priorities including Tourism.

• Our pathways, walking routes and uplands are maintained and accessible
for our community, recognising the needs of those with different abilities
• Our community are able to enjoy our natural amenities and open spaces,
which are well maintained and accessible, for leisure, health and well-being.
• We support, promote and enable the growth of appropriate visitor activities
and accommodation, facilitating the emergence of ecotourism
DEFA officers meet periodically with DfE and its Walking Champion, to discuss the
development of walking and cycling tourism products.
DEFA is represented on DoI’s Countryside Access Group (formerly the Green Lane
User Group) which supports the aims of DoI’s Public Rights Of Way: Policy and
Strategy 2018 – 2028

6. Whether the Department has any plans or proposals to improve how
footpaths and other pathways are maintained.
The Department aims to continue to improve and enhance the standard of footpaths and
other pathways on its estate subject to having sufficient budget and other resources. It will
also continuously monitor for opportunities to provide further access and recreation
developments which are realistic, achievable and sustainable (economically and
environmentally).
Priorities within glens and forest parks are continuously changing due in increasing
occurrences of inclement weather:






increased rainwater de-stabilising slopes and trees;
undermining of paths, bridges and erosion of river walls due to increased rainfall /
watercourse flow;
increased threats from trees pests and diseases and increasing tree removal;
replacement of dilapidated bridges & culverts;
Wind damage from increasing storm occurrences.
19
219

Priorities within the uplands will focus on PROW’s and desire lines where the underlying peat
is impacted by use. Erosion prevention in such areas will be included within the peatland
restoration project:




A cross departmental project is planned to restore a damaged peatland desire line
where a lack of pro-active maintenance, heavy footfall and subsequent storm water
damage has resulted in significant erosion to the Snaefell summit path. This project
will see DEFA work in partnership with DOI Railways and DOI Flood Risk
Management teams to help deliver multiple positive outcomes including improved
access, halting greenhouse gas emissions from damaged peat, increasing carbon
sequestration, improving habitats and helping to slow storm water flows high up in
the Laxey catchment.
In the coming months DEFA will install 600m of pedestrian boardwalks to prevent
further erosion at 3 separate deep peat areas that are either traversed by desire
lines or PROW’s. This work will be funded via the peatland restoration project.

The Department is keen:
 To promote the use of public mobile technology for reporting of problems and
issues – i.e. Report a Problem app. This contributes to the quick identification of
issues and its resolution.
 Evaluate sustainable build methods when planning, maintaining and installing access
routes to reduce long term maintenance costs and increase life expectancy.
 Continue to use naturally occurring materials wherever possible; materials that have
a low or zero carbon footprint; in particular it will continue to use sustainably Island
‘home-grown’ timber for all timber products.
 To rectify issues raised by the Manx Footpaths Conservation Group from organised
walks.
 To act on faults identified in the ‘Trailforks’ App by mountain bike riders and other
recreational users
 To deal with problems reported to the Department via Facebook, e-mail, phone and
in person.
Further development of the recreational route network:
 DEFA is working with the Department for Enterprise on an Economic Regeneration
funding to commence a build programme to expand and enhance the existing
Mountain Bike (MTB) Trail network on the Island.
 DFE/RECREATIONAL Route development plans
 Public Ramblage
 Countryside Access group
 Rural Signage
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Appendices
Appendix 1: Further links to Glens
The following links are offer virtual tours of various paths and other recreational
routes on the Forestry Estate:
Ballaglass Glen: https://www.instantstreetview.com/@54.280087,4.359175,250.96h,2.59p,0z,CAoSLEFGMVFpcE9SeVhrSnl6SU42LWREeWI3Q3RoSXdKVUY5U0
lxWElNRGxRVGxP
Bradda Glen / Head: https://www.instantstreetview.com/@54.091347,4.767098,158.06h,3.3p,1z,CAoSLEFGMVFpcE5nUkFOZ3JZN2NreUtsQW1jWmo1UmVhY3kySExMVWtVMEhMTWk
2
Bishopscourt Glen: https://www.instantstreetview.com/@54.298482,-4.563254,117.93h,6.9p,1z,CAoSLEFGMVFpcE9uazlFQnYxYUZfb1dtVnBLaUVlZDJxNmlZMDlUTEd5ZmQxd1U4
Silverdale Glen: https://www.instantstreetview.com/@54.105216,-4.637476,122.2h,2.6p,1.01z,CAoSLEFGMVFpcE5EZ0hLUmtzU1Iyd2dRZVdfem41Q3BjRjRxY2NaNXJ4S0lWVGVO
Tholt y Will Glen: https://www.instantstreetview.com/@54.27558,-4.492055,175.03h,5.89p,0.99z,CAoSLEFGMVFpcE01bXpRWnF1QS12aVkzcnliTGVEenViaWtQZk92U3ZidTFWanR
h
Glen Helen Tour: https://isleofman360.com/
Further Virtual tours Glens: https://isleofman360.com/
Agriculture Show Uplands: https://fb.watch/7vhVO_AG5G/
Skills Developments
South Barrule Skills Area: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=g4Xq0OOInZ8
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Appendix 2: Meeting visitor expectations– Evidence gathering from DEFA’s
Annual Outdoor Visitor Survey
Results from the Department’s last four Annual Outdoor Visitor Surveys highlight the huge
growth of interest in outdoor pursuits. In tandem with this is an increased desire to see
more investment in recreational routes and associated amenities on the Island.
Here are some questions and public comments extracted from the surveys:

2018 Survey - Manx National Glens
Q. Do you think DEFA's Glens can be improved and in what way?
63% wished to see - Improvements to the maintenance of footpaths
Comment received: “Path maintenance needs improving, drainage needs maintaining and
improving, plus water course management needs improving and maintaining”
2019 Survey - Forests and Plantations
Q. Do you think DEFA's Forests/Plantations can be improved and in what way?
41% wanted - Improved maintenance of forest roads, paths and trails
Comment received: “The plantations are huge part of our Island and have the potential to
offer something for everyone (should be more accessible for visitors with access needs).
Opportunity to make plantations an attraction to encourage holiday visitors. We need to be
encouraging families to get outdoors (all weather) and this will help tackle mental and
physical health issues. Need to consult with all types of users - families, dog walkers, people
with access needs - and ask for specific feedback about what activities they would like to
see.”
2020 Survey - Mountain Biking
What improvements would like to see made across the Island?
77% responded - More funding for dedicated trails and;
68% wished to see - Improvements to the existing trail network
Comment received “Overall I congratulate DEFA on their attitude to this activity, the growth
in the amount of trails during the past 8 years has been phenomenal and we all agree that
we can make even more progress with all types of trails on our wonderful Island.”
2021 Survey - Recreational Use of the Uplands
Q. In general, how would you rate the condition of the upland paths you’ve used in the last
12 months (i.e. Surface, drainage, extent of any erosion)?
61% considered the paths to be a - Mixture of Good and Bad (This was the middle option on
the scale of bad to good)
Comment received: “Well maintained footpaths and signage are key for uplands and all
footpaths across the island. Co-ordinated work parties as organised by Manx Wildlife are
effective if funding is limited, but the requirements can't be ignored and the future of the
island depends on this being preserved.”
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APPENDIX 8: 17TH DECEMBER 2021 SUBMISSION FROM ADRIAN DOBBINS,
MANX UTILITIES AUTHORITY
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Francisca Gale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Dobbins, Adrian [Contact Details Redacted]
17 December 2021 13:47
Francisca Gale
[Contact Details Redacted]

RE: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for evidence
Public Rights of Way and Greenways on Manx Utilities Land V1.0.docx

Hi Francisca
Although we thought we might need some additional time, we’ve managed to pull together the attached
information for the Committee’s consideration. I think this covers pathways which are included within your broader
definition.
You will see that that we’ve not included any cost estimates. In some cases this is due to us not being able to break
out costs specific to pathways which fall within the maintenance carried out on a much wider property e.g.
reservoirs. Other areas are not maintained as these either fall within DOI responsibility, over fields where there are
sheep grazing or naturally well-trodden paths on firm ground where no maintenance has been required.
I hope this helps with your deliberations.
Regards

Adrian Dobbins
Executive Director

SUSTAINABLY DELIVE
LIFE’S ESSENTIAL SERV
FOR OUR ISLAND

Respect | Integrity | Teamwor

[Contact Details Redacted]

687687
w: www.manxutilities.im

From: Francisca Gale
Sent: 14 December 2021 12:44
To: Dobbins, Adrian
Cc: [Contact Details Redacted]
Subject: Re: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for evidence

Caution: This email is from an external sender. Please take care before opening any attachments or
following any links.
Hi Adrian,
Thanks for letting me know. Apologies that the original request wasn't clear enough.
1
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Would you be able to submit a full response by 5th January? That would be in time to go on the agenda of
the Committee's next meeting.
If that's not long enough for a full response, a partial response by 5th January would be also be appreciated.
I hope that helps, if you have any further queries just let me know.
Best wishes,
Francisca

[Contact Details Redacted]

From: Dobbins, Adrian
Sent: 14 December 2021 11:54
To: Francisca Gale
[Contact Details Redacted]
Cc:
Subject: RE: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for evidence
Hi Francisca
I’m aware that you’ve recently clarified the scope of the evidence that is required by your Committee with DEFA. We
had been focussing on Public Rights of Way and were confident that we could meet your deadline, but with your
clarification we think we need to do some more work. Would it be possible to seek an extension to time to allow us
to properly gather this information? It is likely that I won’t have my full team available as we head into the Christmas
period. If it helps your Committee, we can send through the work we’ve done to date. If you’d prefer to receive it all
in one go, then it will likely be early in the New Year before we can accommodate that.

Please advise.
Regards

Adrian Dobbins
Executive Director

SUSTAINABLY DELIVE
LIFE’S ESSENTIAL SERV
FOR OUR ISLAND

Respect | Integrity | Teamwor

[Contact Details Redacted]

687687
w: www.manxutilities.im

From: Francisca Gale [Contact Details Redacted]
Sent: 30 November 2021 15:45
To: King, Philip [Contact Details Redacted]
Cc: [Contact Details Redacted]
2
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[Contact Details Redacted]

Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for evidence

Caution: This email is from an external sender. Please take care before opening any attachments or
following any links.

Dear Phil,

I’m writing on behalf of the newly established Select Committee on Public Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes.
This Committee was established to consider a petition for redress of grievance, the text of which can be read here.
The Committee would like to request the following information (where available):
 An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the MUA is responsible for
 What the MUA’s budget is for maintaining public footpaths and other pathways and how this budget has been
spent over the past five years;
 How the maintenance of public footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
 Whether the MUA has any plans or proposals to improve how public footpaths and other pathways are
maintained.
Any other information that you think would be helpful for the Committee would also be welcome.
A response by Wednesday 22nd December would be appreciated. If you think you will need longer, please let me
know as soon as possible.
If you have any queries, please feel free to contact me.
Best wishes,
Francisca
Francisca Gale
Deputy Head of the Chamber and Information Service
Office of the Clerk of Tynwald
Legislative Buildings
Finch Road, Douglas
Isle of Man
IM1 3PW
[Contact Details Redacted]

Website: www.tynwald.org.im
Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | YouTube

Isle of Man. Giving you freedom to flourish

WARNING: This email message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be subject to legal
privilege. You must not copy or deliver it to any other person or use the contents in any unauthorised manner
without the express permission of the sender. If you are not the intended addressee of this e-mail, please delete it
and notify the sender as soon as possible.
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No employee or agent is authorised to conclude any binding agreement on behalf of any of the Departments or
Statutory Boards of the Isle of Man Government with any party by e-mail without express written confirmation by a
Manager of the relevant Department or Statutory Board.
RAAUE: S’preevaadjagh yn çhaghteraght post-l shoh chammah’s coadanyn erbee currit marish as ta shoh coadit ec y
leigh. Cha nhegin diu coipal ny cur eh da peiagh erbee elley ny ymmydey yn chooid t’ayn er aght erbee dyn kied
leayr veih’n choyrtagh. Mannagh nee shiu yn enmyssagh kiarit jeh’n phost-l shoh, doll-shiu magh eh, my sailliu, as
cur-shiu fys da’n choyrtagh cha leah as oddys shiu.
Cha nel kied currit da failleydagh ny jantagh erbee conaant y yannoo rish peiagh ny possan erbee lesh post-l er son
Rheynn ny Boayrd Slattyssagh erbee jeh Reiltys Ellan Vannin dyn co-niartaghey scruit leayr veih Reireyder y Rheynn
ny Boayrd Slattyssagh t’eh bentyn rish.
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Public Rights of Way, Bridle Paths and Greenways and other Pathways on Manx Utilities Land
Landholding
Sulby Reservoir &
Druidale

Clypse &
Kerrowdhoo
Reservoirs,
Honeyhill and
Injaigyn

Ballure Reservoir

Public Right of Way
Designation
Class P

Description of Route

Plan

Footpath: 505
Corady to Druidale

No. 1

Other pathways

Leads from carpark over dam wall
to Gallery House and also to the
east of the reservoir

No. 1a

80% asphalt road
Remainder cut 4 times
annually /reservoir
safety maintenance

Class P

Footpath: 635
Honeyhill to Clypse Beg
Footpath: 638
Conrhenny to Honeyhill
U74
Honeyhill

No. 2

N/A DOI responsibility

Other pathways

Leads from carpark and routes
around both reservoirs

No. 2a

Cut 4 times annually/
reservoir safety
maintenance

Class P

Footpath: 503
Ballure to Gooseneck
Footpath: 525
Waterworks to Ballure Dam
U84
Old Douglas Road

No. 3

Upper Ballure carpark
benches and part of
path P525 to east bank
of reservoir dam
abutment cut 4 times
annually

On west side of reservoir.

No. 3a

Part of P525 over dam
wall and west side of
reservoir are cut 4

Class P
Class U

Class P
Class U

Other pathways

Current Maintenance
Regime
N/A

Budget
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Ballure and Rhowins Plantation is
leased to DEFA those pathways and
fire tracks are maintained by DEFA.
North Barrule

Cringle Reservoir

West Baldwin
Reservoir

times
annually/reservoir
safety maintenance

Tripartite Agreement
between MU, tenant and
DOI permits the public to
walk on North Barrule
Class P

5 specific entry points which the
DOI maintain with suitable notices

No. 4

None – all fields grazed
by sheep

Footpath: 634
Cringle Reservoir

No. 5

Cut 4 times annually/
reservoir safety
maintenance

Other pathways

Southern side of reservoir to the
edge of the plantation leading to
the tip of the reservoir and around.
In addition other pathways are used
over the maintained grassed areas.

No. 5a

Cut 4 times annually/
reservoir safety
maintenance

Other pathways

North of the toe of the reservoir
Firetrack/path leading into
Injebreck Plantation. Firetrack
leading into Colden Plantation.
Pathway over the dam wall.

No. 6

N/A

N/A

Pathway over the dam
wall. Cut 4 times
annually/reservoir
safety maintenance

Scards Reservoirs

Class P

Footpath: 284
Scards/Ballacannell/Lamode

No. 7

None – all fields,
grazed by sheep

Faraghers Mill

Class P

No. 8

Cairn site

Public Right of Way
Class P

Footpath: 437
Postmans Path
Footpath: 359
Packhorse to Breakwater

N/A as no longer used
as raw water resource
N/A

No. 9
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Majestic Sewage
Pumping Station

Class P

Footpath: 329
Majestic Coast

No. 10

N/A

Glen Garwick

Class P

Footpath: 420
Fishermans

No. 11

N/A
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Plan No. 1

Plan No. 1a
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Plan No. 2
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Plan No. 2a
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Plan No. 3
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Plan No. 3a
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Plan No. 4
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Plan No. 5
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Plan No. 5a
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Plan No. 6
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Plan No. 7

Plan No. 8
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Plan No. 9

Plan No. 10

Plan No. 11
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APPENDIX 9: 4TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM ANGELA BYRNE,
VISIT ISLE OF MAN
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[Signature redacted]
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[Paragraph redacted]

[Paragraph redacted]
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[Section 3 redacted]
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[third column redacted]
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[third column redacted]
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[third column redacted]
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[third column redacted]
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[third column redacted]
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[ Appendix 2 and 3 redacted]
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[Name redacted]
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[Name redacted]

[Name redacted]
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APPENDIX 10: 8TH DECEMBER 2021 SUBMISSION FROM ANDREAS PARISH
COMMISSIONERS
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Archived: 09 December 2021 11:33:13
[Andreas Clerk]
From:
Sent: 08 December 2021 13:05:23
[Committees]
To:
Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes
Response requested: Yes
Importance: Normal

Dear Sirs/ Madams
In response to the questions posed by the select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes,
Andreas Parish Commissioners would like to forward the following response:Following correspondence from the DOI Highways Services in 2018 over the adoption of footpaths by Local
Authorities, the Commissioners had, at that time, considered the proposals and had elected only to
maintain the footpaths of the parish if other Local Authorities would also be doing so, and if suitable
support was provided by the DOI.
As these conditions were not progressed or confirmed Andreas Parish Commissioners do not, nor have
they ever, to the best of the Board’s knowledge, maintained the footpaths within the Parish.

Maureen Callow
Clerk - Andreas Parish Commissioners
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APPENDIX 11: 14TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM ABORY AND RUSHEN
PARISH COMMISSIONERS
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Select Committee on Footpaths
Response from Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners
Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners welcome the opportunity to comment on your
investigation.
Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners is I think the only local authority that has agreed
to take on the additional work of trimming most of the Public Rights of Way (PROWs) in the
Parishes and I hope that our experience doing this will give the Committee a useful insight
for your Committee’s consideration.

PROWs
In November 2017 then DoI Minister Ray Harmer spoke on Manx Radio (see link https://www.manxradio.com/news/isle-of-man-news/volunteers-to-help-maintain-islandsgreen-lanes/ - to summary piece) about the difficulties his department was having in finding
sufficient resource to maintain the Isle of Man’s green lanes, paths and PROWs. The
Minister specifically referenced consideration to encouraging groups to take on some of the
workload.
Shortly after that interview was broadcast, Arbory Parish Commissioners wrote to the
Minister to find out more and the full exchange is copied below at Appendix 1. In essence
the Department explained that : “local authorities now have the legal powers to undertake
maintenance work on footpaths;” and “Additionally, the legislation allows local authority to
maintain footpaths (i.e. public rights of way in the country side) it does not cover Greenways or
footways at the side of the road. As you will know from your work with the Local Government Unit,
local authorities have delegate responsibility from the Department for weeds, hedges and gully
maintenance, on footways and roads, but again, all of the above issues are matters for the individual
local authorities to manage”

At their December meeting the Arbory Parish Commissioners agreed to explore the matter
further and subsequently both Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners (then separate
entities, but subsequently merged) agreed to take on the trimming of the majority of
PROWs in the parishes.
On 7th February 2018 the Department of Infrastructure wrote to the Commissioners to
explain a new approach proposed by the Department in relation to managing the Island’s
network of PROWs. During discussions that followed regarding the DoI’s draft PUBLIC
RIGHTS OF WAY POLICY & STRATEGY 2018 – 2028 document (attached) it emerged that DoI
could guarantee keeping the most used paths marked blue or green on the PROWs
hierarchy map (also attached) but those marked red or amber (the bulk of the PROWs)
would be a much lower priority for the DoI and may not get trimmed each year.
After further consideration and discussion with DoI officers, the Arbory and Rushen Parish
Commissioners agreed to take on the responsibility for trimming these amber or red PROWs
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at least once each year and the Commissioners have successfully done this each year since
and including 2018. The Commissioners have also undertaken some trimming of the green
and blue routes too.
The Commissioners have found that since they have taken on this work the flood of calls
usually received in July about impassable or poorly trimmed PROWs has fallen away
dramatically, as the Commissioners can direct their contractors to get the paths trimmed in
a relatively swift manner, targeting the paths known to be of particular concern earlier in
the growing season.
There continue to be some issues in that despite the Commissioners clearly stating that they
will continue to trim all the amber and red routes, this information appears not to be passed
on internally in DoI when there are staff changes. In the summer of 2021 for example our
contractor found that several of the PROWs he was due to cut had already been cut by DoI
contractors. This led to a hiatus in cutting as we tried to discover what had gone on and
which paths had already been cut. This resulted in more complaints than previous years as
the two week delay caused by the misunderstanding allowed several paths to become
impassable.
When there is no confusion between DoI and the Commissioners though, we have found
the result for our ratepayers to be a great improvement and the Commissioners have been
praised and thanked by many Arbory and Rushen residents for taking on this initiative.
While the Commissioners would be loath to suggest taking on additional responsibility, this
does appear to be a natural fit for rural authorities, as local knowledge readily helps identify
the areas of need to which targeted and swift action can then be directed.

Committee’s Specific Questions
1. An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is
responsible for. Under the delegation of highways functions from DoI to local authorities,
Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners are responsible for sweeping all pavements,
spraying off any weeds growing in the pavements and trimming the hedges adjoining these
pavements. This includes all the paved routes in the two parishes with the exception of the
strategic routes (Shore Road, and the Southern 100 Course) which continue to be
maintained by the DoI. In addition the Commissioners have agreed to trim all PROWs
marked amber and red on the DoI’s hierarchy map.
2. What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this
budget has been spent over the past five years. The Commissioners have a budget of
around £5,000 for maintaining pavements as per the delegation of highways services from
DoI, and a further budget of £4,000 to trim the PROWs. All the budget is spent each year,
except this year when DoI had trimmed about a quarter of the PROWs the Commissioners
had budgeted for, so there was a 25% saving in the budget.
3. How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised. In general, all
footways, pavements and PROWs are trimmed at least once a year with some (which are
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known to have vigorous growth or lots of briars) receiving three or four trims as necessary.
All pavements are sprayed for weeds at least three times a year. All pavements are swept at
least once a year with pavements known to collect a lot of debris being swept much more
frequently.
4. Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other
pathways are maintained. We always review our work and respond to concerns and
complaints made by residents. The Commissioners are considering increasing their budget
to allow for increased footpath maintenance next year.
5. How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to
maintain footpaths and other public pathways. The Commissioners work closely and
generally very successfully with DoI in relation to trimming of PROWs. The Commissioners
have also collaborated with Port Erin Commissioners in coordinating hedge trimming where
roads cross from one authority to another.

Conclusion
The Commissioners strongly believe that the delegated highways functions and the PROW
maintenance they undertake for the DoI fits naturally within the Commissioners area of
expertise and knowledge. The Commissioners would be interested in discussions that might
see more of this work delegated to them so allowing DoI to focus on the paved highways
infrastructure.
The Commissioners would be happy to assist the Committee further if the Committee thinks
that would be helpful.

Phil Gawne
Clerk to the Arbory and Rushen Parish Commissioners
January 2022
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Appendix 1 – Email exchange between DoI and Arbory Parish Commissioners regarding
offer to take on PROW maintenance
On 18 Dec 2017, at 14:09, Johnson, Pauline [Contact details Redacted]

wrote:

Dear Mr Gawne
Thank you for your email to Minister Harmer. I trust the following will enable you to update the
Board at their meeting later today.
As you will be aware from your time in the Department, local authorities now have the legal powers
to undertake maintenance work on footpaths. Clearly in these circumstances, as the employer,
insurance, health and safety, employee / contractor competence, contract management and
compliant procurement are matters for the individual local authority to manage. There is no
additional training or resources available from Highways at this time and you will appreciate that
competence in these matters takes training, knowledge and experience; therefore, you may wish to
take independent legal and technical advice on this before you engage in any works on the
footpaths. If you identify a specific need such as stone materials or you need some specific technical
advice on a problem, then please contact Customer Services and Highways will be pleased to help,
where we can. I must advise that no funding can be made available to the local authorities from the
Highways Division. The legislative changes allow local authorities to use income from local rates to
further enhance their areas above and beyond the level of basic maintenance that Highway Services
can afford at this time if they choose to do so- there is no obligation on local authorities to do this.
Of course as the local authority, you will be aware of local problem and areas of particular concern
to your residents; however, if you liaise with our Customer Services Team on 850000 before work is
carried out, it would be helpful so that our records can be updated and it can let you know of any
issues that it is aware of. Additionally, the legislation allows local authority to maintain footpaths
(i.e. public rights of way in the country side) it does not cover Greenways or footways at the side of
the road. As you will know from your work with the Local Government Unit, local authorities have
delegate responsibility from the Department for weeds, hedges and gully maintenance, on footways
and roads, but again, all of the above issues are matters for the individual local authorities to
manage and independent advice should be sought if you are uncertain.
Notwithstanding the above, if you become aware of safety critical matters within your area please
contact Customer Services or the Duty Officer on 850000 (24 hours/day) and the matter will be
assessed and dealt with quickly and appropriately.
Best Regards
Jeff
Jeffrey F Robinson
Director of Highway Services
From: Arbory [Contact details Redacted]
Sent: 15 December 2017 12:22
To: [Contact
Harmer,
Ray (MHK)
details Redacted]
Cc:
Subject: Re: Letter to Mrs J Glover, Chair of Arbory Parish Commissioners re. confirmation of points
raised at meeting on Wednesday 22nd November 2017

Many thanks for your email. The Commissioners are meeting on Monday evening so I was
wondering was there anything further I can tell them?
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The obvious questions we would be interesting in having answers to would be clarity on the
power for us to undertake/coordinate works on the greenways and/or footpaths, what if any
insurance we might need and whether any training or resources might be made available from
your Department?
I hope this email finds you all well and I wish you all a merry and restful Christmas and a
happy and peaceful New Year!
Phil
Phil Gawne BSc (Hons)
Clerk to the Arbory Parish Commissioners,

On 30 Nov 2017, at 19:32, Harmer, Ray (MHK) [Contact details Redacted]

wrote:

Thank you so much
We would delighted to discuss – We will be in touch further.
Best wishes
Ray
From: Arbory[Contact details Redacted]
Sent: 29 November 2017 11:38
To: Harmer, Ray (MHK)
Cc: [Contact details Redacted]
Subject: Fwd: Letter to Mrs J Glover, Chair of Arbory Parish Commissioners re. confirmation of
points raised at meeting on Wednesday 22nd November 2017

Minister veen,
Arbory Commissioners were very interested to note your piece this morning on Manx Radio
regarding the maintenance of footpaths and greenways. The Commissioners are keen to know
more about your proposal and would be interested in helping coordinate and support works in
Arbory.
Could you ask someone to let me know more about your idea and how we might be able to
assist.
I hope you’re keeping well and haven’t broken any more bones recently!
Phil
Phil Gawne BSc (Hons)
Clerk to the Arbory Parish Commissioners,
Lamode,
Rushen.
[Contact details Redacted]
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PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY: POLICY AND STRATEGY 2018 – 2028
INTRODUCTION
This document summarises the Department of Infrastructure’s draft policy and strategy plan
for the Island’s public rights of way and green lane network over the next 10 years.
The Department is required to maintain all public rights of way and green lanes on the
Island. There is currently a limited budget available for maintenance work and the current
standards of maintenance are linked to the budget available. Due to these constraints, the
Department has been unable to meet the public’s expectation for the standard of
maintenance on the network.
This policy and strategy identifies the approach that will be followed by the Department of
Infrastructure over the next 10 years.

POLICY
The Department of Infrastructure will demonstrate leadership in delivering the ‘Programme
for Government 2016-2021’. This will contribute to the ambition of ensuring our Island is a
special place to live and work. One of the main outcomes for the Department of
Infrastructure to achieve this ambition is to ensure that “we have infrastructure which
supports social and economic wellbeing”.
The Manx footpath network is an underused, undervalued and under maintained asset. The
Department of Infrastructure will seek to work with key people in the community to utilise
this valuable national asset to the benefit of the widest possible community, giving particular
care and consideration to the needs of the aging population and those with limited mobility
or other disabilities.
The Department of Infrastructure supports maintaining our Island as a special place to live
and work.

VISION
The Department’s vision is to:






increase accessibility on the network for the aging population, people with limited
mobility or other disabilities;
encourage more people to use the public rights of way and the green lane network,
working towards a healthier Island, supporting the Programme for Government’s
“Sustainable Island” and “Healthy and Safe Island” themes, the outcomes of these
themes are to become “an Island where people choose to live and visit” and helping
to ensure the Island’s residents “live longer, healthier lives”; this will
benefit social and economic wellbeing; and
create a more attractive Island to increase the numbers of visitors who come to use
the public rights of way network.
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STRATEGY
In support of the Programme for Government 2016-2021, Our Island: A Special Place to Live
and Work, the Department has developed a five point strategy to help achieve this vision.

1. Categorisation of Public Rights of Way:
Public rights of way fall into these classifications:





public footpath – a path that the public have a right to use on foot only;
public cycle-path – a path that the public have a right to walk and pedal cycles on;
public bridle-path – a path that the public have a right to walk, use pedal cycles and
lead or ride horses on; and
green lane – is an unsurfaced road through the countryside open to all traffic.

To further classify public footpaths on the Island can be split into four categories;

Premier Routes
The Premier Routes are the Island’s four most prestigious long distance walking paths; they
are made up of sections of public footpaths, green lanes and other areas. They are used by
both residents and visitors; they are an asset to the Island. Ensuring these routes are
maintained to high standards will support the Programme for Government’s policy statement
for a “Sustainable Island” and help to “grow the visitor economy in the Isle of Man”.
The Premier Routes are:





Raad Ny Foillan (Coastal Footpath) - 95 miles;
The Millennium Way – 45 miles;
The Heritage Trail (Douglas to Peel) – 10 ½ miles; and the
Bayr Ny Skeddan – 14 miles.

Green, Amber and Red Routes
The remaining public footpaths on the Island are categorised using a traffic light colour
system, based on the amount of use they receive:




Green routes receive high volumes of use;
Amber routes receive frequent levels of use; and
Red routes receive low levels of use;

A map showing these various routes can be found here.
Maintenance standards for these four categories have been set, with the more popular and
frequently used paths receiving the highest standards of maintenance, most resources and
allocation of budget.
In addition, maintenance standards appropriate for green lanes have been established.
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2. Promote Access for All, Access for Many, Access for Some:
When planning upcoming works and improvement schemes to the network, the Department
is aiming to increase accessibility opportunities for users with disabilities or limited mobility,
this will be the top priority, when possible and practical. Many flat areas of the network
would be suitable for people with disabilities or limited mobility, if the surface quality and
width of the paths were improved. However, there are some areas of the Island where
“Access for All” many not be possible, due to steep gradients or other reasons.
The Accessibility is split into 3 categories:






Access for All; shall be accessible for people in self-assisted wheelchairs and
pushchair users. These paths will have no gates or stiles and a smooth, compact
surface.
Access for Many; shall be accessible for people in assisted wheelchair and those
with robust, all-terrain type buggies. These paths will have no gates or stiles and a
rougher surface than paths that are Access for All.
Access for Some; these paths will have no stiles, but may have low steps, any
gates on these paths will be replaced with wheelchair friendly kissing gates (where
required, for animal management purposes) with a rougher path surface than the
Access for All and Access for Many paths.

These categories are laid out as a guideline, confident wheelchair users may feel
comfortable on access for many routes, but others may not.

3. Secure Increased Funding and Resources:
The Department wishes to undertake numerous high profile schemes on the network over
the next ten years. A programme of improvements has been developed, taking into account
the Premier Routes and Access for All policy. The Department intends to apply for increased
funding on a yearly basis to be able to deliver these schemes.
Provided increased funding is made available additional resources and contractors will be
brought in to help with the routine maintenance and improvements schemes. This will
support the Programme for Government’s “Responsible Island” theme, supporting the
outcome of being “financially responsible while providing services that meet the needs of
our community”.
The Department aims to work with local authorities and encourage them to maintain certain
sections of the network. Additionally, the Department strongly encourages corporate
volunteers to value and assist with the maintenance of the network. This supports the
Programme for Government policy statement for being an “Inclusive and Caring Island”, the
statement promises “we will work together with local authorities and other partners to
deliver the right services in the right place at the right time, making sure national priorities
are funded accordingly”.

290

5

PUBLIC RIGHTS OF WAY: POLICY AND STRATEGY 2018 – 2028
4. Conversion of Public Footpaths:
Most public rights of way on the Island are simply public footpaths, with very few public
cycle-paths or bridle-paths. When improvement schemes are undertaken, the Department
will look to convert some of the paths to cycle-paths and bridle-paths, where able to do so,
in accordance with the Highways Act 1986.
Some public rights of way may be converted into bridle-paths and still fall into the Access for
All category, however this will not be the case for all bridle-paths. Some bridle-paths may
have too steep a gradient and be unsuitable for users with limited mobility, regardless of the
quality surface of the path.
All public rights of way will be signed accordingly, indicating whether the path is a footpath,
cycle-path or bridle-path and state if the path is Access for All, Many or Some.
The conversion of these public footpaths supports the Programme for Government’s
“Sustainable Island” outcome and policy statement of making “the best use of our Island’s
land and seas for leisure and work through food, agriculture and fisheries strategies, plus
tourism and recreational use that work together with our environment”.

5. Address Concerns:
By increasing the user groups who can access the network, the Department appreciates
many current users may have some concerns or fear conflicts on the paths. The
Department will consult with the public on these matters and advertise any conversion of
paths at the locations affected.

KEY PEOPLE
In order to achieve this vision, it is vital that the Department works in partnership with key
people and organisations. Some of these are:









Volunteers;
Local Authorities;
Manx Footpath Conservation Group;
Manx Footpath Task Force;
Department for Enterprise (DfE);
Department of Environment, Food and Agriculture (DEFA);
Department of Health and Social Care, and;
Green Lane User Group (GLUG).

During the development of the public rights of way improvement plan, the Department has
worked with some of these key people. During the implementation of the plan, this joint
work will become even more essential.
The Department currently works with the GLUG. GLUG is a group that make use of the
Island’s green lane network; members of GLUG currently undertake nearly all of the surveys
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on the green lanes. Additionally, it assists the Department when planning upcoming works
or schemes and contributes to the routine maintenance of this section of the network.
The Department has recently begun working with Beach Buddies, which is a very successful
beach cleaning charity on the Island. Beach Buddies has agreed to help with routine
maintenance and improvement schemes on the public rights of way.

KEY PROCESSES
The Department’s key processes for achieving this vision are:







to categorise public rights of way based on usage;
to undertake high profile schemes on the premier routes, upgrading path quality and
improving accessibility;
consult with the public, local authorities and users of the paths, to gather their views
on the network;
to implement an inspection regime, allowing the Department to properly plan and
schedule upcoming works;
to address users concerns to making the network accessible to additional users; and
to review the Cabinet Office’s Social Attitudes Survey on a yearly basis, this will aid
the monitoring of the amount of use the paths receive.

RESULTS AND BENEFITS

Our People, Our Community, Our Society
By implementing this plan, the public rights of way and green lane network will improve.
The Department hopes that by carrying out improvements, the amount of use and user
groups (cyclists, horse riders etc.) accessing the paths will increase.
An aspirational outcome of this plan is to impact the way our society views the public rights
of way and green lane network. The Department will encourage use of the network and
promoting the health benefits linked to being active. This will contribute to our society
working towards a healthier Island.

Performance Measures
In order to demonstrate that the Department is achieving positive results and benefits as an
outcome of the improvement plan, performance indicators must be established.
These indicators will be based around satisfaction surveys and monitors placed on certain
paths.


Direct Measure: Certain sections of the network will be tracked with monitors,
monitoring should take place both before and after any high profile improvement
schemes, to assist the Department in gauging the amount of additional use the
improvements have encouraged.
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Indirect Measure: A customer satisfaction survey will be undertaken annually to
assess the Department’s performance, it shall also identify any areas of the network
that require specific attention.
Indirect Measure: Additionally, the Department will review the Cabinet Office’s Social
Attitudes Survey on a yearly basis, to find out if the amount of annual users to the
public rights of way has increased, and continues to increase yearly.

PROGRAMME OF IMPROVEMENTS
A programme for improvements has been developed; a copy of this is available for
inspection at the Department of Infrastructure, Highway Services Division, Sea Terminal,
Douglas, Isle of Man, IM1 2RF, or by emailing highways@gov.im or by telephoning customer
services on 850000.

293

8

Isle of Man Government
Department of Infrastructure, Highway Services Division
Sea Terminal, Douglas
Isle of Man, IM1 2RF
Email: highways@gov.im
Telephone: 850000

www.gov.im
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APPENDIX 12: 30TH NOVEMBER 2021 SUBMISSION FROM CASTLETOWN
COMMISSIONERS
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Francisca Gale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Castletown Comm Clerk
30 November 2021 10:51
Francisca Gale
RE: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[Contact details redacted]

Hi Francisca,
Thank you for your email.
At the present moment in time the Commissioners do not have any specific responsibilities for footpaths within the
Town Boundary.
If we have any reports of any safety critical maters we will ordinarily attend.
Best wishes
Hugo

From: Francisca Gale
Sent: 30 November 2021 10:04
and contact details
Cc: [Name
Redacted]
Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Good morning,
I’m writing on behalf of the newly established Select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. This
Committee was established by Tynwald to consider a petition for redress of grievance, the text of which can be read
here.
The Committee would like to request the following information from your local authority:
 An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible for;
 What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget has been
spent over the past five years;
 How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
 Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are maintained;
 How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain footpaths
and other public pathways.
Any other information that you think would be helpful for the Committee would also be welcome.
A response by Wednesday 5th January 2022 would be appreciated. If you think you will need longer, please let me
know. Please send your response to committees@tynwald.org.im
Please be aware that the Committee may choose to make public any information it receives. Personal contact
details are routinely redacted in advance of such publication. If there is any other information in your submission
1
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that you do not wish the Committee to publish, or that you believe the Committee should not publish, please
explain this in your submission.
If you have any queries, please feel free to contact me.
Best wishes,
Francisca

Francisca Gale
Deputy Head of the Chamber and Information Service
Office of the Clerk of Tynwald
Legislative Buildings
Finch Road, Douglas
Isle of Man
IM1 3PW
Tel: [Contact details redacted]
Email:[Contact details redacted]
Website: www.tynwald.org.im
Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | YouTube
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APPENDIX 13: 5TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM DANA ENYON,
DOUGLAS BOROUGH COUNCIL
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Archived: 07 January 2022 12:58:37
From: [Dana Eyon]
Sent: 06 January 2022 14:05:15
To: [Committees]
Subject: FW: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for Information
Response requested: Yes
Importance: Normal
Attachments:

[Link Redacted]

Dear Francisca
Further to your request for information on the above, I have the response from Officer’s on behalf of
Douglas Borough Council as follows. Our response concerns public rights of way only in line with the
original petition and we have not covered any other footpath. If you require information on these, then
please get back to me. Apologies for the slight delay in getting this to you.
·

AN OVERVIEW OF THE FOOTPATHS AND OTHER PUBLIC PATHWAYS THAT THE LOCAL AUTHORITY IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR;

There are very few official rights of way in Douglas – see the attached map. Our maintenance extends to
those rights of way that run over Council land and cutting back occurs 3 or 4 times per year during the
summer months especially;
224 – Through the Golf Course – cut and install way markers;
334 - The majority of this path is in good order particularly through the golf course, however the sections
adjacent to the river suffer from erosion and we are currently looking at how we can repair a small
section;
223 - Top end of the FP - cut the grass back and trim the trees and shrubs to keep the pathway clear.
Bottom end of the FP we don’t maintain, this is through the Nunnery;
222 - Only cut back vegetation; believe think this is a tarmac pathway;
460 & 633 – cut back vegetation;
462 - cut back vegetation only and any repairs to the footpath itself would be undertaken by the DoI.
·

WHAT YOUR BUDGET IS FOR MAINTAIN FOOTPATHS AND OTHER PUBLIC PATHWAYS AND HOW
THIS BUDGET HAS BEEN SPENT OVER THE PAST FIVE YEARS;

For official rights of way there is no set budget and spend is ad hoc:
224 – over the next 3 years we will be spending £30k upgrading the public right of way to a stone
pathway;
334 - We believe the solution will cost in the region of £2-3k and will be covered by the open spaces
maintenance budget;
·

HOW THE MAINTENANCE OF FOOTPATHS AND OTHER PATHWAYS IS PRIORITISED;

Once an issue has been raised, it is inspected and prioritised on a H&S basis. If the issue is not H&S based,
it is prioritised by available funding. However, see note above, we routinely cut back footpaths over our
land every year.
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·

Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are
maintained - None other than those indicated above.

·

How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain
footpaths and other public pathways - None. All of the footpaths over our land are within our
boundary and not on boundaries with other local authorities. Surfaces that are the responsibility of
Government are referred to the DoI.

Many thanks
Dana Eynon
Director Environment & Regeneration
Douglas Borough Council
Town Hall, PO Box 2, Douglas, Isle of Man
IM99 1AD
[Contact Details Redacted]

www.douglas.gov.im
Facebook

| Twitter | YouTube | Instagram

Consider the environment: please

don't print this e-mail unless you really need to.

This email and its attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any views or
opinions expressed are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of Douglas Borough Council. If you are not the
intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone.
Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error.
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APPENDIX 14: 6TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM GARFF
COMMISSIONERS
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Francisca Gale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

admin [Contact details redacted]
30 November 2021 15:12
Francisca Gale
[Name and contact details Redacted]

RE: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Follow up
Completed

Dear Francisca,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide information on footpaths in Garff. For your information Garff covers the
village of Laxey and the parishes of Lonan and Maughold.
Firstly we would point out that the responsibility for the maintenance and upkeep of public footpaths in Garff sits
with the Department of Infrastructure. Local Authority are responsible for removing weeds and litter on secondary
roads. The main arterial route through Garff, the A2, is the responsibility of the Department.







An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible for;
Please see comment above.
What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget has been
spent over the past five years;
Garff Commissioners currently spend approx. £1,200 annually on cutting vegetation on footpaths in in
Laxey. Over the last 5 years this equates to approx. £6,000. This arrangement is a historical one, carried
over from the former Laxey Commissioners. There is no arrangement for Lonan or Maughold.
How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
The cutting of vegetation on footpaths in Laxey done 3 times during the season. If Required Garff Comms
will liaise with the contractor and prioritise if required.
Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are maintained;
This responsibility lies with the Department.
How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain footpaths
and other public pathways.
Garff Commissioners met with the former Infrastructure Minister, Hon Ray Harmer, in November 2016. At
this meeting he stated the Department did not wish to give up the budget or staff, however they wanted LA
Authorities to communicate priorities. We proactively

Kind Regards
Pete
Peter Burgess
Clerk to Garff Parish District Commissioners
Tel[Contact details redacted]
This email message and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be subject to legal privilege. You must not copy it to any other person or use its
contents in any unauthorised manner without the permission of the sender. If you are not the intended addressee of this e-mail, please delete it and notify the
sender as soon as possible.
All emails sent to [Contact details
can be accessed by All members of the admin team. If your email is not for general contact please speak to the member of staff
redacted]
before sending an
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From: Francisca Gale [Contact details redacted]
Sent: 30 November 2021 10:04
Cc[Name and contact details Redacted]
Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Good morning,
I’m writing on behalf of the newly established Select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green Lanes. This
Committee was established by Tynwald to consider a petition for redress of grievance, the text of which can be read
here.
The Committee would like to request the following information from your local authority:
 An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible for;
 What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget has been
spent over the past five years;
 How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
 Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are maintained;
 How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain footpaths
and other public pathways.
Any other information that you think would be helpful for the Committee would also be welcome.
A response by Wednesday 5th January 2022 would be appreciated. If you think you will need longer, please let me
know. Please send your response to committees@tynwald.org.im
Please be aware that the Committee may choose to make public any information it receives. Personal contact
details are routinely redacted in advance of such publication. If there is any other information in your submission
that you do not wish the Committee to publish, or that you believe the Committee should not publish, please
explain this in your submission.
If you have any queries, please feel free to contact me.
Best wishes,
Francisca

Francisca Gale
Deputy Head of the Chamber and Information Service
Office of the Clerk of Tynwald
Legislative Buildings
Finch Road, Douglas
Isle of Man
IM1 3PW
Tel: [Contact details redacted]
Email: [Contact details redacted]
Website: www.tynwald.org.im
Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | YouTube
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APPENDIX 15: 5TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM MAUREEN RIMMER,
LEZAYRE PARISH COMMISSIONERS
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Archived: 07 January 2022 12:30:55
From: [Contact Details Redacted]
Sent: 05 January 2022 11:52:50
To: [Francisca Gale]
Subject: Re: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Importance: Normal

Dear Francisca
Happy New Year.
Further to your email below my Commissioners have asked me to respond as follows:The Commissioners are not responsible for the maintenance of any footpaths or public pathways in the
Parish of Lezayre.
Kind regards
Maureen
Maureen Rimmer
Clerk
Lezayre Parish Commissioners
[Contact Details Redacted]

From:[Francisca Gale]
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 10:03 AM
[Name Redacted]
Cc:
Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information

Good morning,
I’m writing on behalf of the newly established Select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green
Lanes. This Committee was established by Tynwald to consider a petition for redress of grievance, the
text of which can be read here.
The Committee would like to request the following information from your local authority:
· An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible
for;
· What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget
has been spent over the past five years;
· How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
· Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are
maintained;
· How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to
maintain footpaths and other public pathways.
Any other information that you think would be helpful for the Committee would also be welcome.
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A response by Wednesday 5th January 2022 would be appreciated. If you think you will need longer,
please let me know. Please send your response to committees@tynwald.org.im
Please be aware that the Committee may choose to make public any information it receives. Personal
contact details are routinely redacted in advance of such publication. If there is any other information in
your submission that you do not wish the Committee to publish, or that you believe the Committee
should not publish, please explain this in your submission.
If you have any queries, please feel free to contact me.
Best wishes,
Francisca

Francisca Gale
Deputy Head of the Chamber and Information Service
Office of the Clerk of Tynwald
Legislative Buildings
Finch Road, Douglas
Isle of Man
IM1 3PW
[Contact Details Redacted]

Website: www.tynwald.org.im
Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | YouTube
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APPENDIX 16: 20TH DECEMBER 2021 SUBMISSION FROM PATRICK PARISH
COMMISSIONERS
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[Contact details redacted]

[Signature Redacted]
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APPENDIX 17: 5TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM PORT ST MARY
COMMISSIONERS
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Archived: 05 January 2022 15:25:13
From:[Hayley Fargher] [Port St Mary Commissioners]
Sent: 05 January 2022 13:52:10
To: [Committees]
Cc: [Name Redacted]
Subject: Fw: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Response requested: Yes
Importance: Normal
Attachments:
[Link Redacted]

Good Afternoon/Morning
Please find below our response to your questions regarding footpaths within Local Authority
boundaries;
The Committee would like to request the following information from your local authority:
· An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible
for; I have attached a spreadsheet detailing the footpaths and public pathways with in PSM and
how regularly they are maintained by ourselves. You will see from the spreadsheet (dating 20172021) that if and when a path is identified as not being maintained, it is added to the list and
included (5 additional paths have been added since 2017).
· What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget
has been spent over the past five years; Please see below actual expenditure on
footpaths/pathways over the last 5 years, these amounts are made up of mostly labour time and
some materials. Wear and tear on equipment is not included. There has been a slight decline in
the amount of time spent on footpaths since covid due to reduced staff.
2016/17

£25,325.24

2017/18

£26,195.00

2018/19

£23,291.55

2019/20

£20,500.17

2020/21

£20,424.28

·
·
·

How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised; Please see attached
spreadsheet, most used oaths are prioritised
Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are
maintained; Not at present
How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain
footpaths and other public pathways. We only maintain paths within our boundary, therefore do
not work with any other Local Authorities regarding this. However, when possible we do receive
assistance from the Probation Services team, with whom we have built up an excellent working
relationship.

Should you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards
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Hayley Fargher
Clerk
Port St Mary Commissioners
Town Hall
The Promenade
Port St Mary
Isle of Man
IM9 5DA
[Contact Details Redacted]

From: Port St Mary Commissioners [Contact Details Redacted]
Sent: 01 December 2021 09:13
To: [Francisca [Contact Details Redacted]
Gale]
Cc: [Name and Contact Details Redacted]
Subject: Fw: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information

FYA
Thanks Margaret
From: Francisca Gale [Contact Details Redacted]
Sent: 30 November 2021 10:03
Cc: [Name and Contact Details Redacted]
Subject: Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Good morning,
I’m writing on behalf of the newly established Select Committee on Footpaths, Bridleways and Green
Lanes. This Committee was established by Tynwald to consider a petition for redress of grievance, the text
of which can be read here.
The Committee would like to request the following information from your local authority:
· An overview of the footpaths and other public pathways that the local authority is responsible
for;
· What your budget is for maintaining footpaths and other public pathways and how this budget
has been spent over the past five years;
· How the maintenance of footpaths and other pathways is prioritised;
· Whether there are any plans or proposals to improve how footpaths and other pathways are
maintained;
· How/whether your local authority works with Government or other local authorities to maintain
footpaths and other public pathways.
Any other information that you think would be helpful for the Committee would also be welcome.
A response by Wednesday 5th January 2022 would be appreciated. If you think you will need longer,
please let me know. Please send your response to committees@tynwald.org.im
Please be aware that the Committee may choose to make public any information it receives. Personal
contact details are routinely redacted in advance of such publication. If there is any other information in
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your submission that you do not wish the Committee to publish, or that you believe the Committee
should not publish, please explain this in your submission.
If you have any queries, please feel free to contact me.
Best wishes,
Francisca

Francisca Gale
Deputy Head of the Chamber and Information Service
Office of the Clerk of Tynwald
Legislative Buildings
Finch Road, Douglas
Isle of Man
IM1 3PW
[Contact Details Redacted]

Website: www.tynwald.org.im
Twitter | Facebook | Instagram | YouTube
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APPENDIX 18: 1ST DECEMBER 2021 SUBMISSION FROM RAMSEY TOWN
COMMISSIONERS
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Francisca Gale
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Barbara Wallace
01 December 2021 16:04
Francisca Gale

[Contact details redacted]

[Name and contact details Redacted]

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Select Committee on Footpaths - Request for information
Follow up
Flagged

Good afternoon,
Thank you very much for your enquiry.
There are currently 9 Public Rights of Ways (PROW) within the town boundary of Ramsey. None of which are
maintained by Ramsey Town Commissioners.
As we are not responsible for any PROW, bridleways or greenlanes we have no budget allocated towards the
maintenance of them.
We do have litter bins located on PROW, however, the emptying of these is carried out as part of a larger weekly
round and not separated out in a way that we can identify any costs.
The Commission have worked closely with the Department of Infrastructure in the last year on the upgrade of two
paths for the Active Travel Scheme. The upgrades involved in the installtion of street lights for which the
Commission is responsible.
I hope that this addresses your questions.
Kind Regards
Barbara Wallace
Technical Services Manager
Ramsey Town Commissioners
Town Hall
Ramsey
IM8 1RT
Phone [Contact details redacted]
Email:
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APPENDIX 19: 5TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM SARAH COMISH,
MANX NATIONAL FARMERS UNION
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Manx National Farmers’ Union
First Floor
Quay House
South Quay
Douglas
IM1 5AR
[Contact Details Redacted]

Dear Committee
The Manx National Farmers Union submits the following evidence and comments for your enquiry.
Members have been invited to submit information and evidence on an individual basis as well.
Feedback on PROW across Farmland
The Isle of Man has some of the best walking routes in the UK and gives access to the public to a very beautiful and
natural landscape. These footpaths need to be valued for the benefits they bring to both Island residents and as an
economic resource encouraging visitors to the Island. However this resource has in recent times lacked coordination, support and maintenance to be able to realise it’s true value. The majority of footpaths and Public Rights
of Way cross over farmland dominated by fields and boundaries. While this has historically been fairly accepted by
farmers and landowners, it has, more significantly in recent years’, become problematic for various reasons, some of
which are highlighted below.

PROW references:
Coolingel Farm, Crosby
Orrisdale Farm (Glen Maye Costal Footpath)
Camlork Farm, Braddan
Begoade Moor Farm, Onchan
Ballakissack Farm, Onchan
The Guilcagh Andreas – Lhen trench (16)
Rhendhoo Farm, Jurby, Lhen trench (16)
Millenium Way, Ballamodha Mooar Farm

RABY FOOTPATH
I attach a map re the coastal footpath at Raby. The path is marked in
red and divides and joins back up along the ‘boundary’ hedge on field
number 330634. It passes through field number 335178 ( the
brooghs) also. Really to solve it all if the dept responsible for paths
was to install kissing gates at the boundary of 335178 and where the
path enters and leaves 330634 this would solve the risk of livestock
straying and persons climbing over the hedges.

Cont.,

Manx NFU is supported by NFU Mutual Tel: 674191 www.nfumutual.co.uk
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Rhendhoo Farm
I have a footpath goes from the Rhendhoo Road to the Andreas - St Judes Road via Guilcagh Farm. On my
land it crosses a tall hedge bank which has steps / stile to get over it. These steps are very
neglected/overgrown and not safe to use. I have cut a hole through the hedge bank to assist walkers who
want to use the path.
Cooilingel
Issues have occurred with walkers actively cutting fences to allow their dogs through where they do not
want to lift them over fences.
Begoade Farm
Farmer has to maintain the route through the farm at his own time, expense and risk to keep it accessible.

Other Matters raised in general are:Accessibility – lack of maintenance, especially where they cross over farmyards, maintenance is falling to
farmers and is unpaid, and could possibly increase their liability.
Fences are cut so that people can access through the land or gain access for their dogs. Repair costs can fall
to farms. Routes are being unofficially diverted when paths become inaccessible due to lack of maintenance.
Permitted Uses – Bikes are damaging public rights of way, and can cause issue with livestock. Dogs
allowed to run loose are a danger to stock forcing farmers to take action. Dog mess is toxic to all grazing
stock and can cause significant illness and death.
Signage – Where signage has been updated there are noticeable improvements.
PROW Apps – Apps used by visitors are not accurate and can lead to dispute between visitor and farmer.
No specific apps named.
Routes – where paths cross farmyards, farmlanes and roads there are increased risks to users.
Contact – Farmers are unsure who to contact with issues.

Potential Solutions:
Clear consistent signage and information
Official Government directional signage, and information on permitted uses (i.e. no cycling) would help
prevent inappropriate use, hazards to farm stock and other users, and further damage.
Clear consistent information on recognised routes to prevent disputes with landowners. Accurate footpath
route data on apps and internet.
Countryside code information specific to the Isle of Man. The MNFU is currently working on a project to
promote the countryside code to children through schools. We would welcome a better provision of this
information for all users accessing land to help prevent accidents and damage. Warning signs regarding
damaging fences, gates and farm property, plus some enforcable mitigation measures would benefit if
possible.

Cont.,

Manx NFU is supported by NFU Mutual Tel: 674191 www.nfumutual.co.uk
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Timely repair work and maintenance from a designated team
The MNFU understand that there is a huge task ahead after many years of reduced and sporadic
maintenance due to lack of clarity on responsibilities. It would be of benefit to have a designated team to
manage the condition of the footpaths and give a point of contact for landowners and users to be able to
highlight issues regarding safety and maintenance.
Potential re-routing of sections of footpaths
Re-routing sections of footpaths where they cross farmyards and sections of road ( a specific example is a
section of the millennium way routed along the Ballamodha Road meaning people have to walk a section of
this fast road without safe separation from fast moving traffic). Farm yards have greater risks and hazards
for users than when these footpaths were originally created due to the increased use of machinery. Farm
safety and biosecurity is at greater risk of being breached. Consideration should be given to re-route some
sections where they cross yards for the safety of users and to reduce risk and liability to farms. Full
consultation with landowners and farmers as well as walking groups would be advisable prior to this.
Maintenance
Maintenance is key to keeping routes accessible and preventing unofficial diversionary routes across
farmland, causing damage to hedges, fences and risks to livestock. Low key and sensitive infrastructure
including appropriate gates and stiles supports access, prevents inappropriate usage, and would not impact
unnecessarily on the environment and scenic value of routes. A heavy-handed approach (thinking tarmac
and concrete!) would not be required.
Other notes
The MNFU support the safe and responsible use of existing footpaths and PROW. We do not support the
Right to Roam. The residents of the Isle of Man and visitors have extensive access to some exceptional
walking routes both inland and costal. Extending access to allow free access across all land would be
irresponsible and exacerbate issues already highlighted above. Much of the Island is fields with boundaries
and it must be made clear that farmland needs to be a protected environment for essential food production
and farms must be able to maintain high safety, welfare and biosecurity levels at all times.
Thank you for inviting comment from the MNFU, please contact me for any further information if
required.
Yours faithfully

Sarah Comish
General Secretary

Manx NFU is supported by NFU Mutual Tel: 674191 www.nfumutual.co.uk
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APPENDIX 20: 4TH JANUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM CATRIONA
LIVINGSTONE, MANX WALKS
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Archived: 04 January 2022 14:36:54
From: [Catriona Livingstone]
Sent: 28 December 2021 17:27:53
To: [F. Gale]
Subject: Re: Select Committee on Footpaths - Call for evidence
Importance: Normal
Attachments:
C. Livingstone to Footpath committee.docx ;ATT00001.htm ;

Dear Francisca,

My comments are attached. I will be away in January until the 22nd, but when I get back I would
be happy to address the committee in person if invited to do so.
would be happy to address the committee in person if invited to do so.
Best wishes for the New Year.
Catriona Livingstone
[Contact Details Redacted]
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RESPONSE TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE’S INVITATION TO COMMENT ON THE
MANAGEMENT OF FOOTPATHS AND GREEN LANES
I run a small business leading guided walks for a maximum of 10 people and I also walk every day
for pleasure averaging five to seven miles a day. I am, therefore, very familiar with the footpaths
and would be very surprised to find that there are any footpaths that I have not walked, or in
some cases tried to walk but found them impassable. My comments below are in the light of this
experience and knowledge.
The Committee would like to invite written submissions from anyone who wishes to comment on
this matter. The Committee is particularly interested in views on:
•The efficiency and effectiveness of the current model for maintaining footpaths and other
pathways open to the public
There are obviously problems with the current model of maintaining footpaths as many footpaths
are poorly maintained. I have included photographs and maps from October 30th to December 2nd
showing a sample of the problems encountered (Annex 1). These include:














Overgrown paths where vegetation needs cutting back.
Deep ruts in lanes caused by vehicles (Ebikes, bikes, motorbikes)
Footpaths which exit onto busy main roads with no pavements and blind corners
Broken stiles
Blocked gates
Broken stream crossings
Broken boardwalks
Unfenced livestock in fields with no exit route
Mud underfoot that is deeper than walking boots
Flooded paths with no alternative route
Impact of vehicles on ground surface
Property owners posting prohibitive signs on public footpaths to discourage walkers.

Other frequent occurrences are:
 Signs being deliberately taken down when old footpaths are in proximity to homes.
 Stiles that are too deep for people who have limited mobility but are otherwise healthy and
walk frequently
 Kissing gates that are too narrow for large people to get through.
 Stiles that are too high for dogs unless the owner carries them over.
 Broken fencing that is hazardous and liable to snag on clothes
 Broken chicken-wire underfoot
 Slippery paved surfaces from moss
There are footpaths which are well maintained and accessible for those of different abilities, such
as those going through Glen Helen up to Rhenass Falls and the paths and boardwalks in Ballaugh
Glen Plantation, and the way these are managed could serve as a model for the rest of the island.
In my view, we need to concentrate on getting the basics right rather than making over-ambitious
plans which may prove unaffordable. The island is already blessed with an island-wide network of
footpaths and pathways. Keep it simple and take care of what is already there. The task is to
maintain the footpaths, so they are signposted, safe underfoot, well drained, clear of vegetation,
have crossings, bridges, boardwalks, steps, gates, and stiles that most people can use, (older,
larger, younger, limited mobility), and separated from livestock and guard dogs. This could be
done by creating a separate corps of workers whose sole focus is maintenance of footpaths and
other public pathways. This could be either an independent organisation like MNH or kept within
DEFA. Provide government funding equivalent to the amount already being spent by the different

342

responsible agencies. Establish an advisory group to act as a sounding-board, with representatives
from various stakeholders to balance the needs of those who use the footpaths and those whose
livelihood and property are affected by the footpaths.
This could include individuals with viewpoints, knowledge, and expertise such as:











Private property owners with a footpath on their land
Farmers with a footpath crossing their farmland
Members of the walking fraternity (guides, individuals or walking groups)
Local Board or Commission member
Legal
Tourism - Visit IOM Board member
Manx culture and history (Manx Natural History or Antiquarian Society or Culture Vannin)
Wildlife and ecology (MWT) or Manx Ornithological Society
Other users of shared pathways such as cyclists, fell runners, and equestrians
Outdoor educators (Duke of Edinburgh etc)

The separate footpaths corps should be bottom-heavy, (i.e. for one person in the office, 9 people
out working on the footpaths) and a working environment where skilled physical work is valued
and given responsibility and autonomy. Don’t saddle it with grandiose plans and expensive
consultants. It is a question of property management – pull together the maps showing existing
public rights of way, collect existing surveys of problems from responsible agencies, and document
existing unresolved complaints. Make it easy to report and monitor progress of fixing a problem
like the existing “Report A Problem” system that DOI uses.
It might be effective to try a mix of local teams working in the same area year-round doing
planned maintenance, island-wide teams that focus on specific tasks (such as constructing
boardwalks) that require the same equipment and vehicles, and a strike-team that fixes urgent
problems as they are reported. The old Highway Board workers had a good handle on local
problems and solutions. The tasks of maintaining footpaths are straightforward enough that
workers should be given the autonomy to apply practical solutions as they see fit.
•The legal position on ownership of and responsibility for maintaining footpaths and other
pathways
One body should be responsible for maintaining footpaths and other pathways that are open to the
public, no matter who owns them. This would remove the burden from owners of private property
that includes a public footpath. It would ensure standardisation of care. It would have economies
of scale, because similar construction, drainage, signage, vegetation management and erosioncontrol techniques and methods could be used across the island.
Where an existing footpath terminates at a road with no pavement or safe escape route for
pedestrians, DOI must provide a pavement or an alternative connecting route to the next footpath.
(For example the Ballamodha Straight north of Silverdale, the Peel Coast Road south of White
Strand, and the old Castletown Road near Crogga)
•How the current model for maintaining footpaths and other pathways interacts with and supports
Government policies on tourism, agriculture, and the environment
There seems to be a lack of joined up thinking with the current model of maintaining footpaths and
how it interacts with and supports other government policies.
Tourism – If the IOM has a network of locally used footpaths that are safe, inviting and well used
they will become a natural attraction for tourists. The money that is spent on marketing the island
as a destination for walkers would be better spent on multiple (a “man/woman with a van”)
workers out year-round meticulously managing the footpaths. Marketing the island’s long-distance
footpaths for mass tourism is premature until the existing footpaths are fit for use and more
facilities such as litter bins and public toilets are provided. Walkers learn about lovely places to
walk through word of mouth and the network of walking groups across the UK and beyond.
Equally, if we attract increased numbers through extensive marketing and walkers find poorly
maintained paths it will damage the island’s reputation as a walking destination.
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The existing footpaths should be clearly sign-posted for walkers only. No route, that is promoted
as a long-distance experience should include sections that are on roads with no safe space for
pedestrians. And while it is important to increase accessibility it is essential to avoid footpaths
being overrun with cyclists.
Active Travel
The Government has policies on supporting Active Travel. If the footpaths were maintained to an
excellent standard, it is probable that use will increase, and this would naturally support the policy
of encouraging people to walk more.
Agriculture and the Environment
Many footpaths cross agricultural and other private land. For the health of the animals and the
safety of walkers there must be separation between livestock and footpath users. Dog waste
(worms and parasites) can be dangerous for sheep. Cattle on the footpath can make the ground
surface hazardous as well as posing a danger if they react to the presence of people in the field.
There are practical solutions such as electric fences. The cost should not fall on the farmer or the
property owner. Footpaths that are frequently used by dog owners are often close to towns and
villages. More dog poo bins, and collection should be part of footpath maintenance.
In the same way that farmers are getting grants for wildlife areas on farms, there could be a
method of compensating them for having footpaths across their fields. The footpaths that cross
agricultural land require a balance of keeping walkers safe and protecting the farmers’ workplace,
livestock, and crops. The Countryside Code needs to be re-publicised and taught in schools. Where
fences are needed to separate livestock from walkers, or drainage modified to keep the ground
surface walkable, this should be carried out by the footpaths’ body/agency, rather than the farmer.
There are many footpaths that cross private property that is not farmed. Similarly, the burden of
fencing, drainage, crossings, should not fall upon the owner. Many farmers/landowners work well
with responsible walkers and their efforts should be recognised and rewarded Equally; it is
understandable when landowners are frustrated by irresponsible walkers which is why education is
key.
Footpaths that cross sensitive habitats such as curraghs, uplands, seashore with nesting birds,
need to be particularly well maintained and signposted. This should be done with the advice of the
Manx Wildlife Trust or Manx Ornithological Society.
Footpaths that are in proximity to cultural and archaeological resources should also be signposted
and routed to avoid harmful impacts. This should be done in cooperation with Manx National
Heritage and Culture Vannin.
The Future
Once the footpaths have been maintained to a good standard, then the footpaths corps could focus
on more extensive projects such as identifying routes along the footpaths that could be made
more accessible for people with different abilities. It would also be the appropriate time for
Government marketing to increase walking visitor numbers.
Establish a fund-raising arm to support the work of improving the footpaths by fundraising or
applying for grant or lottery monies for special projects. Like Friends of Manx National Heritage,
there could be a Friends of the Manx Footpaths.
The island is lucky to have a wealth of people who willingly volunteer their time and expertise for
all sorts of projects. I would suggest that the Footpaths corps tap into this resource to supplement
the work of paid staff. However, volunteer workers should be carefully phased into the effort. The
genius part of Beach Buddies is that it demands no commitment, equipment, or special skills from
volunteers. All volunteers need to do is spontaneously show up for an hour and a and a half and
pick litter. For footpath maintenance, it would be necessary to identify tasks that are
straightforward, not too hazardous, require little supervision and can be done in a finite time. If
you want to engage and keep volunteers for the long haul, they need to know they are achieving
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something in the limited time they have available and not feel burdened by unrealistic demands.
Volunteers could be drawn from people who work during the week, offenders who are required to
do community service, retirees, and corporate sponsored groups. Each of these would have their
own constraints and needs (times available and ability) and with varying levels of support needed
from paid employees. It would be wise to recognise that there is a lot of preparation to create a
successful volunteer arm to an organisation. Success will foster more support.
In conclusion, my comments are also from my viewpoint as a Manx person who is proud of and
appreciates what a gem we have under our feet. The footpaths are not just a product or a
commodity to be marketed for mass tourism. These ancient rights of way are our legacy and
anything we do should be with the 100-year plus view in mind. We are stewards for future
generations and should keep that in mind as we care for them.
Respectfully submitted,

Catriona Livingstone
[Contact Details Redacted]
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Annex 1
PHOTOGRAPHS AND MAPS SHOWING PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED IN THE LAST FEW WEEKS
October 30th
Reconnoitred (recced)a circular walk that included Cronk Sumark and Narradale up to the
Millenium Way and back through Ohio Plantation.
Problems encountered:
The path that avoids the steepest slope up to the summit of Cronk Sumark is so overgrown
it is almost impassable. We slid down the steep northern side rather than attempt to walk
back down the long way.
A group went up here during the IOM Walking Festival at the end of September and it was
not as overgrown.
I will not be bringing a group up here until the path has been cleared.

Cronk Sumark showing what should be the easiest route which is overgrown to the point of
being impassable.

Narradale route – 2nd photo shows the section of the track where the ruts are thigh high (or
deep).
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2nd November
Recce for a circular walk from Silverdale to Grenaby. The state of the footpaths was so bad
that the route had to be changed to avoid livestock, dangerous stiles, and blocked
entrances. Both routes share a similar problem though, which is that the only way to get
back to the path along the Silverburn is via the Ballamoda Straight. This busy, main road has
no pavements, and blind corners as you get down towards the Silverburn.

Proposed route, and shorter route.
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Track west of COLAS quarry near Cross 4 Ways – so churned up by vehicles the mud was
higher than the top of walking boots.

Footpath approaching Upper Billown. Cattle in 2 fields, ground surface of the ROW at the
edge of the field too muddy to walk on safely, barbed wire hedge leaving no way to jump
out of the way of cattle. The exit from the field was knee high mud as shown.
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On the other side of Upper Billown, a rickety crossing, followed by knee high water to jump
across.

This pile has been dumped where the footpath meets the lane.
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Here, the gate that gives access to the footpath from the road is blocked by an overgrown
hedge.

3rd November.
Recce for a circular walk that includes Sulby Claddagh.

Circular route – footpath from the Claddagh going up Sulby Valley is so overgrown you have
to use the lane that parallels it.
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5th November

This broken stream crossing was encountered on the shorter alternate walk recce’d on
November 2nd.
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November 11th

Sartfield parking area. This is on the Raad ny Foillan long distance footpath.
November 14th
This was a recce for a circular walk from Colby up to Scard and back.
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This is the state of the footpath where it crosses a lane that had been disturbed for
replacing a water line.

The footpath that would take you back down to Colby after you’ve walked past Earystane
Nature reserve is not fit to walk on, leaving only the option of walking back down the main
road (A27).
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Where the footpath takes you through a housing estate, the sign is broken and not visible.

November 18th

The D51 Ballacannell / Earystane closure. DOI just advertised a 6-month extension to the
temporary closure which was due to expire on November 27th. This follows the failed
attempt at a permanent closure. The diversion makes it necessary to use the stile below. On
the day I took these photos an elderly lady with a dog could not manage the stile or the
adjacent gate. There was another gate, across from the barriers, that could be opened, that
she was able to use.

354

November 20th
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This is the closed footpath and diversion next to Castle Rushen High school. Unfortunately,
the diversion doesn’t connect to the coastal footpath at the Scarlett Quarry end of Scarlett
Point. If you follow the PROW it takes you over to Pooylvaish end. People are walking down
the unofficial diversion to get to the coastal footpath.

December 1st

The footpath is flooded, despite multiple reports to DOI of the problem.
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The footpath sign is down. This is at a location where a footpath leaves a lane.
December 2nd
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These unwelcoming signs are posted at the junction of two footpaths and are a deterrent
for people who are considering whether to continue over towards Richmond Hill.
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APPENDIX 21: 28TH FEBRUARY 2022 SUBMISSION FROM CATRIONA
LIVINGSTONE, MANX WALKS
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SUPPLEMENTARY COMMENTS ON THE MANAGEMENT OF
FOOTPATHS AND GREEN LANES TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE
Experience of using the Island's footpaths
I doubt there is a footpath on the island that I haven't walked having
been exploring the island on foot since childhood. Now semi-retired, I
walk for pleasure averaging 5 - 7 miles a day and I take small groups on
walks as a business - Manx Walks.
The people who have gone on my walks range in age from 24 to 74 and
some bring their dogs. Their fitness levels vary, they range in height and
weight, and some have physical challenges such as knee or hip
replacements. Taking other people on walks has given me new insight
into the problems caused by badly maintained footpaths. Last year I also
led walks for Age Concern and their clients included people in their late
80's. Although their needs can be challenging, we are fortunate that there
are many accessible paths.
How lack of maintenance affects my business
It only affects my business in that I must spend more time double
checking routes but as I know the island's footpaths well, I can be flexible
in altering routes. I have a duty of care to the people who come out with
me. I walk each route and do a Risk Assessment before I lead a walk.
When I encounter obstacles that I deem a risk to peoples' safety I will
change the route. This would include things such as unfenced livestock
(cows) in a field with no exit route, or mud that is deeper than boots, or a
blocked gate or a broken stream crossing. Sometimes, I abandon a route
because I see that a stile is so high that it would be difficult for a person
with a hip or knee problem to safely use or for a dog to get over on their
own. I also avoid small kissing gates if I know there is a person who
wouldn't fit through them. If a route includes having to walk on a road
and there no pavements, corners, and tall hedges (nowhere to escape) I
would not want to use it. (Glen Mooar to Glen Wyllin) If the ground
surface is hazardous with broken chicken-wire and rotten boards on a
boardwalk, or slick steep surfaces with no steps or handrail, that would be
another hazard I would avoid. I don't avoid all risks but inform people
that we'll encounter them - for example, loose gravel, steep slopes,
stream crossings, and cliffs.
My thoughts on the creation of a single agency responsible for footpaths
Having heard the testimony of others I don't think this is the solution.
Don't reinvent the wheel but rather adjust the responsibilities to build on
the strengths of two existing departments and make sure that they work
effectively together to complement each other. The new CAG should be
an effective forum for making this happen. The important thing is that
whoever does the work focuses is on getting the basics right. Reactive
maintenance is expensive. A penny saved is a pound wasted. Keep the
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footpaths signposted, safe underfoot, well-drained, clear of vegetation,
with crossings, bridges, boardwalks, steps, gates, and stiles that most
people can use and separated from livestock and guard dogs.
In their testimony the officers distinguished between "Grey" and "Green"
rights of way, or urban and paved, versus rural and unpaved. Leave Grey
with DOI and assign Green to DEFA. I think this would reflect the different
cultures of the departments - DOI mentioned that they accepted that cuts
would be in the countryside, whereas DEFAs response to the situation of
having one Ranger for 25,000 acres was that he was supported by their
other workers out on the ground. I heard passion and a "can-do" attitude
from DEFA about their work in the countryside, whereas I get the
impression that DOI's interest is in the high-profile capital projects.
Several times it was mentioned that DOI and DEFA's long term strategies
needed time to mature. I'm not suggesting throwing them out; but just
handing maintenance of non-highway footpaths to DEFA. The creation
and expansion of the remit of CAG means you have one Access Group
representing many stakeholders and capable of overseeing delivery of
DOIs' Strategy to 2028 and DEFA's equivalent Landscape and Amenity
Strategy. The Report-a-Problem system used by DOI is effective and
could continue to be useful for reporting footpath problems to DEFA. As
CAG is updated about problems reported and work completed by both
DOI and DEFA it will provide a feedback loop about what progress is being
made on implementing the long-term strategies.
DOI
After listening to DOI and DEFA's testimony, I recognise the significance
of DOI being the holder of legislation protecting the public's rights of
access and how difficult, and unnecessary it would be to attempt to
unwind that. I think that DOI and the Footpaths Officer should continue
to: protect the public's rights of access; maintain the Definitive map; and
make the highways safer for walkers to use by improving existing
pavements and providing new ones. Leave it to DOI as the holder of
Rights-to-Access legislation to establish new PROW linking trails and
footpaths or improving the visitor experience on major routes like the
coastal footpath.
DOI has successfully created an accessible route from Douglas to Peel on
the Heritage Trail and I think they should continue to maintain and
expand this route around the island, including connecting it to Ramsey
along the old railway line.
DOI mentioned that some planning approvals had slipped by them with
the loss of public access. The ROW officer should be consulted on all
planning applications to see if they impact the public's right of access or
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to see if there is an opportunity to improve public access or protect views
of scenic areas.
DEFA
I think you should build on DEFA's successful project management record
and put them in charge of maintaining PROW that aren't on the highways.
I was impressed with DEFA's pragmatic and solution-oriented approach —
for example putting in the permissive path down from Cronk ny Arrey Laa
to the Sloc, recognizing cyclists want to use the route but avoiding
conflicts between users and damage to the ground. Their successful
project management approach, evidenced by the work completed in the
Glens by the Infrastructure Manager and his teams is appreciated by
walkers of all abilities. There are areas like Scarlett that could be made
similarly accessible with modest changes to improve the ground surface
and stiles.
It could be cost effective for DEFA to collaborate with interested Local
Authorities on maintenance of PROW heavily used by locals, especially for
dog walkers. Local fixes using local knowledge.
In-house or contract workers?
Using outside contractors has shortcomings as well as benefits. DOI
alluded to the difficulties of going through the procurement process.
Contracts need careful specification and monitoring of tasks. I agree that
it's difficult for businesses to invest in machinery and training if they don't
have certainty contracts will continue, but if these are skills and
equipment that are always going to be needed to maintain the footpaths
wouldn't it make more sense to invest in a team of in-house workers?
There are unique issues, working in remote areas in difficult terrain and it
takes time to acquire localized knowledge and specialized experience. If
you keep issuing a new contract every 5 to 7 years, aren't you paying
repeatedly to reinvent the wheel. Why would you keep paying different
outside contractors when you could develop that practical know-how inhouse?
I think it would be forward thinking for DEFA to develop and nurture skills
in house. Employ appropriately skilled manual workers such as joiners
and include an apprenticeship component because its good public policy
and ensures the skills needed for the future are in place. DEFA should be
allowed to develop a knowledgeable and committed workforce and then
give them the autonomy to get the job done. If need be, ring fence the
workers from other demands. The PROW are the original transportation
network, and if the active travel strategy succeeds could be a
complementary network to the highways.
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On volunteers
I agree with the comments made by DOI and DEFA about the both the
strengths and limitations of using volunteers. I think the essential work of
maintaining the footpaths should be paid employees. Education and the
need to foster a new generation of educated and responsible visitors to
the countryside is something that is well suited to volunteers.
I hope Bill Dale will be asked to revive Footpath Friends and emulate the
success he's had both in galvanising people to keep the beaches clean
and in getting the support of corporate and club sponsors. There is a
huge role for volunteers to fill in keeping the footpaths free of litter and
dog poo, educating the public about the Countryside Code, holding
community events to instil pride and support for the Island's network of
footpaths and raising funds for interpretive signs and acquisition of new
paths. Educated and responsible users are the eyes and ears on the
ground reporting problems. It would be great if they could get corporate
or club sponsorship to maintain sections of the Heritage Trail.
Other thoughts - What's Important
Permissive paths on private property. It's good to hear that there is an
interdepartmental signage initiative, and that people will know when you
on public land. I think it should also be made clear when you're on a ROW
that is permissive on privately owned land. I don't think farmers and
landowners should bear the cost of maintaining safe access - they should
not have to pay for stiles, kissing gates, stream crossings and fences to
separate livestock from walkers. I would like CAG to look at how to make
it easier for walkers to know who to call if they see a problem with
livestock - like a sheep turned on its back, or loose cows.
VISIT IOM - I'm glad they recognise how important high quality is. To my
mind we need to be sure that the existing network is fit for purpose
before embarking on more ambitious schemes. If they are successful in
increasing visitor walkers by up to 65,000 a year, I hope they are going
to provide more toilets and bins along heavily used routes. I agree that
accessibility could be improved and with the Honeypot approach of
directing visitor traffic to areas where environmental impact will be
minimised. There is a dearth of amenities along the premier routes and
perhaps they could cut through red tape and make some sites available
so that entrepreneurs like the Peel Kiosk and the Shed at Dhoon and
Maxey or little mobile units could operate coffee and snacks in the
summer and on weekends. Providing a View, with a loo and a place where
you can get coffee and a snack is something VISIT TOM could support for
visitors who walk but are not serious walkers. Bus stops and bus service
to remote areas would help visitors too.

4
364

Three most important things?
The important thing is that whoever is responsible for maintenance of the
footpaths needs to employ skilled manual workers like joiners and then
give them the autonomy to get the job done. Focus on getting the basics
right and the footpaths in good condition before you introduce thousands
more walkers. Reactive maintenance is expensive. A penny saved is a
pound wasted. Keep the footpaths signposted, safe underfoot, welldrained, clear of vegetation, with crossings, bridges, boardwalks, steps,
gates, and stiles that most people can use and separated from livestock
and guard dogs.
Respectfully submitted,
[Contact Details Redacted]
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APPENDIX 22: 22ND DECEMBER 2022 SUBMISSION FROM DAVID LEISERACH,
MANX FOOTPATHS CONSERVATION
GROUP
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[Contact Details
Redacted]
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[Signature Redacted]
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