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Peak District Local Access Forum 
 
Minutes of the meeting held on Thursday 14 June 2007 at Losehill Hall 
 
Members Present: 
 
Bob Berzins Andrew McCloy (Chair) 
Charlotte Bright James Kellie 
Jon Clennell    Richard Peart 
Edwina Edwards Keith Pennyfather   
Stuart Elliott  Alison Salmen    
Henry Folkard Roger Wilkinson 
Terry Howard    
 
Others Present: 
 
Mike Rhodes  (PDNPA) Gill Millward  (DCC) 
Jane Beech (Natural England) Geoff Nickolds (PDNPA) 
Richard Bonner (DCC) Max Norris (Institute of Outdoor Learning) 
Andy Gardner (Kirklees MBC) Richard Pett  (PDNPA)  
Terence Cavanagh (Unity - Oldham MBC) Sue Smith (PDNPA) 
Sue Marriott (PDNPA) Jenny Waller (PDNPA) 
Judy Merryfield (PDNPA)  
 
 
 
 
7. Discretionary restrictions under CROW Act 
 
Bob Berzins spoke on the relationship between recreation and grouse moor 
management, specifically where a moorland owner near Ladybower had closed land for 
28 days.  Mike advised that he was entitled to do so under the CRoW Act and he knew 
the area of heather moorland near Moscar, Bamford and the Strines.  Bob told the 
meeting that over the last year he has wanted to engage with user groups such as the 
dark peak fell runners who had previously been accused about damage caused during 
unauthorised events.  There had been a meeting between Richard Pollitt of Natural 
England, the fell runners and landowners.  The end result was that runners are allowed 
under the CroW Act and they agreed to vary routes and meeting venues and keep 
numbers low.  They subsequently met with gamekeepers and Richard Pollitt again.  The 
main concern was to take a look at their running programme and fit in races with the 
concerns of landowners.  One area is just coming to end of a 28 day closure this 
closure did not go down well with club runners, because it came out of the blue and 
their programme was therefore disrupted.  Bob would like to promote cooperation 
between fell runners and land owners.   
 
Bob had carried out some investigation and finding details of closures was difficult – 
there was no link from the Peak District website.  He found that you need an amount of 
prior knowledge to find restrictions and it was difficult.  He has now informed fellow 
club runners – their website now has a link to the Government website with lists of 
closures.  In fact there are not many access points to this land anyway.  Under the 
CRoW Act different kinds of restrictions apply in May June July and August and 
throughout the 28 day period of closure.  He felt the situation is confused and would 
like to hear what other members of the forum feel. 
 
The Chair thought that it was a good thing that runners have engaged in dialogue and 
are going about it the right way.  There is a legal process regarding restrictions and if 
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that process is followed we, as a Local Access Forum, can do nothing about it.  He 
would be reluctant for the LAF to make any pronouncement as we have heard only one 
side of the story and we cannot point any fingers until the landowners in question can 
respond – we do not have judicial function and can only give advice to Derbyshire 
County Council and the National Park Authority. 
 
Mike confirmed that the landowner did indeed follow procedures – they are required to 
give 5 days notice for 28 days closure and do not have to give a reason for doing so.  
Other feedback is that others have been asked to leave that particular area of 
moorland.  The National Park has tried to engage landowners and understand the 
perspective of user groups and understand rights of way and sees restrictions as a last 
resort.  However, it is not always possible to be constructive.  Mike noted that 
information about restrictions needs to be improved – the National Park pays an annual 
subscription for this information to be provided and the website could definitely be 
better - the NP link could be improved too. 
 
Terry felt that clarification was needed on 28 day closures – a number of notices went 
up that were advisory (nesting season) and people were asked to keep to paths/ 
footpaths.  Mike confirmed that this area has been closed in May and 2 weeks into June 
– formal notices had been posted on access points to that effect.  There is a dog 
restriction on that particular moor.  The landowner has been upset by the dog ban 
being ignored – this is a localised problem and the NP is seeking to work with the 
landowner to improve that situation.  Henry commented that information is critical - 
there will be more problems if people travel to area with an expectation to do 
something.  The BMC do try to put information into all climbing shops, climbing walls in 
Sheffield as well as on the websites to make people aware.  Some people don’t know 
this information and some choose to ignore.  This particular one was difficult to 
communicate in that it spanned a bank holiday and was over two months.  The BMC 
have on-going problems with dog owners and it is an increasingly difficult and serious 
issue.  Stuart Elliott asked the forum to remember you are only hearing one side of the 
story – the only good thing from discussion is better communication and closure notices 
on the web.  The law is working with the landowner – it is written into the Act.  
Landowners have had to swallow bitter pills – and the landowner in question is within 
his rights.  The Chair said that improving channels of communication was a good 
reason to bring this issue to the table.  It was down to Officers to check that 
restrictions are legal – we have to live with it. 
 
Dick Peart asked for clarification that for a closure of 28 days per year no reason needs 
to be given.  Mike confirmed this and said that it was unusual for restrictions to take 
place in general and certainly so in a high profile area. 
 
Bob confirmed he was not looking for a pronouncement – he was just expressing 
concerns as a recreational user and illustrate how, even with the best will in the world, 
cooperation is difficult.  The most important issue is that this is the first time it has 
happened and it feels very significant.  Bob is still finding out about what this forum can 
do and the intention was to stimulate a debate – from what has been said it has been 
useful and he hopes that this debate is not stifled.  The Chair said that the meeting 
with the landowner and Natural England was a positive step.  He highlighted the 
Stanage Forum as a good example of the engagement process and which raises the 
LAF profile in local issues and their understanding.  He thanked Bob for bringing this 
issue to the meeting. 
 
 
 


