ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL OUTDOOR ACCESS FORUM
MINUTES OF MEETING 100
Monday, 9" February 2026, 13:30

Hybrid meeting at Aberdeenshire Council Offices, Unit 7 Harlaw Way, Harlaw

Industrial Estate, Inverurie.

Present (in person) Paul Davison, Alison Mitchell, Gordon Prentice, Neil Taylor, ClIr.
Iris Walker, Chris York; (online) Gerald Banks, Gordon McKilligan, Jeremy Sharman.

Council officers present (in person) Fiona Chapman (part meeting), Malcolm White.

Abbreviations: AO(s) -- Access Officer(s); KHub -- Knowledge Hub; S/G Sub-group.

Item

Subject

Act-
ion

Welcome, chairing of meeting

Welcoming all to the meeting, MW invited self-nominations for the role of
Chair. With none forthcoming, an interim strategy of a rotating Chair was
proposed and accepted. CY offered to Chair the current meeting. The Chair
for “meeting A” would be responsible for resulting actions up to the date of
“‘meeting B”, and would attend the associated pre-meeting along with the
Chair-designate of “meeting B”. PD, GB and JS agreed to join the rota thus
accounting for the chairing of three further meetings; others felt it necessary to
decline due to pressure of other responsibilities. PD agreed to chair the next
meeting. The rota-led chair would have the power to seek consensus from
members. Contentious topics would be addressed by plenary discussion. CY
reminded all that the chair is obliged to be impartial. A new “temporary chair”
email account, to be organised and monitored by CY, will be set up to avoid
potential security issues with the permanent “chair” account. Further thought
to be given to the process.

Apologies Geordie Burnett-Stuart, Henry Webb.

PD/G
B/JS

PD

cYy

Approval of Minutes from Meeting 99 Proposed by GB, seconded by NT.

Matters arising (relevant action points)

e 99/4 GP thanked MW for requesting the Westhill Orbital Trail to be placed
on the Council’s GIS paths record, which should be in hand now.

e 99/4 Contact details for paths groups — in progress, MW to circulate in due
course.

e All other points have been actioned.

MW

Previous ALOAF Chair Feedback & Appointing a new Chair

a) Discussion on feedback provided by previous chair
Lack of Council support Members recognised that financial pressures had
reduced the amount of support that could now be provided to ALOAF by




b)

the Council. However, it was felt that the absence of a clear way forward
on core paths was an area that merited attention. GP felt that ALOAF could
be involved in some way. [At this point, discussion moved away from
feedback, and on to the core paths question]. MW explained that the
Council approach was to delete the status of unsuitable core paths andnot
to designate any new ones for which the Council would have direct
responsibility, which are normally active travel routes which are adopted
into the public road network. The Active Travel (AT) initiative provided a
viable alternative independently of core path designation, although he
understood that AT routes could be so designated. Meanwhile, remedial
work has been carried out on those highest priority core paths for which
the Council has direct responsibility. At present, path development work
has been part of the remit of project officers, but it is hoped to enable
access officers to be engaged in this in future, which would be in keeping
with their job description. GP noted that in the case of Westhill work can be
delivered at community level with potential to reduce fragmentation of the
paths network; and the community can also be a source of local
information. Community consultation by ALOAF In extensive discussion
deriving from the discussion about core paths, members considered how
best the Forum could open dialogue with communities regarding path
networks in and between their respective areas, with a view to redressing
the fragmentation evident in the existing core paths maps. GP noted that
the WSP survey will be useful in showing which core paths are being used
and which are not. The only document of value to the public is information
on what paths actually exist on the ground. In MW’s view it would be
helpful if communities could advise which paths were being used and
which were not. GP felt that dialogue between ALOAF and communities
would be of benefit to the Council by adding paths to the recorded network,
without the Council itself necessarily having to take responsibility for them.
CY said that it would be important to specify the expected outcome of such
an initiative, and not to raise expectations that cannot be fulfilled. MW
clarified the distinction between core paths for which the Council had direct
responsibility, of which the top priority ones have been remediated where
necessary, and those for which Council responsibility did not apply. The
meeting agreed that it would be helpful to remove core path designation
from routes that were unused or manifestly unsuitable.

Aberdeenshire Council responses/proposals

MW likewise emphasized the need to manage expectations. With regard to
core paths, MW advised that the Council has the power to maintain them,
but is not required by law to do so. While GP considered Westhill to be a
good example of community involvement in path development, he pointed
out that his community council area was more or less limited to the
settlement, and consequently path links beyond the boundary were not
really addressed. CY observed that the core paths plan is about important
paths, as distinct from all paths, and community councils need to make this
judgement. CY called on GB and GMcK for a land managers’ perspective.




GB saw access as a serious limitation on the management of peoples’
assets and livelihood, but with the qualification that this view can be
affected by peoples’ individual experiences. Negative aspects cited were
dog fouling, stock worrying, trampled crops, and a lack of sympathy
towards land managers — all more prevalent near towns. Additional issues,
noted by GMcK include rural crime and fly-tipping, with “scoping”
undertaken in daylight under cover of the access legislation, and offences
committed in darkness. Hare-coursing is an additional activity in more
remote countryside. All agreed that irresponsible access by a small
proportion of users gives access a bad name. With regard to access
projects led by land managers, GMcK reported continuing uncertainty
about funding for the “Improving Public Access” (IPA) programme. GB
advised that this has not been funded since 2022 and at that date the
amounts awarded were based on 2014 prices, since when costs have
doubled. Meanwhile, funding for maintaining existing IPA paths is
inadequate. Consequently land managers are likely to be reluctant to offer
new routes. If funding is forthcoming, land managers will be more
accepting of defined, fenced paths and if risks are addressed. CY
observed that the above context determines that ALOAF cannot simply ask
communities for a wishlist. GP felt that the exercise should focus on
existing paths rather than aspirational routes, along with removal of
‘redundant” paths. CY recognised that IPA funding is not necessarily
limited to provision of core paths. CY suggested that a suitable process
would be firstly to ask communities for their knowledge of local paths and
how they connect to other community areas. Designation of new core
paths would not be included at that stage. MW endorsed the cautious
approach of focussing on existing paths. He recommended the
walkhighlands website https://www.walkhighlands.co.uk/Forum/index.php
in preference to core paths maps, as a source of route information. CY
observed that the concept of “managed access” is most likely to find favour
with land managers. Noting that path users are generally not the offenders
in terms of rural crime and fly-tipping, CY cited a possible argument that
the presence of legitimate path users can be a disincentive to criminal
activity. However, GMcK felt that the access legislation allowed potential
offenders to scope places. Summing up, CY volunteered to design material
to send to community councils; GP and PD volunteered to assist. It was
noted that Active Travel routes have a role to play. Clir. Walker advised that
the “place plan” process, now underpinned by separate legislation, may
result in aspirational routes being identified. MW noted that if such routes
then qualify for inclusion in the Local Development Plan, there is the
opportunity for developer obligations to come into play. CY identified a
possibility of referring to the place plan process in the Forum’s outreach to
communities, but with the caution again of not raising expectations. Action:
GP to check whether outdoor access is included in the existing place plan
consultation. Concluding discussion points:
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P/PD

GP




The proposed outreach to community councils could also be an
opportunity to recruit new members for ALOAF.

GB reported that 3 years ago £50,000 was awarded to a number of
communities for feasibility studies into inter-community access links.
The resulting studies are on file somewhere. He suggested that MW
might be best placed to look into this.

GMcK observed that the Council has no database of existing IPA paths.
CY’s experience is that this is a “grey area”.

c) Appointment of new Chair With no nominations forthcoming, the Forum’s
current position is as noted in Iltem 1 above.

Mw

Access Officer Aberdeenshire Council Update

a)

b)

Staffing

With reference to Item 3(a) above, MW admitted that there had been
delays in responding to emails. Recommended contact address is
outdoor.access@aberdeenshire.gov.uk which is accessible by
everyone in the team. We try to respond to queries through it in
accordance with the Council’s customer charter — quick query,
response within 5 working days, or if more complex, acknowledgement
within 5 working days and full response within 20 working days.
Bridget Freeman will be returning from secondment to her Access
Officer role on 2/3/26.

MW to discuss with Bridget and Fiona about a main of point of contact
or lead in the team, ways of working with ALOAF etc going forward.
ALOAF please advise MW on what it wants from the Access Officers.
MW envisages an “operational manual” being produced as a support
document for the Council and ALOAF which sets out and provides
guidance to officers and members of what is expected by each through
the relationship between the two organisations.

With reference to Item 3(a) above, the financial pressure on the Council
is the reason for a perceived lack of financial and admin support for
ALOAF. MW has hopes for positive change. CY thanked MW for
addressing this, and recognised that the resource issue limits the
degree to which the Council can assist the Forum.

GMcK observed that the resource situation impacts on Forum
members’ morale. CY hoped that the proposed outreach to
communities may help to rekindle members’ enthusiasm.

MW had shared Community Council Forum dates with ALOAF in case
the Forum wished to send a speaker. It was decided that the Forum
was not ready to take this on at present, and it was thought that the
proposed direct approach to community councils would be more
effective.

Cases dealt with Market Arms, Banff MW reported on this case,
which involved a pend used by the public for access from a car park to
the street. The Market Arms had created a beer garden, and sought
consent for a gate to limit public access. The evidence provided was
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d)

not sufficient for the Council to support it as an asserted public right of
way and take it through the formal court process. The Local
Development Plan contained a general policy of protecting public
access. However, Committee approved the application for a gate. The
matter now requires to be processed under s208 of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, to stop up the claimed public
right of way. No request has been submitted to undertake this yet.

Other casework information [Further casework information, reported
later by FC on her arrival from another meeting, is minuted here, and
as appropriate below, for editorial consistency]. FC reported that since
June 2025, the compilation of casework statistics has been
transitioning from OneNote to the Uniform system, the latter now being
in effect. The results were shown to the meeting by means of colour-
coded histograms arranged on a quarterly basis and by Council Area,
distinguishing between enquiries, consultations, and cases. In
response to a question by CY regarding casework pressure on access
officers, FP advised that once full year figures are available it will be
possible to compare numbers with previous years.

Notable current cases [Information reported later by FC on her arrival
from another meeting, is minuted here for consistency].

Moss of Fisherie, Turriff Case involved planning permission granted for
a dwellinghouse and garden ground. An adjacent trackway was out with
the permitted site, but the applicant decided to effectively annex the
trackway to the site, resulting in a complaint about obstructed access.
Following discussion by the access officer with the applicant’s solicitor,
access along the track was restored within 3 months of the complaint.
CY commented on the positive outcome.

Other access work Benefitting from NatureScot’s “20 Years of SOAC”
celebration, the Ranger Service has acquired educational access-
related materials designed for working with children. The Rangers are
working with Police Scotland on responsible dog-walking and wildlife
disturbance; also with the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service. In the
“continuous improvement” context, updates to the access-related
webpages are in progress. Also, “process flow charts” are under review,
which will be of benefit to any new access officers.

Section 11 Orders FC informed the meeting as follows:

Fetteresso Forest Annual motorcycle event 1/3/26; details circulated;
no comments received.

Banchory area Mountain bike/running event 8/26; application to be
submitted 3/26.

Aden Country Park Application subject to minor mapping tweaks as
suggested by ALOAF on basis that they would clarify that certain routes
would remain open.

Section 208 Orders under T&CP(S)A 1997 — application form is being
developed — see case summary in ltem 4(b) above.




f)

g)

Section 14 &16 Orders of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 —
used recently for diversion of a public right of way for filming (which
should have also been subject to an s11 Order under LRSA) —
application form being developed.

Path Project Updates With reference to the spreadsheet supplied with
the meeting papers, listing possible path projects, MW clarified the
process by which projects appear on the list. Firstly, relevant staff input
details of projects that they can deliver, ignoring funding issues. These
are then scored according to various criteria, and prioritised.
Discussions then take place with potential external funders, taking into
account Council budgets as well. The spreadsheet is then colour-coded
to prioritise projects deemed by this process to be viable. An
uncertainty in the system is that availability of external funding may not
be notified until the financial year is quite far advanced. In response to
a question from CY as to whether new projects could be added to the
list if there was room in the programme, MW advised that this would be
possible if a) they arose through the financial year in question, and b)
there was capacity for officers to progress and likely deliver that year,
and c) they were of sufficient priority that they trumped others on the
list. Responding to a question from GP, MW confirmed that in a
situation where a community could themselves fund a project, the
Council would be able to provide technical support. PD raised a safety
issue concerning a proposed cycling provision linking Port Elphinstone
and Inverurie. MW advised that this was a matter for the Active Travel
team rather than the access staff.

2026 meetings

a)

b)

Date of next meeting With consensus in favour of the current meeting
arrangements, the next meeting will be on 20™" April 2026, 1.30pm, at
Unit 7 (current venue) in hybrid format.

Site visit At MW’s suggestion, venue to be F&BW/National Cyle
Network works centred on Ellon, in September 2026. MW to confirm
suitable date with project officer concerned, and invite Walk Wheel
Cycle Trust (formerly Sustrans). CY will invite Udny Paths Group.
Attendance of external speakers PD suggested inviting a planning
solicitor to address relevant legal aspects. In discussion it was agreed
to invite a Council planning officer, possibly one acquainted with place
plans. MW to contact Garioch Area Manager accordingly, following
which ALOAF can send a formal invitation.

Mw
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Event attendance 2026

Turriff Show It was agreed with MW that the Forum could attend the Show in
2026, as this is an ideal opportunity to interact with key audiences, focussing
on responsible access. Staffing of the ALOAF stall would involve 4 shifts
covering the 2-day event, with 2 people present at any one time, ideally
including a Ranger or Access Officer. GB, GP and JS volunteered to help on
the stall, with GMcK able to join in on the day as and when other Show




commitments allowed. MW will source admission tickets for those involved,
and will arrange for Council admin staff to book a stance for the stall, although
securing the same location as in 2025 might be doubtful. CY recommended
the use of the SOAC materials recently acquired by the Ranger Service. He
can transport materials, including those stored at Mintlaw.

GB/G
PIJS/
GMcK

Mw
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Training updates

FC reported on her attendance at the Scottish Outdoor Access Network
(SOAN) Conference in November 2025. Topics covered by delegates included
SOAC review (disappointing level of engagement by NatureScot); Swedish
culture of respect for nature; moves towards access legislation in England
(ALOAF members at current meeting deplored the use of the term “right to
roam” which should be corrected to “right of responsible access”). For full
details of presentations, see

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1v309DgE7GXWDc7s9yGNmM5eP
Yqpke0TG

Members may also be interested in the following free 6-hour course
developed by SOAN, available via the Open Learn platform at

OLCreate: PUB 8448 1.0 Scottish Access Rights Training Course

[Above links kindly supplied by FC]. CY encouraged members to let him know
of any training resources that might be helpful.

ALL

Prior to Item 8, ClIr. Walker left the meeting, receiving thanks from CY for her
presence during the foregoing business.

Casework: CLOSED SESSION FC sought the Forum’s advice on one case in
Aberdeenshire South.

AOCB [No items put forward].
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Closing the meeting, CY thanked attendees and noted that the Acting Chair
for the next meeting would be PD.
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https://www.open.edu/openlearncreate/course/view.php?id=11729

