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1. Consultation survey - overview 
 
This section contains a summary of the survey results. 
 
In total, 379 responses were received online and via hardcopy.  Seven individual ‘narrative’ 
responses were also submitted in writing.  (386 responses in total.)   
 
Consultation meetings were proactively held with key groups and in response to requests from 
other interested parties.  Specifically, meetings were held with representatives from Lewes and 
Wealden district councils, Chailey Common stakeholders, the East Sussex Seniors Association, 
the South Downs Society and the East Sussex and South Downs Local Access Forums. 
 
1a. Survey findings  
 
For ease of reading, these findings follow the order of the questions in the survey - which is 
included as Background document 2. A transcript of the written comments that were provided is 
included as Background document 1 and a list of stakeholders that took part as Background 
doucument 3. 
 
In the survey, we asked the public to give us their views on how the draft strategy proposed: 
 

i. The needs for public rights of way and countryside sites 
ii. Our vision for the service 
iii. The four strategic outcomes prioritising future spend  
iv. Our methods for meeting these four strategic outcomes 

 
We also asked about: 
 

v. Previous engagement in the Countryside Access Strategy  
vi. Use of Rights of Way and Countryside Sites 
vii. Interest in taking on sites from groups responding to the survey 

 
Survey responses are summarised below.  (Note: Where ‘don’t know’ and ‘not answered’ 
responses are not included, this is due to a very low response rate in those categories.) 

 
i. The need for public rights of way and countryside sites 
 
We asked respondents how strongly they agreed with the three needs defined in the draft 
strategy in terms of what people need from public rights of way and countryside sites.   
 
The strategy sets out three needs: 
 

Health & wellbeing “Regular activity and interaction with nature to maintain a healthy 
lifestyle and promote physical and mental health, either through group or individual 
activity.” 

 
Strongly agree - 72%  
Agree -  23%  
Neither agree nor disagree – 3% 
Disagree – 1% 
Strongly disagree – 0% 
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Conservation  “Land managed to sustain and enhance wildlife and biodiversity in East 
Sussex.” 

 
Strongly agree - 71%   
Agree - 25%  

  Neither agree nor disagree – 2% 
Disagree – 0% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 

 
Sustainable economy  “Information on the public rights of way and countryside sites to 
enable local businesses to plan and complete the East Sussex visitor offer.” 

 
Strongly agree - 34% 
Agree - 35%  
Neither agree nor disagree- 23% 
Disagree – 5% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 
 

ii. Our vision for the service 
 
The following is the draft strategy’s ‘vision statement:’ 
 

“To ensure that our public rights of way and countryside sites are accessible, maintained 
enhanced and promoted; meeting and delivering the needs of our residents and visitors 
in the most efficient, affordable and effective manner.” 

 
The survey asked respondents how strongly they agreed that the strategy’s vision reflected how 
public rights of way and countryside sites should be managed in the future. 

 
Strongly agree – 49%   
Agree – 37%  
Neither agree nor disagree – 9%  
Disagree – 3%  
Strongly disagree – 2% 

 
iii. The four strategic outcomes prioritising future spend  
 
The draft strategy sets out four strategic outcomes which will be used to prioritse our work.  
These four outcomes will underpin our plans to realise the vision and help to meet the three 
core needs of Health and Wellbeing, Conservation and Sustainable Economy. 
 
We asked respondents how strongly they agreed with the four priorities within the strategy. 
 

Safety “Enable residents and visitors to safely use our public rights of way and 
countryside sites.” 

 
Strongly agree – 48%.  
Agree – 41%  
Neither agree nor disagree – 8%  
Disagree 3%   
Strongly disagree – 0.3% 
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Rights “Enable and support landowners, stakeholders and residents to exercise their 
rights and fulfil their responsibilities.” 

 
Strongly agree – 51% 
Agree – 39% 
Neither agree nor disagree – 7%  
Disagree – 1% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 

 
Optimum “Achieve the optimal management of our public rights of way and countryside 
sites for the benefit of residents, visitors and wildlife.”  

 
Strongly agree – 49% 
Agree – 35% 
Neither agree nor disagree – 9% 
Disagree – 1% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 

 
Community “Enhance local communities through engagement with our public rights of 
way and countryside sites.”  

 
Strongly agree – 47% 
Agree – 39% 
Neither agree nor disagree – 10% 
Disagree -  1% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 

 
iv. Our methods for meeting the four strategic outcomes 
 
The strategy gave some broad information about how ESCC intends to manage public rights of 
way and countryside sites in the future.  Consultation responses are summarised below.   
 

Public Rights of Way  The strategy proposes that public rights of way will continue to be 
managed in-house, with some specific operational changes being recommended.  
 
We asked respondents how strongly they agreed with that proposal: 

 
Strongly agree - 51%  
Agree -  29%  
Neither agree nor disagree – 13% 
Disagree – 3% 
Strongly disagree – 1% 
Don’t know – 2%   
 

Therefore, in summary, 80% of respondents agreed with the decision for the 
management of rights of way to remain in house.  6% disagree.   

 
Countryside sites The strategy proposes that countryside sites should change, with 
sites being passed to other organisations who are more experienced in community 
engagement, consdervation and visitor experience to improve what the sites have to 
offer.   

  
We asked respondents how strongly they agreed with that proposal: 
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Strongly agree – 23%.   
Agree - 33%.  
Neither agree nor disagree – 22%  
Disagree – 8%.  
Strongly disagree – 8%  
Don’t know – 5% 

 
Therefore, in summary, 56% of respondents agree with the decision for the management 
of countryside sites to change.  16% disagree with the proposal.   

 
Significantly, 27% of correspondents ‘neither agree nor disagree’ or ‘don’t know.’  This tallies 
with a consistent message from narrative comments (see below) that more detail is needed 
before a decision can be made in this case. 
 
v. Previous engagement 
 
We asked respondents if they had replied to the previous consultation.  17% of individuals were 
involved in the previous survey, with 65% not being previously involved. 
 
vi. Use of Rights of Way and Countryside Sites 
 
In the survey, we asked stakeholders to tell us how actively involved they were with the County 
Council’s countryside sites and RoW.  
 
In order of ‘popularity’ the percentage of respondents using sites or RoW is as follows: 
 

Walking – public rights of way   87% 
Seven Sisters Country Park   55% 
Cuckoo Trail      48% 
Cycling – public rights of way   34% 
Ditchling Common Country Park   20% 
Camber Sand Dunes/Johnson’s Field  20% 
Ouse Estuary Nature Reserve   19% 
Forest Way Country Park    18% 
Chailey Common Local Nature Reserve  18% 
Weir Wood Local Nature Reserve   14% 
Horse riding – public rights of way  13% 
Shinewater Park      10% 
Other* (see below)     9% 
Riverside Park     4% 
None       3% 
Carriage-driving - public rights of way  2% 
Off-road driving (4x4) – public rights of way 2% 
Motorcycling – public rights of way  1% 

 
*Other sites and RoW that respondents were involved in included: Ashdown Forest, Combe 
Valley, properties of the Woodland Trust, Kiln Wood, Rye Harbour, Winchelsea Beach, Lewes 
Railway Nature Reserve, Battle Great Woods, Seaford Head, Lewes Old Racecourse, Abbot’s 
Wood, Arlington Reservoir, Malling Down and the South Downs Way.  
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Other uses mentioned by respondents included: landowner and farming interests, reporting of 
RoW problems, RoW volunteering, off-road running, the writing of walking books, birdwatching, 
photography and the rescue of injured wildlife. 
 
 
vii. Responses on behalf of groups interested in site management  
 
17% of responses were made on behalf of an organisation, group or business (51 respondents 
in total.) 
 
Around 35% of respondents stated that they were interested in taking on the management of 
countryside sites (18 respondents in total.) 
 
Amongst these were: 
 

 Ditchling Parish Council, who expressed an interest in Ditchling Common Country 
Park 

 The South Downs National Park Authority 

 East Dean Parish and Mayfield & Five Ashes Parish Councils 

 Rights of Way Volunteers, Robertsbridge 

 Members of Friends of Weir Wood 

 5 private individuals, who stated varying interests in countryside sites 
 
Of those organisations who responded, 6% were public sector, 4% private sector, 6% voluntary 
organisation or group and 1% an association or society.  (81% of organisations did not answer 
this question.)  
 
 
1b. Common themes from narrative comments  
 
The survey also included a free text ‘narrative’ section, where respondents could provide 
additional comments on the strategy and consultation.  A summary of responses is detailed 
below. 
 
i. Public rights of way  
 

197 respondents provided further comments about RoW, the main issues they raised were: 
 

 In-house management seems most appropriate for RoW.  This is generally supported. 
 

 Increased enforcement and landowner liaison is needed.  More consideration of 
landowners (particularly farming) should be given when carrying out RoW work. 
 

 Improved coordination is needed between various partners, especially parishes and 
volunteer groups. 

 

 Greater responsibility should be passed on to landowners and parishes, in terms of RoW 
maintenance.  

 

 More should be done to explore and make the most of external funding opportunities – 
for example, section 106 agreements. 
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 Wider community engagement to manage RoW, including volunteers, organisations and 
parish councils should be sought. 
 
 

 
ii. Countryside sites 
 

82 respondents provided comments regarding countryside sites.  (See Background document 
1) 
 
The top issues respondents raised were: 
 

 Countryside sites should remain under ESCC management to ensure the sites are 
protected and appropriately managed.  
 

 There was general support for the Cuckoo Trail and Forest Way remaining in-house. 
 

 Any change of organisation must have the appropriate skills to manage complex sites in 
their best interests.  Conditions must be in place to ensure the future protection of the 
sites.   
 

 ESCC needs a mechanism in place to ensure that sites are kept in a good condition after 
handover.  Would ESCC take sites back if that new organisation failed? 

 

 Public access on sites must not be affected and appropriate safeguards should be 
established to ensure future protection and avoid commercialisation. 
 

 Sites are already managed at a low cost.  Can it be demonstrated that hand-over will 
save money whilst improving condition?  There are no statements about maintaining site 
quality after handover. 
 

 Sites other than Seven Sisters (which is the main focus for a new organisation) may 
suffer in the long run, as they are not ‘money-making’. 

 

 The handover of sites would result in ESCC losing control of their future. 
 

 The benefits of site handover should be clearer demonstrated before being allowed to 
take place. 

 

 There is insufficient reference to protecting ecology and wildlife. 
 

 

iii. Other general comments in relation to the survey and strategy  
 
There were 22 comments from respondents (6% of total responses) who, in summary, felt the 
survey was difficult to understand.    
 
Some felt that more specific detail was needed to be able to assess the impact of ESCC’s 
proposals.    
 
One respondent mentioned that the survey also makes no reference to the Government’s 
recently published ‘Cycling and Walking Strategy.’ 
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Several respondents commented that the strategy should contain more information about future 
funding of the service. 
 
 
 
 

1c. Site-specific responses   
 
The following is a summary of comments in relation to specific sites: 
 
I. Camber Sand Dunes/Johnson’s Field 

   
Rother District Council (RDC) is happy with the current management and condition of the 
sites.  RDC would need to be closely involved in any ‘handover’ of the sites and wishes 
to enter into more detail discussions if this is progressed.   
 
No other detailed comments regarding Camber Sand Dunes/Johnson’s Field were 
received. 

 
II. Chailey Common Local Nature Reserve 

 
Lewes District Council (LDC) is happy with the current management and condition of the 
site.  LDC cannot give any additional financial support and also has the final word on 
management due to the Scheme of Regulation for the site.  Therefore, LDC would need 
to be closely involved in any ‘handover’ of the site. 
 
Natural England (NE) mentioned that they had appreciated working with ESCC.  Their 
view was that, if site management is to change, then expertise in heathland management 
is essential (including grazing.)  Ideally, a local solution, with local farmers/commoners 
providing the stock, would be sought. 
 
Site stakeholders   
 
A consultation meeting was held with various landowners, Chailey Parish Council and 
Commons Society representatives, who made the following key statements: 
 

 The meeting did not want to see any change to site management, as it was currently 
working well. 
 

 The survey and strategy is too generic to be able to assess how the proposals would 
affect the site.  It does not demonstrate how money would be saved or services 
improved. 
 

 The HLS agreement ends in 2021.  How would the ‘handover’ take account of that?  Who 
would be the holder of this agreement post-handover?  
 

 Chailey is a unique site, larger and more complex than others and should be left out of 
the strategy proposals.  Any new organisation would, unlike other sites, need to work to 
coordinate various landowners, as well as ecological management. 
 

 Responsibility for future maintenance of the fencing needs to be taken into account. 
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 ESCC moving away from the site would reduce overall staff capacity if another 
organisation took over.  (ESCC’s staff are not funded by the HLS scheme, they are 
funded from central Council budgets.) 
 

 Who would monitor the site after handover?  Would ESCC take it back if things 
deteriorated?  What safeguards will be in place to prevent this happening?  
 

 What would happen if the four landowners disagreed about site management?   
 

 Everyone connected with the Common is against any commercial development. 
 

Key survey comments about Chailey Common LNR:  
 

 The site receives grant funding from Natural England and therefore currently ‘pays its 
way’ 
 

 ESCC is best placed to negotiate future funding rather than any charitable or similar 
enterprise. 
 

 As a SSSI site, the experience and knowledge base of the team at ESCC is essential to 
the successful management of the site. 

 

 Considerable volunteer effort is made by residents to support ESCC staff on the site 
which is proving a successful strategy in its management.  This should be further 
promoted by ESCC. 

 

 The Commons have improved enormously thanks to ESCC’s work and the grazing 
scheme.  It is disappointing that this might change.   

 

 A local farmer is heavily involved in the maintenance of the site and is keen to continue 
providing grazing services and stock. 

 

 Further funding should be sought from Lewes District Council to support management of 
the site. 

 

 The management of the area has been successful, so should remain under ESCC 
management. 

 

 Respondents expressed concern about the benefits of outsourcing the management of 
Chailey, that is, whether this would be cost effective and in the best interests of the site. 
It would be essential that an organisation with the relevant experience is chosen who can 
continue with the complex site management to meet the conservation needs of the 
heathland. 
 

iii. Ditchling Common Country Park  

 
Ditchling Parish Council agreed with proposals to handover sites.  In this scenario, they 
would also be interested in exploring the possibility of managing the site. 

 
Key survey comments about Ditchling Common Country Park: 
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 The site is currently managed successfully with rangers and voluntary groups and should 
stay under the management of ESCC 
 

 The site would benefit from improved management from an alternative organisation. 
However, ESCC needs to ensure that any other organisations would improve the current 
site conditions. 
 

iv. Ouse Estuary Nature Reserve  
 

Key survey comments about Ouse Estuary Nature Reserve: 
 

 Considered an already successful site within a regeneration area and should remain 
under ESCC management.   

 
v. Riverside Park  
 

Key survey comments about Riverside Park: 
 

 Greater involvement from Newhaven Town Council should be sought, as well as 
additional funding. 
 

 To manage the site, closer working with ‘Friends of Riverside Park’ should be developed. 
 
vi. Seven Sisters Country Park (SSCP) 

 
The East Sussex Local Access Forum (ESLAF) stated: Seven Sisters Country Park is an 
iconic and highly sensitive site.  It is an emblem of the county, very important for tourism with 
good income potential. 
 
ESLAF recommends that consideration should be given to conveying this site to either the 
South Downs National Park Authority or the National Trust (who already own a good 
proportion of the land). It was strongly felt that only these two public bodies were suited to 
take over this key site. 
 
The South Downs Local Access Forum (SDLAF) stated that ‘any proposals to dispose of, or 
lose control of SSCP and Cuckmere Haven would be unacceptable.  This is an asset of 
national importance…the on-going situation regarding sea ingress would make any disposal 
on this site problematic.’ 
 
Key survey comments in relation to SSCP: 

 

 Should remain under ESCC management as with appropriate investment the site has 
excellent revenue potential for the council 
 

 If the managing authority should change, the South Downs National Park Authority or 
National Trust might be suitable organisations to manage the site. 
 

 Visitor centre volunteers stated that under ESCC, SSCP has received a considerable 
amount of new funding. Any organisation taking over its future management must 
continue the “outstanding” work done since coming into the County's domain. 
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 ESCC should be making the best of the site itself – especially in terms of easily realised 
income opportunities. 
 

The South Downs Society commented that “the SDNPA may be an appropriate owner/manager 
for Seven Sisters Country Park.” 
 
 

 
vii. Shinewater Park  
 
Eastbourne Borough Council does not have the resources to commit to managing additional 
land.  The Borough Council is already committed to developing Eastbourne (Shinewater) Park 
as a conservation and tourist venue and this will fully occupy the current and planned resource 
allocation. 
 

Key survey comments in relation to Shinewater Park: 
 

 As a key educational site, any change in its management needs to have strict covenants 
to ensure its future. 
 

 A partner should be encouraged to develop appropriately scaled public facilities such as 
toilets, café or visitor centre.  This will add to public amenity and could increase longer 
term financial viability for the partner. 
 

 One respondent was ‘totally opposed’ to the handover of the site. 
 

viii. Weir Wood Local Nature Reserve  
 

Key survey comments in relation to Weir Wood LNR: 
 

 The present arrangements work well and should not be changed. 
 

 If the ‘Friends of Weir Wood’ had not agreed to manage the site, it would have been lost 
as an amenity and conservation site for the local community. 

 

 The site is currently managed by volunteers, with assistance from ESCC Rangers. This 
small volunteer group cannot manage this site unaided, when it is owned by a private 
company who are not able to give them full support.  

 

 Several comments supported continued ESCC involvement to avoid the risk of the site 
being lost to the community (unless suitable contractors can be found who can commit 
long-term and maintain pressure on Southern Water to keep this as a conservation site.) 
 

 The ‘Friends’ are not likely to be in a position to take on the site.  A ‘not-for-profit’ 
organisation may be supported by the Friends if it can take on ESCC’s role. 
 

ix. Cuckoo Trail and Forest Way 
 
The survey and narrative responses demonstrated general support for the Cuckoo Trail and 
Forest Way remaining in-house 

 
1d.General comments from Local Authorities and key stakeholders 
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The following is a summary of narrative comments received from local authorities.  All 
responses were made at officer level, unless otherwise specified. 
 
i. Eastbourne Borough Council (EBC)  
 

EBC’s response strongly agrees with in-house RoW management but ‘doesn’t know’ 
regarding sites being passed to another organisation.     

 
EBC stated that “some of the countryside sites might be unsustainable if handed to 
charitable or voluntary organisations.  They require income/funding for their work and 
some sites will present little opportunity to make money.  If public money is available 
initially to support these sites there is no guarantee that this funding will not be reduced 
or cut entirely in the future. What happens if the new managing organisation fails?   
 
Many voluntary organisations rely on free labour which is often notable for the large 
proportion of highly skilled but older people.  It can be difficult to get younger participants.  
There may be a risk that the numbers of new recruits will not keep pace with the loss of 
older skilled volunteers.” 

 
ii. Lewes District Council (LDC)  
 

LDC’s response agrees with in-house RoW management and does not agree or disagree 
with sites being passed to another organisation.   
 
LDC stated that “ESCC has a successful track record of environmental improvement and 
biodiversity gain on its Countryside Sites. Therefore any organisation taking on the 
responsibility of a Countryside Site should have a proven track record of managing and 
restoring important wildlife habitats, especially where sites have a statutory designation 
e.g. Site of Special Scientific Interest or Local Wildlife Site. They should also be able to 
ensure the long term funding of agreed ecological management plans.” 
 
LDC also suggested that, on the panel that makes the final decision on who manages the 
Countryside Sites, “there should be an independent member from a leading conservation 
organisation.” 
 
According to LDC, “community Engagement should be an integral part of managing the 
Countryside Sites” and “it is of upmost importance that Countryside Sites are not 
managed in isolation but as part of a wider living landscape and ecological unit. Any new 
manager should be prepared to look beyond the boundary of the site to work in 
partnership with other likeminded organisations and stakeholders.  
 
LDC is not interested in taking on any of ESCC’s countryside sites. 

 
iii. Rother District Council (RDC)  
 

The survey was not completed by RDC.  However, they did state that, “RDC would be 
interested in having further discussions with ESCC over the management and ownership 
of its landholdings in Camber; as these have a bearing both on our day-to-day operations 
there, and our longer-term aspirations for Camber as expressed in the Supplementary 
Planning Document that was adopted in May 2015.” 

 
iv. South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA)   
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The SDNPA’s response strongly agrees with in-house RoW management and agrees 
with sites being passed to another organisation.   The SDNPA is interested in taking on 
sites.  
  
The SDNPA is “glad to hear that management and maintenance of PRoW is being kept 
in-house. However, the draft Strategy gives no indication of the resources that will 
available to the PRoW team to undertake this work.  This is of concern as we are aware 
from information supplied to us (by you) that there is a backlog of asset repair work to be 
carried out.  We urge ESCC to put in place measures to ensure that PRoWs are 
adequately funded and that the quality of the access network does not suffer as a result 
of changes to the service.” 
 
The SDNPA “agrees that more should be made of volunteers – in particular training 
people to be path wardens. The South Downs Volunteer Ranger Service is already 
working with ESCC and coordinates a number of volunteer tasks on rights of way, 
particularly during the summer months. We would be keen to develop this aspect of our 
work further as it has always been a very popular aspect of the work of the VRS and we 
would want to do it in a way where there is some input from ESCC to help enhance the 
volunteer experience. There could be a dedicated group of the VRS which would become 
one of the volunteer groups which take responsibility for a parish or parishes through 
ESCC co-ordination.”  
 
The SDNPA is also concerned that income generating diversion work may be prioritised 
over other statutory RoW work.   
 
The SDNPA agrees that a variety of groups/organisations could be appropriate to take 
on management of CMS.  However, the SDNPA would like to encourage ESCC to 
ensure that any potential handover will ensure that the sites are managed at least as well 
as now. 

 
v. Wealden District Council (WDC)  
 

WDC’s survey response strongly agreed with in-house RoW management, but strongly 
disagreed with sites being passed to another organisation.   

 
WDC is very happy with the current arrangement of working with ESCC – in particular, in 
relation to the countryside team’s expertise, skills and commitment to their work.   
 
More specifically, their view was that ‘outsourcing’ would not save money and would 
simply transfer costs to management of a contract/service.  WDC was also of the view 
that outsourcing would not be suitable for countryside site work. 
 
Due to this, WDC’s view is that ESCC would be failing both the public and other 
stakeholders if current arrangements changed. 
 
However, the WDC felt that it might be beneficial for another organisation to take over 
volunteer work at ESCC. 
 
WDC also proposed that, if ESCC keeps countryside services in-house, there might   be 
potential for both authorities to combine sites/resources.  For example, WDC and ESCC 
could jointly manage:  Cuckoo Trail, Diplocks Wood (Polegate), Monken Pyn and 
Wilmington Common, SANGS Crowborough 70 acres, SANGS Uckfield 70 acres. 
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vi. Parish Councils:   
 
The following local councils provided narrative responses: 
 

 Uckfield Town Council strongly agrees that Rights of Way should remain in-house.   
 

 Withyham Parish Council supports the vision statement and RoW remaining in-house.  
As the Forest Way is remaining in house, they are not affected by the site proposals.  
However, they felt that the issues of funding and diminishing resources were not 
addressed by the strategy; in particular, enforcement work needs more support. 

 

 East Dean and Friston RoW Committee stated, ‘without further detail, it is difficult to see 
if the stated management proposals will achieve the outcomes.’   

 

 South Heighton Parish Council proposed that parish councils should be consulted to see 
if they would take on RoW management. 

 

 Mayfield Parish stated that they were interested in taking on sites. 
 

 Newick Parish Council asked for more information as to how the new plan will be funded.  
Would other organisations taking on sites also require ESCC funding for site 
management?   

 

 Fletching Parish Council is concerned that responsibilities might be passed to parishes 
without adequate funding. 

 
The following is a summary of responses from other key stakeholders. 
 
vii. East Sussex Local Access Forum (ESLAF)  
 

ESCC’s vision is welcomed and strongly supported by the ESLAF.  
 
Rights of Way Management: The proposal to keep this 'in house' is welcomed. The 
current team is highly skilled, knowledgeable and very efficient and best placed to 
continue this work. Any proposal to contract out either maintenance or management of 
RoW should be rejected.  The ESLAF strongly questioned the statement in the 
consultation that ‘98% of RoW are open and easy to use.’  The ESLAF wished this to be 
clarified, as the 98% figure is based on ESCC’s definition of ‘unavailable paths,’ which 
are subject to permanent fundamental obstruction.  However, on a seasonal basis, many 
other routes may be obstructed or difficult to use (e.g. due to temporary cropping, 
obstruction or maintenance issues.) 
 
Countryside Sites:  Retaining the Forest Way Country Park and Cuckoo Trail is to be 
welcomed but there are serious concerns about how the other sites might be passed on. 
 
Only the SDNPA or NT are suitable (in the ESLAF’s opinion) to take on Seven Sisters 
Country Park (see comments under that section above.) 

 
If other organisations can be found to take on the remaining sites they should only do so 
with the following caveats: 
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      - Disposal is only to suitable organisations with appropriate expertise. 
 

- They are leased only to charities, trusts, public bodies and not into private 
ownership. No freehold of these sites should be sold unless to another local 
authority. 
 

- They are maintained and provide facilities at or above present levels including 
augmentation of rights of way where this would better suit modern day usage. 
 

- Current rights of access, including open access, are retained. The access 
arrangements the public currently enjoy on these sites, whether statutory or 
voluntary, should be maintained and preferably enhanced by including appropriate 
covenants in any contract., 
 

- Any capital raised as a result of any 'sell off' should be 'ring fenced' to fund RoW 
improvements although it is difficult to see whether any proposed disposal would 
raise significant sums. 
 

Rights of Way Diversion Fees: This is welcomed as a means of increasing income as 
long as user benefit is not lost in the seeking of profit.  
 
Volunteering: There is a potentially large and growing free resource to be tapped in 
volunteers. Feedback suggests that ESCC has difficulties and a variable approach to 
working with volunteers - this needs to be urgently investigated and resolved. 
 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan (RoWIP): User groups are surprised that there is no 
mention of ESCC's RoWIP 2007-2017 in the strategy. It should not be sidelined but 
referred to and supported within the new Countryside Access Strategy. 

 
viii. South Downs Local Access Forum (SDLAF)  
 

SDLAF understands the need for ESCC to maximise its income and reduce costs in the 
current very difficult financial environment.  SDLAF agreed with the concept of making 
more and better use of the countryside assets, and were supportive of any plans to 
increase income from rental of underused or under-priced facilities. This could be 
through rental or franchising. 
 
SDLAF were concerned about the concept of disposing of assets for several reasons, 
particularly because of the loss of control of sensitive areas, and because of the on-going 
maintenance and risks would mean it unlikely that ESCC would obtain anything like a 
reasonable value. Any disposal of assets should be to like-minded non-commercial 
organisations whose interests are based around conservation, landscape and public 
benefit. 
 
Those sites in or adjacent to the SDNP boundary need to have a guaranteed future of 
sensitive treatment, in terms of landscape, biodiversity and access. 

 
ix. Sussex Ramblers  
 

The strategy contains nothing substantial in terms of detail, especially in terms of 
supporting volunteers.  The RoWIP is also not referenced.  The Ramblers support 
keeping RoW in-house.  However, more mention should be made of resourcing volunteer 
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support.  There is no provision for an increase in pre-2026 workload in relation to 
definitive map closure.   
 
In terms of sites, if they are handed-over, then public access must be protected.  Help 
from other volunteer organisations should also be actively sought. 
 

 
x. Open Spaces Society (OSS)  
 

The OSS representative for Wealden also sits on the ESLAF and made the same 
submission to that of the Local Access Forum (detailed above.)    

 
xi. Natural England (NE)  
 

NE asked if there is intention to produce a revised plan/statement of actions. The 
strategy’s link to the RoWIP also needs clarifying. 
 
NE mentioned that, ’the 'need' statement focusses on active lifestyles, but there isn't 
much mention of the needs of different users, including less mobile people.  
 
The commitment to processing landowner diversions is practical since it generates 
income but there is no corresponding mention of public applications - something that 
needs to be addressed with 2060 cut-off and the implementation of the Deregulation Act 
measures. 

 
xii. Country Landowners Association (CLA)  
 

The CLA supports the principle of improving diversion processes.  
 
The CLA does not, in principle, object to the hand-over of sites.  However, more detail is 
needed as to who that ‘third party’ organisation might be. 

 
xiii. Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)  
 

CPRE Sussex supports the Vision and Objectives of the Strategy. The CPRE believes 
that the strategy could be improved by considering ‘access’ to the countryside and sites 
listed by non-car modes from built up areas in more detail (including cycle ways / multi-
user routes.) 
 
The CPRE would welcome further clarity about who will maintain RoW at sites where the 
Council does not have responsibility for maintenance (such as access and common land, 
village greens) and how ESCC will encourage land owners to carry out maintenance 
(such as signage.)  In terms of countryside sites, CPRE would welcome more information 
about controls that ESCC will use to ensure that the sites listed are afforded protection 
and enhanced when handed over to an external organisation, whilst still delivering cost 
savings. 
 

xiv. South Downs Society (SDS) 
 

The SDS supports the proposal to keep RoW in-house, however, they ‘don’t know’ about 
the proposal for sites.   
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In regards to RoW, the SDS commented that, “it may be better if these are managed 
within the national park by the SDNPA.  More generally, the key point will be that the 
service should be adequately resourced, the website fit for purpose and the handling of 
faults, closures, diversions, creations etc. be prompt and efficient and transparent.” 
 
With regards to countryside sites, the SDS stated that, “other organisations may be well 
placed to take over but public and voluntary sector organisations may struggle to find the 
resources. Any transfer needs to protect landscape, wildlife, archaeology and access and 
build in potential for improvement.”   

 
List of Background Documents 
  
 

1 –  Verbatim comments from consultation survey  
 
2 –  Consultation Survey  
 
3 –  List of consultees 
 


