
Rights of Way Stakeholder Meeting 

Thursday 10 March 2016 

 

Item 1 - Introduction 

Item 2 - Planning for Deregulation 

• Discussion around forthcoming changes. PINS are aware of the process 
and confirmed to be looking at revising the guidance booklet (either as a 
separate booklet or incorporated into the current one).  A member of staff 
has been dedicated to look at our procedures and guidance.  

• Current booklet considered excellent.  Would like the tone of any future 
amended booklet to be the same. 

• Right to apply provisions - PINS does not anticipate a bulge in new 
casework expecting a slower feed in – PINS confirmed that Orders will be 
dealt with as they come in.  Currently working to a 1st July date for the 
introduction of new casework. 

UPDATE: This has still not been confirmed.  

 

Item 3 – Lack of Communication – revisions to guidance  

• Advice change notification. Concern expressed about how changes to 
advice and guidance can be fed back to users and stakeholders.   

 offered to act as a distributer (email notification would suffice). 
Notifying IPROW was also mentioned.   could also mention changes 
at RWRC & ADEPT meetings. 

• Major changes are shown under ‘Publications’ on the main Planning 
Inspectorate page. 

• AK unhappy that Inspector knowledge from inquiries etc., is not feeding 
through to amend the guidance i.e. where a party informs the Inspector 
that an advice note or a section of the Consistency guidelines is 
considered to be wrong. 
 

ACTION: Further thought would be given to whether we could do more to 
address this. 
UPDATE: This is still under consideration. 
 
 

Item 4 – Updating and improving published guidance 

• The Consistency Guidelines and some of the Advice Notes were considered 
to be out of date, and what PINS was going to do to keep them up to date 



in future.  Explained that the future of the Consistency Guidelines was 
being considered, it may be archived and only updated for Inspectors in 
future in line with current government policy.  

• The general view was that Inspector’s guidance should be kept in the 
public domain. 

• Stakeholders expressed an interest in contributing to the process of 
keeping the consistency guidance up to date (as they had previously) 
(seminars).   

ACTION: JG agreed to take this away for consideration 
UPDATE: Have discussed with GM and Director, discussions still ongoing.  In 
addition we have asked for a note to be put on the Consistency Guidelines 
webpage to make it clear that some parts of the guidelines are not up to date.   
 

Item 5 – GOV.UK – searching for documents 

• It was explained that we have no control over how things look on GOV.UK 
or how documents are linked to the relevant pages.     

• It was recognized that there is no search facility at all to look for RoW 
cases on the web page as there was previously.  In future all PINS 
decisions will be available on the Appeals Casework Portal database (ACP) 
where it will be possible to do a search on decisions.  

• If there was something wrong with a page, or you are unhappy about how 
or what documents are linked, you need to use the link on the bottom of 
each page on GOV.UK, “Is there anything wrong with this page?”.  

 
 
Item 6 – Training of new Inspectors 

• PINS confirmed that there were no plans to recruit specialist (RoW) 
Inspectors in future. JG advised that we would be looking to train 12 Band 
1 Inspectors in Nov/Dec.  Disappointment was voiced about PINS not 
recruiting specialist Inspectors. 

• Stakeholders would like to be invited to Inspector training to give short 
presentations like they used to.  Especially given that new Inspectors may 
not always have rights of way background1.   

• AK expressed concern that Inspectors need more training 
understanding/interpreting multifaceted evidence.  What weight to give a 
piece of evidence in the light of all the other evidence, in his view some 
experienced ROWIS are still getting it wrong. 
In response to comment that all concerns about a decision should be fed 
through Customer Quality (formerly Quality Assurance) it became clear 
that the Stakeholders have no faith in the complaints process and so do 
not bother with it anymore2.   



ACTION: 1Consideration would be given to the request at the point the training 
programme is developed.  

ACTION: 2JG agreed to feed this back to  - Inspector Manager and 
the Customer Quality team.  
UPDATE: To overcome stakeholders concerns about CQ we are considering 
undertaking a post decision customer survey so parties would get the 
opportunity to give the RoW team feedback rather than CQ. 
 

Item 7 – Procedural rules and written reps 

 
• AK – better guidance would lead to more people accepting the written 

reps. 
• It was noted that a party may ask for a certain procedure on the basis of 

the appointed Inspector (due to lack of confidence in the Inspector). 
• AK expressed concern about handling of late evidence.  Are rules up for 

review? PINS – no comment, this is a matter for Defra.   
• AK indicated that it would help if OMA statements of reasons could be 

circulated at the outset of a case.  Paper handling, quality of papers 
submitted, skeleton of issues. He noted that this was something not 
governed by the Rules and that PINS could add to the OMA Checklist.   

ACTION: Revision of OMA checklist: statement of reasons, initial bundle of docs 
to be of a good quality, PDF if possible. 
UPDATE: Currently being considered. 
 
 
 
Item 8 – Electronic submission of documents 

PINS confirmed it accepted the e-submission of documents.  

ACTION: RoW booklet to be updated to cover this in line with planning. 
UPDATE:  Still to be actioned 

 
 

Item 9 – Late submission of documents  

• Concern expressed about how PINS deals with persistent offenders 
regarding the submission of late evidence.  
 

ACTION:  JG agreed we would look at this and see if there was any action we 
could take. 
UPDATE: Will we monitor for 3 months to see if any action is necessary. 



Item 10 – Non-statutory inquiry 

• They were introduced following the Defra’s change of policy on Schedule 
14 appeals, see letter of 13 February 2014, this is therefore a matter for 
them. 

• The view was expressed that they could be useful where there was a 
delay between when the application was submitted to the OMA and when 
the appeal was being considered, as circumstances could have changed. 
Items 11 – 14 - Documentary evidence  

• AK concerned that Inspectors are re-writing history by the way they 
interpret evidence in their decisions.  

• MW noted that the judge in the Andrews case summed up the background 
of horse users and walkers really well – this should be included in the 
Consistency Guidelines.  

ACTION:  AO agreed that this should be given due consideration. 

ACTION: JG agreed we need to look at how we extract knowledge from 
Inspectors and how that knowledge can be shared. 
UPDATE: To be discussed at Inspectors next sub group meeting. 

 

Any Other Business 

• All would like to see more hearings if they are run by Inspectors with good 
interpersonal skills. 

• Inspectors are not always stopping people from making evidential points 
during site visits. 

• Site visits work best when they are properly led by an Inspector. 
• Discussed future meetings, they would like them to be like we held before 

where council officers are invited etc. 
  

ACTION: JG agreed to consider the possibility of having annual meetings.   
UPDATE: An annual meeting will be held and we will be in contact later in the 
year.  It is proposed that a representative from Customer Quality attends the 
next meeting to address concerns expressed under item 6.  Feedback given to 
GM who agreed to consider whether additional training for Inspectors is 
required.  
 

 




