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PURPOSE OF THE REPORT:  To determine a public right of way from the 
Lido, Troedyrhiw to Parish Road and Forest Farm and Trelewis. 
 
 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 
1.1 The route from the Lido, Troedyrhiw to Parish Road and Forest Farm 
 and Trelewis was one of four routes (one of which is referred to as the 
 Parish Road) listed on three claims which were made for the recording 
 of public rights of way on interconnecting tracks on Cefn Merthyr in 
 June 1991.  
 
1.2 The evidence for this claim is contained in files Merthyr Vale 11, 
 Troedyrhiw 115 and Treharris 40.  
 
1.3 The County Borough Council is required by law to investigate the 
 evidence and make a decision based on that evidence as to whether a 
 public right of way exists, and if so its status. Section 53(3)(b) and (c) 
 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 sets out the tests that need to be 
 met when reaching a decision; also current case law needs to be 
 applied. 
 
1.4 An order will only be made if the evidence shows that: (a) a right of way 
 “subsists” or is “reasonably alleged to subsist” or (b) “the expiration … 
 of any period such that the enjoyment by the public … raises a 
 presumption that the way has been dedicated as a public path”.      
 
1.5 When considering evidence, if it is shown that a highway once existed 
 then highway rights continue to exist (“once a highway, always a 

 



 highway”) even if a route has since become disused or obstructed 
 unless a legal order stopping up or diverting the rights has been made 
 
1.6 The legal background is to be found in Agenda Item 3. 
 
1.7 Description of Claimed Route 
 

As depicted by a bold line on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17 Maps 1 - 5, the 
route commences at the end of the maintainable highway at Point A, 
SO07500177and proceeds in a general easterly direction to Point B, it 
thencontinues in a general south-easterly direction to point C and then 
continues to a field gate at Point D. Here it reverts to a general easterly 
direction and continues to Point E where it veers to a general north-
easterly direction to Point F. The route then reverts to a general south-
easterly direction to a further field gate adjacent to the maintainable 
highway at Point G before continuing in a general southerly direction to 
a further field gate at Point H and then to Point I. Here the route reverts 
to a general south-easterly direction and continues to Point J where it 
crosses a path that runs in a general north-south direction. It then 
continues in a general south-easterly direction to Point K where it 
meets the northern section of claimed right of way, Treharris 40. It then 
continues in a general south-easterly direction running along the same 
alignment as claimed right of way, Treharris 40 to Point L. At this point, 
claimed right of way Treharris 40 continues in a general southerly 
direction.  Merthyr Vale 17 continues in a general south-easterly 
direction to pass a path that runs in a general south-westerly direction 
at Point M. It then continues in a general south-easterly direction to a 
field gate at Point N. It then continues in a general south-easterly 
direction to another field gate at Point O. It then continues in a general 
south-easterly direction to a field gate at Point P. It continues in a 
general southerly direction to a field gate and adjacent stile at Point Q. 
It continues in a general south-easterly direction to a further gate with 
adjacent stile at Point R before continuing to join the maintainable 
highway at Point S. The route then continues in a general southerly 
direction to its termination at Point T, grid reference ST10329749 in the 
Millennium Park Treharris. 

 
 The route has a natural surface to Point N, then a hardcore surface 
 between Points N – P. Between Points P – S there is a natural surface 
 and the remainder of the route, between Points S – T is 
 tarmacadamed.  
 
 The route is approximately 3 metres wide.   
 
1.8 Officers have been advised that they should also consider the route on 
 the ground. They recognise that there is a further used route between 
 Points U – C at the north-western end of the claimed route. This is a 
 clearly defined and well-used path between Mount Pleasant and 
 Merthyr Vale 17. Officers therefore present the route marked by a 
 dashed line between Points C (grid reference SO07670164) and Point 



 U (grid reference SO07380199) on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17, to 
 Councillors for determination as Troedyrhiw17. 
 
 The surface of this route is natural with a width of between 2-3 metres. 
 
1.9 Officers have also considered the historic evidence available tothem 
 and recognised that there are two further routes. 
 
 The first between Point E and Point G. Officers therefore present the 
 route marked with a dotted line between Point E, grid reference 
 SO08020123 and Point G, grid reference SO08090118 for 
 determination as Merthyr Vale 30. 
 
 The second between Point M, grid reference SO08829994 and Point V, 
 grid reference SO08339978. This route is depicted by a line of crosses 
 and is presented for determination as Merthyr Vale 20. 
 
 The routes submitted in this application are not depicted on the 
 Definitive Map. 
 
1.10 Councillors are requested to note that the route between Points S – T 
 on the plan is maintainable highway and are therefore requested to 
 note that the routes presented for determination today are between 
 Points A – B – C – D – E – F – G – H – I – J – K – L – M – N – O – P –
 Q –R - S (Merthyr Vale 17), Points M – V (Merthyr Vale 20), Points E – 
 G (Merthyr Vale 30) and Points C – U (Troedyrhiw17). 
 
1.11 Land Ownership 
 

Sections of the land affected by this route are owned by the Wyndham 
Lewis Trust and Mrs K Bowen; owners of the remaining land affected 
are currently unknown. 

 
1.12 Maps 
 

Depiction of a route on a map is evidence of a track / path, but NOT of 
any public rights. 

 
With the exception of a short section in the north, the route is depicted 
on the 1850 Merthyr Tydfil tithe map and on the 1880s Ordnance 
Survey (OS) map; the 1920s, 1960s and Rhondda & Merthyr Tydfil / 
Tudful 1:25,00 revision, 2005 OS maps depict the entire route. 

 
1.13 Aerial Photographs 
 

Sections of the route are depicted on aerial photographs dated 1967, 
1981, 1991, 2008 and 2010. 

 
 
 



1.14 Site Visits 
 

MTCBC officers have walked the route and found it as described 
above. 

 
1.15 Current landowners and other interested parties 
 

An Investigation Report into this route was distributed to all interested 
parties in June 2011. This Report contained all of the information 
available to the Authority to that date. 

 
Mrs K Bowen of Tirlan Farm observed that this and three other linked 
routes were submitted by the same (now deceased) claimant and the 
same ten claimants over twenty years ago and adds that the ten 
evidence forms closely replicate each other and appear to have been 
based on the original. She maintains that the terrain does not appear to 
be appropriate as a bridleway and that there is no evidence of 
vehicular access other than the section of the adopted road. A final 
observation was that she had no objection to the route within her land 
as a footpath and quoted S.193(1)(c) Law of Property Act 1925 and 
S34(1) Road Traffic Act 1988 as evidence that it is unlawful to take a 
motor vehicle onto common land. 

 
She also (correctly) assumes that there will be an opportunity to make 
a formal objection at a later date. 

 
1.16 After a site visit and examination of the Investigation Report, Mr. David 

Weston of Leek & Weston Ltd stated that his clients, Dowlais Top 
Investments do not own any of the affected land but made a number of 
observations “as this route forms part of the network of previous 
claimed rights of way and is dependent on the same flawed and 
defective evidence”. 

 
The Authority has no evidence that the main claimant submitted his 
forms correctly as the relevant file no longer exists. Similarly, the 
evidence forms are not specific to this route and no period of use has 
been completed. 

 
The two locked gates on the route would have prevented horse and 
vehicular use – and pedestrians could only use the route by climbing 
the gates. Council photographs within the Report demonstrate this and 
also that use of the route by pedestrians “would be extremely difficult 
for most, if not all, of the general public”. 

 
Mr. Weston reiterates his clients’ reservations about “statements made 
over 20 years ago by claimants and supporting witnesses who can no 
longer be challenged on the accuracy of their claims”. He states that 
there is no evidence that the main claimant forms were completed or 
that the then-landowners were notified or that the application was 



advertised in the local press. He concluded “As with previous claims 
this application is defective and must be rejected”. 

 
1.17 On behalf of the Wyndham Lewis Estate, Mr. Daniel Lord objects to the 

recording of this route. He observes that the Trust has always taken a 
“benevolent approach to community life in the area”, gave examples of 
this and adds that they have “also taken an open approach as far as 
providing informal access to land for local access and residents”. He 
states that this access has been established by the erection of signs to 
this effect (although local vandalism has meant that signs are often 
removed) and also the erection of gates and barriers has reinforced the 
nature of the access which has been restricted at times. Recording of 
public rights may change the Trustees attitude to such permissive 
access. 

 
If any Trust tenants are claimants, their access to the route may be 
different to that of other members of the public - the lack of information 
concerning the claimants prevents the Trust ascertaining this. 

 
Mr. Lord also requested a meeting to discuss this issue. 

 
1.18 Mr. Roger Leek of Leek & Weston Ltd initially points out that his clients, 

Miller Argent (South Wales) Ltd are the owners of the section 
described as in unknown ownership in the Investigation Report – a fact 
he finds difficult to accept in view of the fact that the Authority is aware 
of his client’s ownership of land affected by other routes.  

 
Mr. Leek maintains that because the Authority has no original records 
for this claimed route and no knowledge whether correct procedures 
were followed, “… the claim must surely fall at the outset”. In relation to 
this, he is of the opinion that the Authority is misleading in its 
description of “claimants” which he maintains should be “merely 
witnesses who made statements as users on Form WCA 8A in support 
of the original claim. They were not claimants in their own right.”. He 
refers to the duplicative nature of the evidence, the claimants failure to 
corroborate their evidence and the fact that after twenty years this 
would be difficult. He maintains, “They are … extremely suspect and 
warrant far more scrutiny than the Authority appears to have afforded 
them”. In view of the above, he continues “… with such little 
documentary evidence still surviving, the claim should be set aside until 
such time as that evidence is recovered or obtained by some other 
means”. 

 
Mr. Leek again refers the Authority to his client’s observations of March 
and June 2011 in respect of Treharris 40 (to be presented to committee 
at a later date). 
 
In respect of Treharris 40, to be presented at a later date, Mr Leek 
stated: 
 



“that the route in the Investigation Report does not follow that on the 
original claim; “at its northern end the route … follows the existing 
agricultural track which neither aligns to the original claimant’s route 
nor to the ancient Merthyr to Cardiff Road shown on the Plymouth 
Estate plans”. 

 
The only cartographic evidence which Mr. Leek recognizes as 
evidence of public use are the Plymouth Estate plans (although he 
maintains that the marked route is not along the claimed route) and he 
sees other such evidence as only existence of a route on the ground. 
He also takes issue with the Authority’s confirmation of the evidence on 
the claim forms without any ratification. He maintains that the inclusion 
of this route on the 1979 draft map and on a draft schedule is not 
evidence of the existence of a right of way. 

 
He points out that the Report refers to Gelligaer and Merthyr Common 
(CL38) whereas the area of common affected by the route is CL1 and 
refers the Authority to the register for confirmation. 

 
Mr. Leek writes that he fails to see the relevance of the inclusion of the 
fact that the route passes close to an NTL transmitter and some cairns. 

 
He adds that his client’s response at this time is in an informal one in 
response to an informal consultation and they request notification when 
the formal response is required.” 

 
He also queries the identification of the route on OS maps and states 
that in his client’s opinion a different (identified) route would be the 
more likely one should a public right of way be recorded. Mr. Leek 
recognizes that the route is well marked on the ground but that it is 
passable by vehicles along only part of its length and designation as 
anything other than a footpath or bridleway would not be acceptable to 
his client. 

 
He adds that his client’s response at this time is in an informal one in 
response to an informal consultation and requests notification when the 
formal response is required. 

 
1.19 Observations and Information from Users 
 

1) Summary of claim:- 
 
All claimants for Merthyr Vale 11, Troedyrhiw 115 and Treharris 40 
described four routes; those three as well as Merthyr Vale 17. They 
described the four as interlinking, as drovers roads and one as the 
parish road. Merthyr Vale 11, Treharris 40 and Troedyrhiw 115 will be 
presented to committee in due course. 

 
 
 



1.20 Other Evidence in Relation To This Route 
 

This was one of four routes on interconnecting tracks on the ridge 
ofCefn Merthyr which were listed by claimants in June 1991. Claimants 
for another linked route, Bedlinog 77, also gave evidence of using 
sections of these four routes and they (and Bedlinog 77) can also be 
accessed by a further route, Treharris 31.  

 
A section of this route runs over common land, CL1. 

 
A section of this route (i.e. that section that runs between Point A – B – 
C – D – E on the plan accompanying this report) is depicted as a 
section of a footpath and labelled “60” on a map for a draft survey of 
rights of way in 1979. The same depiction and annotation occurs on a 
map drawn for a draft survey of rights of way in 1991. The 1991 map 
shows this route as connecting with route “61”. The route is described 
in the survey as 

 
“60 F. P. Commences on Mount Pleasant and proceeds in 
an easterly direction up hill by well worn track than proceeds in a 
south easterly direction continuing up hill walled both sides to 
gate. Over gate then in an easterly direction through small valley 
continues in a south easterly direction to its termination at gate 
on County road.  Length 1000 yards Width 5 foot” 

  
 The reminder of the route described in the schedule is as depicted on 
 the plan accompanying this route between Point E and Point G and 
 shown by a dotted line.   
 
 Another section of this route (i.e. that section between Point L and a 
 point to the south-east of Point L on the plan accompanying this report) 
 is depicted as a section of a footpath and labelled “66” on a map for a 
 draft survey of rights of way in 1979. The same depiction and 
 annotation occurs on a map drawn for a draft survey of rights of way in 
 1991. The 1991 map shows this route as connecting with route “65”. 
 The route is described in the survey as 
 
 “66 F.P. Commences at end of 70 and proceeds in a south easterly, 
 easterly direction following well defined track walled on northerly side 
 only down hill passing entrance to Nant-y-fedw, then proceeding in a 
 south easterly direction still on track down hill then by footpath through 
 ferns to gate. Then by footpath to next gate. Continuing by F.P. over 
 wall to next gate. The passing mine sidings and in a south-westerly 
 direction across base of old tip up hill to gate. Through gate continuing 
 up hill now on rough track to gate at top of hill. Continues on track over 
 stone stile passing through Tynewydd then in a westerly direction to its 
 termination on County Road.  Length 3300 yards Width 6 foot.” 
 
 The remainder of the route as described in the schedule will be 
 presented to Committee in the future when Bedlinog 77 is presented.  



 
Another section of this route (i.e. that section between Point M – N – O 
–P is depicted as a section of a footpath and labelled “67” on a map 
drawn for a draft survey of rights of way in 1979. The same depiction 
and annotation occurs on the map drawn for a draft survey of rights of 
way in 1991. A schedule accompanied this map and route “67” is 
described:   
 
“67 F.P. Commences at entrance to Tirlan Farm and proceeds in a 
northwesterly direction following track up hill onto open land walled 
only on the north western side, then becoming unfenced thenon south 
easterly side only and proceeding to its termination at junction with 64 
and 65. Length 2100 yards Width 6 foot.”  
 

 The reminder of the route described in the schedule is as depicted on 
 the plan accompanying this route between Point M – V – W and shown 
 by a line of crosses. The section between Point M – V is presented to 
 committee within this report as Merthyr Vale 20. The section between 
 Point V – W will be presented to Committee in the future when 
 Treharris 40 is presented.  

 
Sections of this route are depicted on a map drawn for a draft survey of 
rights of way in 1991. This route formed sections of numbers 60, 66 
and 67. The numbered routes were also described in a draft Public 
Rights of Way schedule. 

 
Sections of the route are depicted and labelled “road from Merthyr 
Tydfil to Cardiff” on plans in a Plymouth Estate Survey book, 1766. 

 
Most of this route runs on land which has been designated a SINC. 
 

2.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
2.1 This assessment is to assist Councillors in determining the application 
 before them today; an application to modify the Definitive Map and 
 Statement by recording the routes known as Merthyr Vale 17, Merthyr 
 Vale 20, Merthyr Vale 30 and Troedyrhiw17. 
 
2.2 Status 

 PRoW can be claimed as a Footpath, Bridleway, Restricted Byway or 
BOAT.  

 
2. 3 Officers must investigate the claim at the highest status substantiated 

by the evidence; the investigation could conclude that the route does 
not exist. 

  
2.4 User and historic evidence demonstrate use of this route and historic 

evidence exists that the routes are footpaths. 

 



3.0 PERIOD OF USE TO BE CONSIDERED 
 
3.1 In the absence of any challenge to the right of way in question, the 

normal period looked at for the purpose of the establishment of the 
right of way for long user is 20 years prior to the date of the application 
itself. In this case Officers consider that it would be the period between 
13th June 1971 and 12th June 1991; user evidence exists for this 
period.  

 
3.2 Councillors will note from the report before them that the paths have 

been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a full 
period of twenty years and the ways deemed to have been dedicated 
as highway, as there is insufficient evidence that there was no intention 
during that period to dedicate them. 

 
3.3 During the relevant period for consideration the routes have been 

available for public use. 
 

4.0 THE LINE OF THE ROUTE 
 
4.1 The routes are discernible on the ground.  
 

5.0 HISTORICAL AND OTHER EVIDENCE 
 
5.1 The routes have been depicted on a number of cartographic sources. 

Depiction of this route on the various maps as described in the body of 
this Report indicates that a track / path existed at that particular time; it 
is not indicative of public rights on the route. It is, however, evidence of 
the existence of the track / path and the way in which this claimed route 
links with other routes. 

 
5.2 Sections of the routes are depicted on a number of aerial photographs.

  

6.0 USER EVIDENCE 
 
6.1 Councillors are requested to take into account user evidence as 

described above. 
 

7.0 LANDOWNERS AND OTHER INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
7.1 All known landowners have made objections to the recording of this 
 route. 
 
7.2 Mr. David Weston states that locked gates have prevented access to 
 this route. Officers say that because this is the Parish Road the date of 
 locking of the gates is irrelevant. 
 

In response to Mr. Lord’s comments, officers are of the view that this 
route has been established since at least the 18th century. 



 

8.0 SUMMARY 
 

8.1 Councillors will note from the Report before them that the path has 
been enjoyed by the public as of right and without interruption for a full 
period of twenty years and the ways deemed to have been dedicated 
as highway. There is insufficient evidence that there was no intention 
during that period to dedicate them. 

 
8.2 Officers have presented historic as well as user evidence for the 

existence of these routes. 
 
8.3 Officers consider that the evidence above establishes the existence of 

the rights now claimed, i.e., over the relevant period and at all material 
times before it.        

 
8.4 Taking all of the above into account and in conjunction with the 

historical evidence, the interviews with claimants, it is evident that 
rights of way do exist over these routes. 

 
8.5 It is concluded that on the balance of probabilities all the requirements 

of S. 31(1) and (2) Highways Act 1980 have been met for the route 
included on the application. It is considered that a presumption of 
dedication has arisen and that this presumption has not been rebutted 
by sufficient evidence of lack of intention to dedicate by the landowner 
of any part of the route. An Order to modify the Definitive Map and 
Statement could therefore be made under S 53 (3)(b) Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981. 

 
8.6 Taking the above into account, an Order to modify the Definitive Map 
 and Statement should therefore be made under S.53(3)(b) Wildlife and 
 Countryside Act 1981. Officers are satisfied that the requirements of 
 S.53 (3)(b) have been met and that the Public Rights of Way exist 
 
8.7 In respect of these routes, although the claim is based on presumed 
 dedication under Section 31, Highways Act 1980, the Council has a 
 duty to research any other relevant evidence. 
 
8.8 This now brings into play consideration of this route under Section 
 53(3)(c)(i) Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981.  
 
8.9 All relevant evidence must be reviewed. 
 
8.10 Once the way is established as a way open for public use, the maxim 
 “once a highway, always a highway” pertains and subsequent 
 obstructions of the highway are unlawful. It is Officers’ view here that 
 this highway was established long before modern times and therefore 
 continues to be a highway. 
 



8.11 Taking the above into account, an Order to modify the Definitive Map 
and Statement should therefore be made under S.53(3)(c)(i) Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981. Officers are satisfied that the requirements 
of S.53 (3)(c)(i) have been met and that the Public Rights of Way exist. 

 
8.12 Officers therefore recommend that footpaths be recorded in respect of 
 all four routes. 

9.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

  
9.1 Officer time is involved in investigating the route and writing the report.  
 If Councillors determine that the public rights of way exist, there will be 
 a financial implication in advertising the Order and also for dealing with 
 the Public Inquiry if an Order is made and there is an objection to it. 

 
9.2 If the Order is confirmed, there will be a financial implication in that the 
 routes will need to signed. As Councillors are aware, financial 
 implications are not to be considered by the Committee when 
 determining this application as the County Borough Council has a 
 statutory duty to make an Order if it believes that there is sufficient 
 evidence to support it. 

10.0 EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

 
10.1 An Equality Impact Assessment has been prepared for the purpose of 
 this report and no negative effects have been identified at this stage. 
 

11.0 RECOMMENDATION(S) that 

 
11.1 Taking into consideration all of the evidence which has been provided, 
 including historical documents, Councillors are asked to confirm that 

 
11.2 In respect of Merthyr Vale 17: - 

 
 a) On the balance of probabilities there is sufficient evidence 

to support that the route marked with a bold line between 
Points A – B – C – D – E – F – G – H – I – J – K – L – M - 
N – O – P – Q –R – S on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17, has 
been used for such period so as to raise presumption that 
it has been dedicated as a footpath, and that the 
evidence has not been rebutted by other evidence. 

 
 b) On confirming (a) above to approve the making of a 

Definitive Map Modification Order to show Merthyr Vale 
17 as a footpath. 

 



c) To approve the confirmation of the Definitive Map 
Modification Order made as a result of (b) above provided 
no objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period or if any objections or representations 
so made are withdrawn. 

 

 d) If any objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period and not subsequently withdrawn then 
to refer the relevant Order to the Planning Inspectorate 
for determination. 

 
11.3 Inrespect of Merthyr Vale 20: - 

 
 a) O the balance of probabilities there is sufficient evidence 

to support that the route marked with a dotted line 
between Points M – V on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17, has 
been used for such period so as to raise presumption that 
it has been dedicated as a footpath, and that the 
evidence has not been rebutted by other evidence. 

 
 b) On confirming (a) above to approve the making of a 

Definitive Map Modification Order to show Merthyr Vale 
20 as a footpath. 

 
c) To approve the confirmation of the Definitive Map 

Modification Order made as a result of (b) above provided 
no objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period or if any objections or representations 
so made are withdrawn. 

 

 d) If any objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period and not subsequently withdrawn then 
to refer the relevant Order to the Planning Inspectorate 
for determination. 

 
11.4 In respect of Merthyr Vale 30: - 

 
 a) That on the balance of probabilities there is sufficient 

evidence to support that the route marked with a line of 
crosses between E – G on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17, has 
been used for such period so as to raise presumption that 
it has been dedicated as a footpath, and that the 
evidence has not been rebutted by other evidence. 

 
 b) On confirming (a) above to approve the making of a 

Definitive Map Modification Order to show Merthyr Vale 
30as a footpath. 



 
c) To approve the confirmation of the Definitive Map 

Modification Order made as a result of (b) above provided 
no objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period or if any objections or representations 
so made are withdrawn. 

 

 d) If any objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period and not subsequently withdrawn then 
to refer the relevant Order to the Planning Inspectorate 
for determination. 

 
11.5 In respect of Troedyrhiw17 - 

 
 a) That on the balance of probabilities there is sufficient 

evidence to support that the route marked with a dashed 
line between C - U on the plan, Merthyr Vale 17, has 
been used for such period so as to raise presumption that 
it has been dedicated as a footpath, and that the 
evidence has not been rebutted by other evidence. 

 
 b) On confirming (a) above to approve the making of a 

Definitive Map Modification Order to show 
Troedyrhiw17as a footpath. 

 
c) To approve the confirmation of the Definitive Map 

Modification Order made as a result of (b) above provided 
no objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period or if any objections or representations 
so made are withdrawn. 

 

 d) If any objections or representations are made within the 
prescribed period and not subsequently withdrawn then 
to refer the relevant Order to the Planning Inspectorate 
for determination. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ELLIS COOPER 
CORPORATE DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER SERVICES 
 
 
 



BACKGROUND PAPERS 

Title of Document(s) Document(s) Date Document Location 

 
Merthyr Vale 17 
Files: 
 
 

 
July 2014 

 
Unit 5 

 
Consultation has been undertaken with Executive Board in respect of 

each proposal(s) and recommendation(s) set out in this report.  


