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FOREWARD 
 
The Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames is situated in south-west London.  It 
contains many picturesque areas of green space, and is a ógatewayô to the more 
rural environment of Surrey.   
 
The boroughôs public green spaces constitute a mixture of formal parks as well as 
areas with an untouched rural feel; such as the Hogsmill River Valley and the open 
fields in the south of the borough.  These areas offer valuable habitat for wildlife, 
recreational opportunities, and environmentsô to escape the órat raceô of modern life.   
Public access through parks and open spaces is often established and protected via 
the local rights of way network (footpaths, bridleways, and cycle tracks).  
 
There is also a network of local rights of way securing public access through the 
boroughs urban environment; these paths are predominantly used by commuter 
walkers and form an integral part of the boroughs transportation network. 
 
The boroughs network of local rights of way is an important asset and great 
importance is placed on its management, maintenance, and enhancement.  This 
Rights of Way Improvement Plan endeavours to provide clear direction as to how the 
local rights of way network should be managed, maintained, and improved to meet 
the needs of walkers, cyclists, equestrians, and less able users. The Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan includes an óAction Planô that outlines a framework, for future 
implementation, to enhance the usefulness and enjoyment of the network for its 
current and future users.  
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SECTION A ï ROYAL BOROUGH OF KINGSTON UPON THAMES OBJECTIVES  
 
Vision Statement 
 

1. Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames (RBK) Rights of Way Improvement 
Plan aims to satisfy the requirements of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 
2000 (CROW Act), and to provide clear direction as to how the local rights of 
way (ROW) network should be managed, maintained, and improved to meet the 
needs of walkers, cyclists, equestrians, and less able users. 

 
Focus of Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
 
2. The focus of RBKôs Rights of Way Improvement Plan is an óAction Planô that 

outlines a practical framework to enhance the enjoyment of ROW for current and 
future users.  
 

 

 
Photo: Canbury Gardens (Bridleway 48 ï Kingston Town) 
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SECTION B ï POLICY CONTEXT & BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
Introduction 

 

3. Local Highway authorities in England have a statutory duty, under s.60 and s.61 
of the CROW Act, to prepare a Rights of Way Improvement Plan.  RBK, as the 
relevant Highway Authority for the borough, has prepared this Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan to satisfy that statutory duty.   

 
What are Rights of Way? 

 
4. ROW are legal mechanisms of establishing and protecting paths where the 

public may lawfully walk, ride or drive; they provide a legal right for the public to 
cross the land (within the prescribed boundaries of the path).  Where a path 
used by the public is not secured as a public ROW (or by some other 
mechanism), public access can be threatened and could, under certain 
circumstances, be revoked.  A description of the different types of rights of way 
and different user groups is provided in sections 14 - 20.   
 

Scope of the Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
 
5. Generally 
 

The Rights of Way Improvement Plan contains information about RBKôs existing 
ROW network, an assessment of the issues compromising its full enjoyment, 
and RBKôs action plan for its ongoing management, maintenance and 
improvement.   

 

6. Contents of the Rights of Way Improvement Plan  
 
The Rights of Way Improvement Plan must contain the following (as required by 
s.60 of the CROW Act): 

 
Å An assessment of: 
ï The extent to which the local rights of way meet the present and likely 

future needs of the public; 
ï The opportunities provided by local rights of way for exercise and other 
forms of outdoor recreation and enjoyment of the authorityôs area; 

ï The accessibility of local rights of way to blind and partially sighted people 
and others with mobility problems. 

ï Such other matters relating to local rights of way as the Secretary of the 
State may direct. 

 
Å A statement of the action proposed by the local highway authority for the 

management of local rights of way, and for securing an improved network of 
local rights of way, with particular regard to the matters raised in the 
assessment required above. 
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7. Effect of a Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
 

Once published, local highway authorities must have regard to any material 
provision of a Rights of Way Improvement Plan in determining whether to 
confirm óordersô as óunopposed ordersô made under the Highways Act 1980 - 
sections 26 (creation), section 118 (stopping up), or section 119 (diversion) of 
ROW. The Secretary of State must have regard to provisions included within the 
plan when deciding whether to confirm orders that are referred for decision 
under the provisions of the Highways Act 1980. 

   
The Rights of Way Improvement Plan will also guide RBK in its ongoing 
management, maintenance, and improvement of the ROW network. 
 

8. Ongoing review of Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
  

Within 10 years of publishing this Rights of Way Improvement Plan RBK is 
required to repeat a full assessment of the matters outlined in s.6 above, and 
decide whether to amend the plan.  If no revisions to the adopted plan are 
required, then RBK must publish a report of their decision and reasons for 
continuing with the existing plan.  

 
Policy Framework  
 
9. The following policies and plans are relevant in the development and 

implementation of this Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 
 

National 
 
Å Countryside Act 1968 
Å Refuse Disposal Amenity Act 1978 
Å Ancient Monument & Archaeological Areas Act 1979 
Å Highways Act 1980 
Å Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 
Å Cycle Tracks Act 1984  
Å Road traffic Regulations Act 1984 
Å Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
Å Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
Å New Roads and Street Works Act 1991  
Å Disability Discrimination Act (DDA) 1995 
Å Road Traffic Reduction Act 1997 
Å Greater London Authority Act 1999 
Å The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 
Å Traffic Management Act 2004 
Å DEFRA ï Rights of Way Improvement Plans ï Statutory Guidance to Local 

Highway Authorities in England 
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Regional  
  
Å The Mayorôs Transport Strategy July 2001 
Å Making London a Walkable City ï the Walking Plan for London, February 

2004 
Å Improving Walkability (TfL), September 2005 
Å London Strategic Walk Network, a design Guide Manual, March 2008 
Å Way to Go, November 2008 
Å Creating a Chain Reaction ï The London Cycling Action Plan, February 2004. 
Å The London Plan (spatial development strategy), February 2004 
Å The Mayorôs Air Quality Strategy, September 2002 
Å The Mayorôs Ambient Noise Strategy, March 2004 
Å The Mayorôs Energy Strategy, February 2004 
Å The Mayorôs Economic Development Strategy, July 2001 
Å The Mayorôs Biodiversity Strategy ï Connecting with Londonôs Nature, July 

2002 
Å The Mayorôs Children and Young Peopleôs Strategy, January 2004 

 
Local 
 
Local Authorities often have in place, or are developing, plans and strategies for 
activities such as healthy living, leisure, recreation, sport, tourism, and transport.  
Rights of Way Improvements Plans should be developed within the context of 
these and other related plans and strategies, and conversely the Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan should in turn influence these plans and strategies.  RBKôs 
local plans and strategies of particular consideration are as follows:  
   
Å Local Implementation Plan 2006   
Å Unitary Development Plan 2005 
Å Kingston Local Development Framework ï Kingston Town Centre (K+20), 

July 2008 
Å The Community Plan 2004 - 2009 
Å Cycling Strategy 2005 
Å Green Spaces Strategy 2008 ï 2018 
Å Hogsmill Valley Walk Strategy 2002 and Hogsmill Valley Walk Strategy 

Discussion Document 2006 
Å Ordnance Survey Maps 
Å Kingstonôs Active Ageing Strategy 
Å Children & Young People Plan 
Å School Travel Plan Strategy/Safe Routes to School Strategy 
Å Tackling Obesity ï A Strategy for Children & Adults in Kingston 2006-2010 
Å The Best Place to Live ï Cultural Strategy for Kingston 2008-2012 

 
Definitive Map and Statement 

 
10. RBK have duties under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and the Highways 

Act 1980 to maintain and keep a definitive map and statement of ROW, and to 
ensure that ways are adequately signposted, maintained, and free from 
obstruction.  Rights of Way Improvement Plans should build upon this work and 



5 

 

not conflict with these existing duties or reduce the effectiveness with which they 
are carried out.   
 

11. Definitive maps and statements are documentary records of ROW indicating 
where the public may lawfully walk, ride or drive.  The definitive map and 
statement is also the evidence that a ROW exists.  Section 53 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 requires authorities to keep their definitive maps and 
statements under continuous review and to modify them by way of orders where 
they are shown to be incorrect. 
 

12. Section 60(5) of the CROW Act has introduced requirements for cycle tracks to 
be included in the definitive map and statement.  

  
The CROW Act defines ñcycle tracksò, to be included in the definitive map and 
statement, as follows: 

(a)    means a way over which the public have the following, but no other, 
rights of way, that is to say, a right of way on pedal cycles (other than 
pedal cycles which are motor vehicles within the meaning of the [1988 
c. 52.] Road Traffic Act 1988) with or without a right of way on foot; but 

(b)   does not include a way in or by the side of a highway consisting of or 
comprising a made-up carriageway (within the meaning of the 1980 
Act); 

 
13. RBKôs definitive map and statement has not been reviewed or modified on a 

continuous basis; an audit of existing information and the production of a 
revised/updated definitive map and statement should be a priority for RBK, 
including a review of existing un-registered cycle routes to determine if any are 
now consider ROW. 

 

 
Photo: Churchfields Recreation Ground (Footpath 21 ï South of the Borough)
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SECTION C ï RIGHTS OF WAY & THEIR USERS 
 
Types of Rights of Way and Other Access Routes 

 

14. Types of ROW 
 

Å Footpath ï A path used for pedestrian use only. Please note: this is different 
from ófootwaysô that are associated with a road/carriageway. 

 
Å Bridleway ï Bridleways are also footpaths, but riding or leading a horse, and 

cycling is also permitted. Cyclists must give way to pedestrians and horse 
riders. Motor cycling and horse drawn vehicles are not allowed. 

 
Å Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) ï BOATs allow the use of wheeled vehicles 

of all kinds, walking, and horse riding.  These ROW are often used for driving 
off-road vehicles for recreational purposes, however, walking and horse riding 
tend to be the most common uses. 

 

Å Restricted Byway ï A category of ROW created under the CROW Act.  A 
restricted byway allows a right of way on foot, on horseback, or leading a 
horse, and for vehicles other than mechanically propelled vehicles. 

 

Å Cycle Tracks ï Cycle paths, with or without a right of way on foot, excluding 
cycle paths that form part of an existing road, come within the scope of Rights 
of Way Improvement Plans.  

 
Please note: The only types of ROW located within RBK are footpaths, 
bridleways, and cycle tracks. There is currently only one cycle track recognised 
in the Definitive Map and Statement (i.e. cycle path that is also a ROW); this is 
CT15 shown in the South of the Borough section of the definitive map.  Due to 
amendments made by the CROW Act, it is also possible that other cycle tracks 
in RBK will now be considered ROW. 

 
15. Other Types Access Routes: 
 
Å Public Highways ï The majority of transport by private motor vehicles, 

walking, and cycling in RBK is via the highway network.  Within the 
boundaries of a highway, ócorridorsô are devoted to a mixture of motor 
vehicles, footways, and cycle lanes. 

  
Å Dedicated Access Land ï The dedication of land as access land is a process 

landowners can use to create ongoing public access over their land; it is 
provided for in s.16 of the CROW Act.  This type of access is similar to ROW, 
with the main differences being that the land owner has greater flexibility as to 
what restrictions can be applied to the access land; such as allowing motor 
vehicles but not horse riding, or, prohibiting public access at certain time of 
the year, or, only allowing public access for a one-off period (i.e. 2009). 
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Å Permissive Paths - public paths across RBK owned land, such as parks.  OR 
paths across private land where public access is permitted at the discretion of 
the landowner. 

 
Rights of Way ï The Different Users  
 

Different Users 
 

Å Walkers 
Å Cyclists 
Å Equestrians 
Å Less Able 
Å Motorised Vehicles 

 

16. Walkers 
 

Å The majority of people accessing the ROW network are those on foot;  there 
are two types of walkers:  
ï Commuter walkers who walk to reach a specific destination (school, work, 

shops, public transport etc); and  
ï Leisure Walkers (Ramblers, dog walkers, joggers, tourists etc). 

 

17. Cyclists  
 

Å Cycling is a great way to stay healthy and is a low-cost, sustainable method of 
transport for short-to-long distance commuter trips; it is also a popular leisure 
activity.   

 
Å Cyclists are the second biggest users group of ROW in RBK. 

 
18. Horse Ridersô 

 
Å In comparison to walking and cycling, horse riding is a limited pursuit in RBK. 

As can be expected within a predominantly urban area where bridleway 
provision is uncommon; despite this horse ridersô needs must be considered 
when maintaining, improving, and expanding the ROW network. 

 
19. Less Able 

 
Å Less able users are people with mobility difficulties and/or visual impairments.  

Due to restricted facilities less able people are often prevented from accessing 
the ROW network, particularly leisure routes. Prohibiting factors include: 
ï Obstructions such as steps, and gates.  
ï Poor surface conditions 
ï Inadequate path widths 
ï Steep horizontal and vertical gradients 
ï Lack of drop down kerbs at road crossings. 
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20.  Motorised Vehicles 
 
Å There are no byways open to all traffic in RBK; users of motorised vehicles 

are restricted to privately owned land for óoff-roadô activities.  However, official 
maintenance vehicles are permitted to access ROW, for management, 
maintenance, and improvement works. 

 
 
 
 

 
Photo: Fairfield Recreation Ground (Footpath 15 ï Kingston Town)
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SECTION D ï THE EXISTING RIGHTS OF WAY NETWORK  
 

General Background   
 

21. RBK is situated in south-west London.  The borough is largely urbanised but 
contains many parks, and open spaces; it is also a ógatewayô to the more rural 
environment of Surrey.  The borough contains several leisure walks including 
portions of the London Loop, Thames Path, and Capital Ring; which are parts of 
Londonôs Strategic Walking Network as identified in the Mayorôs Transport Plan 
for London.  Public access along these and other leisure routes is usually 
provided via ROW and permissive paths. 
 

22. The borough also contains large urban walking and cycling networks, which 
largely consists of urban ófootwaysô (paths within the highway corridor), 
footpaths, cycle lanes, and carriageways (cyclists share the road with vehicles).  
RBKôs urban transport network is not dominated by ROW, but they still constitute 
an important part of the network. 
 

23. In some areas of the borough ROW ólink-upô to form a continuous network, but 
generally ROW are fragmented and do not form a continuous network in 
themselves.  Public access between ROW is usually preserved via other 
highways or by Council owned permissive paths.  However, there are paths used 
for public access that cross privately owned land, and thus future public access 
along these paths may not be guaranteed (given their current status). 
 

24. Please refer to Appendices 3 & 4 for a schedule and map of the existing rights of 
way within RBK (definitive map and statement). 
 

Highway Authorities within the Borough 
 

25. There are two Highway Authorities within the borough; RBK and Transport for 
London (TfL).   
 

26. RBK is the Local Highway Authority and is responsible for the majority of the 
boroughôs roads.  TfL manage, maintain, and operate the following roads within 
the borough: 

  
Å A3 Kingston Bypass - This also contains: Kingston Vale, Robin Hood Way, 

Beverley Way, Malden Way, Tolworth Rise South, Tolworth Rise North, 
Broadway, Hook Rise South, Hook Rise North, Ace Parade, and a small 
portion of Malden Road.  

Å Leatherhead Road/Hook Road route (Hook Road south of its intersection with 
the A3 Kingston Bypass) ï the route also contains the Mansfield Road/Bridge 
Road roundabout.  

Å Kingston Road (Tolworth to Ewell) 
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Current Management of the Rights of Way Network 
 

27. RBKôs Aim for the Transport Network 
 

Å RBK aims to create a safe, efficient, integrated, sustainable transportation 
network.  In recent years RBK has focused on providing new and improved 
walking and cycling facilities to promote these modes of transport as an 
attractive alternative to the private motor vehicle; improvements have 
predominantly occurred on commuter/urban routes.   

 
Å RBK also aims to create a high quality leisure network that:  

 
ï Provides opportunities for exercise and other forms of open air recreation 

for users of all abilities.  
 

ï Encourages tourism.  
 

ï Provides opportunities to access open space.  
 

ï Helps to develop positive habits (i.e. get people into the habit of walking 
and cycling).   
 

Å RBK view leisure routes as an integral part of the wider transportation network 
and an important asset to the borough in their own right.   

 
28. RBK Management of the Highway Network and ROW Network  

 
Å ROW and óotherô walking and cycling paths may have a different legal status, 

but their physical attributes are usually similar. Therefore inspections, 
maintenance, and improvements of ROW are usually managed in the same 
way as other routes of similar characteristics i.e. other urban or leisure routes.   

 
Å Access for the óless mobileô users is not a general problem as most of the 
Boroughôs ROW are within the urban environment. Access and routes to the 
non-urban environments and open spaces are being evaluated when the 
opportunities arise and improvements to ógateways and surfaces are being 
made.   

 

Å Street Scene Inspectors complete regular safety inspections of highways on a 
scheduled basis dependent upon traffic levels.  Footways and cycle lanes are 
inspected as part of the programme.  Urban ROW are inspected by street 
scene inspectors, with the rural paths in the south of the borough by the Mole 
Valley Project on an annual basis. 

 
Å There is a programme for ongoing vegetation management on the highway 

and ROW networks 
 
Å The Lower Mole Project annually survey ROW and rural paths in óSouth of the 
Boroughô on behalf of RBK; where necessary RBK actions maintenance and 
improvement works as a result of these surveys.   
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Å ROW that fall within the Strategic Walking Network were surveyed by Walk 

London in 2007 and by RBK in 2009; the surveys focused primarily on 
signage, vegetation, path surfaces, entrances and dropped kerbs.  Issues 
have been recorded in the London Access Management System (LAMS).  
RBK are working with Walk London to implement the identified improvements; 
all works currently identified should be completed before the Olympics in 
2012.   
 

Å All other ROW are inspected by the Environmental Services Team on an 
irregular basis, as there is no set monitoring/inspection program in place 
(other than the Lower Mole Projectôs yearly surveys). 

 
29. Current RBK Initiatives: 

 
Å Creation Order for a FP route from Beechcroft Avenue to George Road, 

Coombe published. 
 

Å Creation Order for FP route along Latchmere Close published. 
 

Å The Street Scene Teams are in the preliminary stages of developing a 
monitoring programme for all ROW not already covered by an existing 
monitoring programme.  

 
Å A temporary Walking Officer was employed by RBK to coordinate Councilôs 

walking initiatives.  This includes identifying and implementing improvements 
to the ROW network, assisting in the development of ROW monitoring/ 
maintenance programmes, and developing funding applications.   

 
Å The Highways Department is developing a Highways Asset Management 

Plan. 

30. Recent ROW Improvements: 
 
Å BW 38 - New bridleway link from BW 34 & BW35 to BW 31 ï this comprised 
of a new route as part of the adjacent developmentôs Section 38 and the 
change of status of part of FP 33. 
 

Å Refurbishment of BW 34 surface. 
 
Å Removing of obstructions and opening up FP 29 across Glanmire Farm. 

 
Å Diversion of BW 27 to avoid open ditch which had deterred its use. 

 
Å Widening of FP 15 and change of status to a cycle track. 

 
Å Diversion of FP 38 to avoid conflict with golf course putting green and prevent 

unlawful access. 
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31. RBK Performance: 
 
Å Previously local authoritiesô management of the ROW network was assessed 

by the Best Value Performance Indicator 178 (BVPI).  BVPI measured the 
total length of the ROW network that is easy to use by the general public 
(based on a 5% sample of the length of ROW).  From 2002/03 to 2007/08 
RBKôs returns were 100%.  As of April 2008 local authorities were no longer 
required to complete this BVPI assessment and no National Indicator (NI) 
takes its place.   

 
Å Currently there are no formal performance measures in place to assess 
Councilôs management of the ROW network.  However when managing ROW 
and the transportation network, RBK must fulfil the following statutory duties: 

 
ï RBK have duties under the Countryside Act 1968, the Highways Act 1980, 

and the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to ensure ROW are: capable of 
handling normal use, adequately signposted, adequately maintained, and 
free from obstruction.  

 
ï The Highways Act 1980 places duties on RBK in terms of its management 

of the highway network. 
 
ï The Traffic Management Act 2005, places a duty on RBK to manage the 

transport network with óminimal disruptionô, and to improve the efficiency of 
the network.  RBK views the promotion of alternative modes of transport to 
the private motor vehicle as a key means of satisfying this duty. 

 
ï The Roads and Street Works Act 1991 places a duty on RBK to ensure that 

maintenance and improvement works are carried out in a manner that 
minimises disruption to the efficiency of the transportation network. 

 

 
       Photo: Long Meadows (Footpath 17 ï Maldens & Coombe) 
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Funding the Rights of Way Network 
 

32. The Rights of Way Improvement Plan will predominantly be funded from the 
following sources: 

 
Å RBK ï Revenue maintenance budgets, S.106 contributions. 
 
Å TfL ï Through RBKôs Local Implementation Plan (LIP) via the annual bidding 

round. 
 
Å Walk London ï Where ROW form part of Londonôs Strategic Walk Network 

funding applications can be lodged with Walk London. 
 
 

SECTION E ï THE ASSESSMENT 
 
Feedback from Users of the Rights of Way Network  
 

33. Organisations Consulted 
 
In order to complete the assessment required by s.60 of the CROW Act and 
develop an action plan for the ongoing improvement of the ROW network, RBK 
distributed a ROW questionnaire to those organisations specified in s.61(1) of 
the CROW Act.  RBK also distributed the questionnaire to an extensive list of 
organisations that are considered key stakeholders in the development of the 
ROW network.  For a summary of the questionnaire results are contained in 
Appendix 1.         
 

34. Feedback Received 
 
There were 15No. responses to the questionnaire; 3 from residents, 3 from 

representatives of the óless mobileô, 3 from cyclist groups, 1 from an equestrian 

representative, 2 from Ramblers groups, 1 from Surrey County Council and 2 

from interested organisations.  

Despite the limited number of responses, the results provide a useful 

assessment of the existing ROW network, and were helpful in determining an 

Action Plan for its ongoing improvement. 

 
The following is a brief summary of the responses received: 
 
Å What is good about RBKôs ROW network? 
ï Surrounding scenery/open space 
ï Routes that follow the rivers 
ï Links to open space in surrounding boroughs 
ï Those routes with wide paths and good surfaces 
ï Routes that form strategic cycling links (shortcuts) 
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Å What did respondents view as the main issues facing RBKôs ROW network 
(areas for improvement)?   
ï Expansion of the ROW network/connectivity of ROW network 
ï Directional signage along ROW 

ï Signage of nearby facilities e.g. shops 
ï Information signage e.g. flora & fauna 
ï Personal safety from crime 
ï Personal safety at road crossings 
ï Provision of dropped kerbs at road crossing points, and entrances to ROW 
ï Removal of obstacles along ROW 
ï Path width and surface 
ï Accessibility for less able users 
ï Visibility, openness, attractiveness of ROW entrances  
ï Increased access points to ROW network 
ï Upgrade ROW for use by cyclists/allow use of more ROW by cyclists 

ï Vegetation/rubbish management  
ï Graffiti/vandalism 
ï Facilities along routes e.g. seating and toilets 
ï Improved information and publicity of ROW network 

 
All respondents advised that if their requested improvements to the ROW 
network were implemented they would use the ROW network more often, and/or 
use different ROW (i.e. ROW they currently do not use). 

 
35. Public Representations on the Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan 

 
Feedback from the questionnaire was incorporated into the Draft Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan, which was released for public representations from 6 March 
2009 to 17 April 2009.  Representations received were generally positive with 
only minor changes being suggested.  This final version of the Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan includes many of the suggested changes. 
 

36. Attributes of a High Quality Rights of Way Network 
 
RBK recognises that the ROW network needs to satisfy the following attributes in 
order to address the issues raised by respondents (Questionnaire, and 
representations on the Draft Rights of Way Improvement Plan), and to satisfy the 
requirements of s.60(2) of the CROW Act: 
 
Å Safe environment: 
ï Personal safety/perception of personal safety e.g. Improved lighting, 

removal of blind corners (open sight lines), removal/prevention of graffiti 
and vandalism. 

ï Safety at road crossings. 
 

Å Accessible routes for all users: 
ï Accessibility for less able users e.g. provision of dropped kerbs at road 

crossings, removal of obstructions, improvements in path surface, width, 
and gradient. 



15 

 

ï Regular (wheelchair and mobility scooter friendly) access points to ROW, 
particularly leisure routes. 

ï Where appropriate remove cycling and horse riding restrictions on 
footpaths.  However, where these restrictions are to be removed path 
widths should be adequate to reduce risk of conflicts between users.  

 
Å Inviting, identifiable entrances to leisure routes:  
ï Due to lack of signage, deteriorating fences/gates, and over grown 

vegetation many entrances are uninviting and/or difficult to notice. 
 

Å Comprehensive signage and way-marking of routes; signage should:  
ï Clearly mark entrances to the route. 
ï Clearly mark the route;  
ï Direct walkers to nearby attractions and facilities (e.g. train stations);  
ï Provide information on the surrounding environment.  

 
Å Regular facilities along routes, such as toilets and seating. 

 

Å Routes that are maintained to high standards and improved where 
deficiencies exist:  
ï  An improved audit, maintenance, and works programme is required.  All 

works should provide for intended users of the ROW i.e. walkers, less able; 
and where applicable cyclists, and equestrians. 

 

Å Provide users with accessible, accurate, up-to-date information about the 
location, condition, and description of ROW in RBK; particularly leisure routes. 

 
Å Routes should follow the most desirable alignment/location.   
ï Currently many leisure routes deviate from the preferred alignment e.g. 

deviate away from river. 
 

Å Walking, cycling, and horse riding paths should form a continuous network.   
ï Currently there are gaps in some parts of the network; there are also 

opportunities to improve links between some paths. 
 
Key Themes for Improving the Rights Of Way Network 

 
37. The following key themes have been identified to feed into RBKôs action plan 

and ultimately achieve a rights of way network that satisfies the requirements of 
the CROW Act and provides clear direction as to how the ROW network should 
be managed, maintained, and improved to meet the needs of walkers, cyclists, 
equestrians and less able users. 

 
i. RBKôs internal processes: collection, management, display, and availability of 

ROW information 
 

A key element to understanding the ROW network and therefore understanding 
issues facing the network is the collection, management, display, and availability 
of ROW information for RBK staff and eventually the general public. 
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ii. The Definitive Map and Statement 
 

There is a need to comprehensively update the quality and accuracy of 
information in the definitive map and statement; this information also needs to be 
made available to the general public.  This will include a review of existing cycle 
tracks in RBK to determine which tracks (if any) are now considered ROW (due 
to amendments made by the CROW Act). 
 

iii. Marketing and Promotion of Network 
 

Marketing and promotion of ROW will primarily focus on those routes that form 
part of the leisure network.  The decision to walk for leisure and use certain 
routes is a different process than the decision to use walking as a mode of 
commuter transport; the commuter walker has a fixed destination and is usually 
aware of the quickest routes to get to this destination.  Many available routes are 
unknown to the leisure walker; the marketing of leisure routes should create 
greater public awareness and is likely to increase public use of the ROW 
network. 

 
iv. Maintenance of the Network 

 
The quality of the ROW network varies across the borough, however, path 
surfaces in the urban network are usually sealed/paved with all weather 
surfaces; this reflects the high number of users in the urban environment.  
Despite its robust surfacing, the urban network still requires maintenance of 
features such as signage, vegetation, raised pavers, and vandalism.  As 
discussed in s.28 urban routes are regularly inspected for maintenance 
requirements by the Street Scene Inspectors.  

 
Path surfaces in the leisure network often consist of grass tracks; these paths 
become muddy in winter and are in need of maintenance to promote continued 
public access.  Maintenance of signage and vegetation along leisure routes also 
requires regular attention; a particular concern of visually impaired users is being 
struck by low hanging foliage.  A regular monitoring programme is required for 
leisure routes to identify maintenance requirements.   

 

v. Accessibility, Safety, and other Larger-Scale Improvements 
 

There are numerous opportunities along the network for larger-scale 
improvements that will improve the safety, accessibility, and attractiveness of 
routes; encouraging increased use by existing and potential users.  Presently 
routes (particularly leisure routes) often provide poor access for less able users.  
The consideration of access for ALL users should be a major consideration when 
determining and designing improvement projects for ROW.  
 
Projects such as new signage, improved surfacing of paths, widening of paths, 
improved lighting, safer road crossings, new dropped kerbs (pram crossings), 
enhancing surrounding ecological attractions and wildlife habitats, and more 
open inviting entrances to leisure walks will improve the safety, accessibility, and 
attractiveness of routes for all users. 



17 

 

 

 
Some less able users may find this path difficult to use (Footpath 101 ï  
Maldens and Coombe) 

 
 
 

 
This path surface maybe easier to navigate for some less able users (Footpath 32 ï  
Kingston Town) 
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vi. Expansion of the Network 

 
Where the highway secures public access there is little need to create new ROW 
(as public access is already secured), however, RBK will consider expanding the 
ROW network in the following circumstances: 

 
Å Where access to parks, open spaces, green spaces, ecological attractions, 

and leisure routes can be improved. 
 
Å To improve access to ókeyô destinations in the borough e.g. train stations, 

shopping centres, schools, leisure facilities. 
 
Å To improve access to existing walking, cycling, and horse riding routes. 

 
Å To securing existing óunofficialô public access over private land. 

 
Å To improve links to the highway network. 

 
Å To improve the connectivity and continuity of the ROW network (including 

connectivity with surrounding Boroughôs/Councilôs ROW network) 
 
Å To improve the safety, efficiency, connectivity, sustainability, and integration 

of the transportation network (including connecting RBK ROW with 
surrounding Boroughôs/Councilôs transportation network). 

 
Å To create óshortcutsô and more direct routes. 
 

Å Where the existing alignment/location of walking routes deviate from the 
preferred alignment.  Many walking routes in RBK (particularly leisure routes) 
deviate from their preferred course due to constraints such as private land 
ownership.  Where possible Council will look to work with land owners to 
create ROW along the preferred routes. 

 
Å Paths that are historically (and still are) ROW but have not been recorded in 

the definitive map and statement. 
 

vii. Monitoring the Rights of Way Improvement Plan and RBKôs Performance 
 

To ensure the successful implementation of the rights of way improvement plan 
it is important to develop and monitor key performance indicators.  Monitoring 
key performance indicators will also help with the ongoing review and 
development of the Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 
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SECTION F - ACTION PLAN  
 
This Action Plan is subject to funding and resource availability. 
 
Timescale: Potential Funding Sources/Key Organisations Estimated Cost 
 

S = Short Term Action (0-2yrs) CR = RBK Revenue Budgets/s.S106 Contributions NC = No Added Cost 
M = Medium Term Action (2-4yrs) TfL = Transport for London ER =  Existing Resources 
L = Long-term Action (4yrs+) WL = Walk London FO = Funded by Other Action 
O = Ongoing Action (recurring action) 
C = Completed 
 

RBK internal processes: collection, management, display, and availability of ROW information 

Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated  Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

1.1 Information on 
the ROW 
network needs 
to be 
collaborated 
and maintained 
ï up to date, 
and accessible 
information. 

a) Establish a permanent walking officer resource 
to oversee the RBK walking strategy and 
network. (Other actions will be dependent upon 
this) 

S ER CR 
 

RBK 

b) Carry out annual audits of ROW to identify 
necessary improvements (refer to Actions 
4.1(a) and 5.2(a)).   

 

S & O ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 

Lower Mole 
Project Group 

c) Develop a walking network map that identifies 
ALL key walking routes in the borough e.g. 
ROW, public Highways etc (please note RBK 
have an existing Cycling Strategy). 

S ER CR 
 

RBK 

d) Update internal GIS system (ISIS) to provide 
detailed information on existing paths and 
improvements required - condition, path 

M ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
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surface, width, length, terrain, obstacles etc. 
 

Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated  Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 e) Where possible provide public access to the 
information outlined in Actions 1.1(b) ï (d) 
above, via: 
Å RBK website 
Å RBK reception 

M ER CR RBK 

f)  Create a feedback forum on RBK website so 
route users can supply information on the route 
i.e. condition of track, areas where vegetation 
management is required, vandalism etc (refer to 
Action 4.3(b)). 

M ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
 

Members of 
the public 

g) Establish liaison groups to gain feedback from 
key stakeholders on ROW network ï priority 
routes, necessary improvements, opportunities 
for new routes etc. 

M ER CR RBK 
 

Liaison 
Groups 

1.2 Develop a 

structured 
improvement/ 
funding plan. 

a) Develop a transparent criterion for identifying 
ókeyô walking routes and funding priorities (refer 
to Action 1.1(c)). 

S ER CR 
 

RBK 
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The Definitive Map and Statement 

Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

2.1 Update 
Definitive Map 
and Statement 

a)  Ensure the existing Definitive Map and 
Statement is correct; identify:  

 

Å Unrecorded historical ROW.   
 

Å ROW that have been included in the existing 
map/statement, which should not have been 
included.   
 

Å ROW whose restrictions are incorrectly 
recorded e.g. recorded as footpath but is 
actually a bridleway. 

 

Å ROW whose legal boundaries do not align 
with physical route followed by users. 
 

Å Cycle tracks that are now considered ROW 
due to amendments made by the CROW Act. 

 

Å Note on map/statement any outstanding 
modification or public path orders.  

 

Å Detailed information about the condition of 
ROW - width, length, surface, terrain. 
 

Å Identify those ROW that cross the RBK 
boundary and how far they extend into the 
neighbouring borough. 

M £15k CR RBK 

b) Renumber all ROW to provide a single 
reference system for the whole RBK. 

M Included in 
above 

CR RBK 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated  Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 c) Finalise & produce an updated Definitive Map 
and Statement in electronic mapping form. 

M Included in 
above 

CR RBK 

2.2 Provide public 

access to the 
Definitive Map 
and Statement. 

a) Provide access to definitive ROW Map and 
Statement on RBK website. 

M Included in 
above 

CR RBK 

b) Provide access to the Definitive Map and 
Statement at Council reception for public 
viewing. 

M Included in 
above 

CR RBK 

2.3 Review status 
of existing 
ROW. 

a) Where desirable, assess footpaths for 
opportunities to relax restrictions for cyclists 
and horse ridersô - Any assessment will 
consider the potential for conflict between 
various users, and whether it will achieve the 
aims as outlined in s.60(2) of the CROW Act. 

S & O ER CR RBK 
Members of 
the public 
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Marketing and Promotion of Network 

General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

3.1 Promotion of 
ROW network 
via RBK 
website (and 
other 
publications). 

a) On RBK Website (and other 
publications/information) promote available 
routes within RBK, and advise of legal 
restrictions on users e.g. footpath (walkers, 
mobility scooters, wheelchairs only). 

M ER CR 
WL  
TfL 

RBK  
 

b) On RBK Website (and other 
publications/information) provide detailed 
information on existing paths - condition, path 
surface, width, length, terrain (including 
ecological/wildlife attractions), obstacles, 
suitability for less able users etc. 

M to L     
& O 

ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 

c) On RBK Website (and at RBK reception) 
provide access to other walking information - 
Definitive Map and Statement, improvement 
projects under construction, upcoming events, 
leisure walk pamphlets etc. 

M Up to £1K CR RBK 

d) Create a link to Walk London on the RBK 

website. 

S ER CR RBK 

e) Create a dedicated walking forum/page on the 
RBK website. 

L ER CR, WL 
TfL 

RBK 

3.2 Leisure Path 
Pamphlets and 
Tourism. 

a) Create leisure pamphlets that advertise and 
guide users along key leisure paths - priority is 
updating the Hogsmill Valley Walk pamphlet. 

S to L £5k (Hogsmill 
Valley Walk) 

WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 

b) Place pamphlets in tourist and information 
stands throughout the borough, and where 
worthwhile London. 

S to L ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated  Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 c) Distribute pamphlets to key user organisations. S to L ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 

d) Provide access to pamphlets on RBK website.  S to L ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 

3.3 Community 

Involvement. 
a) Continue to organise community walks, and 
expand existing RBK óWalking for Healthô 
programme. 

S & O ER RBK RBK 
 

Members of 
the public 

b) Where appropriate support community 
organisations/events that promote activities 
which use the ROW network. 

S & O ER RBK RBK 
 

Community 
Groups 

c) Council representatives to attend liaison group 
meetings and provide publications/information 
regarding the ROW network.  Also seek 
feedback from liaison groups regarding the 
marketing of the ROW network (refer to Action 
1.1(g)). 

M ER CR RBK 
 

Liaison 
Groups 
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Maintenance of the Network 

General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

4.1 Determining 
Maintenance 
Requirements 

a) Carry out annual inspections of ROW to 
determine maintenance requirements (and 
opportunities for improvements ï refer to Action 
5.2(a)).  

 

Å Urban ROW are surveyed by Street Scene 
Inspectors. 

 

Å Rural ROW in South of the Borough are 
surveyed annually by the Lower Mole 
Project Team. 

 

Å The Street Scene Teams will develop a 
monitoring programme for all ROW not 
currently covered by existing monitoring 
programmes. 

S to M 
& O 

£2k per annum CR 
TfL 
WL 

RBK 
WL 

Lower Mole 
Project Team 

4.2 Maintenance 

Programme 
a) Develop a maintenance programme that 

incorporates works identified in Actions 4.1(a), 
4.2(b), and 4.3(b) e.g. 
Å Issues identified in the London Access 

Management System (LAMS)  
Å Issues identified by Lower Mole Project. 
Å Issues identified by the Street Scene 

Teams. 
Å Issues raised via feedback forum. 

 Please note: A maintenance programme is 
already in operation for issues identified by 
Street Scene Inspectors.  

M to L 
& O 

ER 
(development of 

programme) 
 

Implementation 
costs of 

programme is 
unknown ï 
demand led 

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 

Lower Mole 
Project Team 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated  Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 b) Work with Walk London to ensure all issues 
identified in LAMS are resolved before the 2012 
Olympics.  

S to M £100k WL RBK 
WL 

c) Where possible, maintenance works will take 
particular consideration of less able users 
needs, and improve access for these users. 
E.g. over hanging foliage should be cleared to a 
height that will not strike visually impaired users 
(and all users). 

S & O NC CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 

4.3 Community 
Involvement. 

a) Continue to organise community group days for 
maintenance works. 

S & O ER CR RBK 
Members of 
the public 

b) Create a feedback forum on RBK website so 
route users can supply information on the route 
i.e. condition of track, areas where vegetation 
management is required, vandalism etc. 

 
 Issues can be investigated by RBK and where 

appropriate added to the maintenance 
programme. 

M ER CR RBK 
Members of 
the public 
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Accessibility, Safety, and other Larger-scale Improvements 

General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost 

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

5.1 Consideration 
of ALL intended 
users of the 
ROW network.  
(In particular 
consideration of 
less able 
users). 

a) Ensure consideration of access for ALL 
intended users is a major consideration when 
determining and designing improvement 
projects for ROW - in particular less able users 

S & O NC CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 

b) Consult less able user groups to identify:  
Å Those paths already used by less able users. 
Å Routes (or portions of routes) where 

improved access for less able users is most 
desirable ïwhere there is greatest existing or 
ósuppressedô demand for access by less able 
users. 

S ER CR RBK 
Less able 

users 

c) Identify, design, complete improvements 
required on routes identified in Action 5.1(b) 
above. Focus on removing/improving the 
following hindrances for less able users: 
Å Obstructions such as steps and gates. 
Å Poor surface conditions 
Å Inadequate path widths 
Å Steep horizontal and vertical gradients 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

M to L Unknown ï 
demand led  

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost  

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

5.2 Identify 
Improvements 
to ROW 
network 

a) Carry out annual audits of ROW to identify 
possible improvements to the routes (including 
maintenance requirements ï refer to Action 
4.1(a)).  Audits should pay particular 
consideration to the needs of less able users. 
Please note: 

 
Å Urban ROW are surveyed by Street Scene 

Inspectors. 
 

Å Rural ROW in South of the Borough are 
surveyed annually by the Lower Mole 
Project Team. 

 
Å The Street Scene Teams will develop a 

monitoring programme for all ROW not 
currently covered by existing monitoring 
programmes. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S to M 
& O 

£2k CR 
WL 
TfL 

 

RBK 
WL 

Lower Mole 
Project Group 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost  

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

5.3 Ongoing 
improvements 
to ROW 
network. 

a) Prioritise improvements, and develop funding 
applications (and where possible a works 
programme) that incorporates works identified 
in Action 5.2(a), 5.3(b), and 5.3(c) e.g. 
Å Issues Identified by Street scene 

Inspectors. 
Å Issues identified LAMS.  
Å Issues identified by Lower Mole Project 

surveys. 
Å Issues identified by the other 

Environmental Services Teams. 
Å Issues identified by School Travel Team 

 
 Please note: feedback from ROW users will 

also be investigated by RBK (refer to Action 
4.3(b)).  Where appropriate issues raised will be 
included in funding applications and/or included 
in works programmes. 

M to L 
& O 

Unknown ï 
demand led 

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 

Lower Mole 
Project Group 

b) Work with Walk London to ensure all issues 
identified in LAMS are resolved before the 2012 
Olympics.  

S to M ER WL RBK 
WL 

c) Work with school travel team to identify 
opportunities to improve ROWS that are heavily 
used by school children. 

S & O ER CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
Schools 

d) Take a órouteô approach to improvements - 
óroutesô being improved can contain ROW, 
footways/cycle lanes on highways, permissive 
paths through Council owned land etc. 

S & O NC CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 
TfL 



30 

 

Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost  

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 e) Organise community group days to help 
complete improvement works.  

S & O ER CR RBK, 
Members of 
the Public 

f)  Improvements to ROW will predominantly focus 
on the following areas: 

 

Å Signage and way marking of routes ï 
signage should clearly mark the route; direct 
walkers to nearby attractions and facilities 
(i.e. train stations); and in certain locations 
provide information on the surrounding 
environment. 

  

Å Accessibility for less able users.  
 

Å Safety at road crossings. 
 

Å Path surfaces and widths. 
 

Å Entrances to leisure routes ï due to lack of 
signage, old fences, old gates, and over 
grown vegetation many entrances are 
uninviting and/or difficult to identify. 

 

Å Safety from crime: 
- Lighting, aim to create a safe environment 

for users at night.  Initial emphasis will be on 
commuter routes.  

- Graffiti, continued removal and prevention 
of graffiti; where possible vegetation will be 
used to cover and prevent graffiti.  

S & O  
Costs of 

improvements 
are unknown ï 

demand led 

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 
TfL 

 
Lower Mole 

Project Group 
 

Members of 
the Public 

 
Liaison 
Groups 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost  

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 - CCTV, where crime problem areas arise 
investigate the installation of CCTV. 

 

Å Vegetation and rubbish 
maintenance/clearance along the routes, 
including the installation of new rubbish bins.   

 

Å Improvement of the surrounding areas 
ecological values and visual environment.  
This will enhance the natural environment 
and create visual interest along routes ï 
plantings, provision/enhancement of wildlife 
habitat etc. 

 

Å Increasing facilities along routes, such as 
toilets and seating. 

 

Å Improve access to leisure routes (increase 
access opportunities along routes). 
 

Å Realign paths to follow preferred route. 
 

Å Key walking routes as identified in the RBK 
Walking Map (refer to Action 1.1(c)) 

    

5.4 Dropped kerbs a) Develop a schedule of road crossings where 
dropped kerbs are required. 

S ER CR RBK 

b) Develop and source funding to install dropped 
kerbs where identified in (a) above. 

M to L Unknown ï 
demand led 

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
WL 
TfL 
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Conclusion from 
Assessment 

Action Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated 
Cost  

£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

5.5 Other Ongoing 
Improvements  

a) Investigate initiation of Legible London type 
signage scheme from main train stations.   

M Up to 50,000 
for a trial area 

CR 
TfL 

Local 
Businesses 

RBK 
TfL 

5.6 Funding a) Investigate alternative forms of funding for 
ROW improvement projects, such as corporate 
donations, Environment Agency, lottery bodies, 
charitable trusts. 

M & O ER Environment 
Agency 

 
Local 

Businesses  
 

etc 

Environment 
Agency 

 
Local 

Businesses  
 

etc 
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Expansion of the Network 

General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

6.1 Expansion of 
the 

 Network 

a) RBK will investigate the expansion of the 
network in the following circumstances: 

 
Å To improve access to parks, open spaces, 

green spaces, ecological attractions, and 
leisure routes. 

 
Å To improve access to ókeyô destinations in the 

borough e.g. train stations, shopping centres, 
schools, leisure facilities. 

 
Å To improve links to the highway network. 
 
Å To improve access to existing walking, 

cycling, and horse riding routes. 
 
Å To improve the connectivity and continuity of 

the ROW network (including connectivity with 
surrounding Boroughôs/Councilôs ROW 
network). 

 
Å To improve the safety, efficiency, 

connectivity, sustainability, and integration of 
the transportation network (including 
connecting RBK ROW with surrounding 
Boroughôs/Councilôs transportation network). 
 

S & O  
Costs of 

implementing  
expansions 

identified are 
unknown ï 
typical legal 

process is £4k 
per óeventô 

CR 
WL 
TfL 

RBK 
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General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

 Å To create óshortcutsô and more direct routes. 
 

Å Securing existing óunofficialô public access 
over private land. 

 
Å Paths that are historically (and still are) ROW 

but have not been recorded in the definitive 
map and statement. 
 

Å When the existing alignment/location of a 
ROW route deviates from its preferred 
alignment. 

 
RBK are in the process of legally establishing the 
following ROW: 

 
(i) Proposed Footpath 1 ï refer to Maldens & 

Coombe Definitive Map (northern end of 
The Drive to the Beechcroft Avenue 
Footpath/Beechcroft Avenue intersection). 

 
(ii)  Proposed Footpath 2 ï refer to Kingston 

Town Definitive Map (Latchmere Close). 
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Monitoring the Rights of Improvement Plan and RBKôs Performance 

General Actions Specific Actions Estimated 
Timescale 

Estimated Cost 
£ 

Potential 
Funding 
Sources 

Key 
Organisations 

7.1 Monitoring 
Tools 

a) Results/trends from the following sources can 
be used to monitor RBK performance: 

 
Å Issues Identified by Street scene 

Inspectors. 
 

Å Issues identified in LAMS.  
 
Å Issues identified by Lower Mole Project 

surveys. 
 
Å Issues identified by the Environmental 

Services Team. 
 

Å Issues identified by School Travel Team. 
 

Å  Feedback from ROW users (refer to Action 
4.3(b)).   

S to L 
& O 

NC CR RBK 
WL 

 
Lower Mole 

Project Group 
 

Members of 
the public 

 

b) RBK will develop standard timeframes by which 
maintenance issues should be resolved.  E.g. 
Major obstruction to path = 1 week to resolve. 

M NC CR RBK 

c) Adherence to forward works programmes will 
be used to monitor RBK performance in terms 
of maintenance and improvement projects. 

M & O NC CR RBK 

d) Investigate continued internal use of BVPI 178 
(or similar tool) as a measure of RBK 
performance. 

M NC CR RBK 



36 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 1 ï ORGANISATIONS 
CONSULTED AND QUESTIONNAIRE 

RESULTS 
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ROW - Key User Groups and Individuals Sent a Copy of the Questionnaire 

Please Note: ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴƴŀƛǊŜ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ƻƴ w.YΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜΦ 

 

Sent Questionnaire to: 

CROW Act Requirement Group/Individual Postal address 

Each local highway authority whose 

area adjoins RBK 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1) London Borough of Richmond London Borough of Richmond 
Civic Centre 
44 York Street 
Twickenham  
Middlesex 
TW1 3BZ 

2) London Borough of 
Wandsworth 

London Borough of Wandsworth 
Wandsworth Town Hall 
Wandsworth High Street 
SW18 2PU 

3) London Borough of Merton London Borough of Merton 
Civic Centre 
London Road 
Morden 
SM4 5DX 

4) London Borough of Sutton London Borough of Sutton 
24 Denmark Road 
Carshalton 
Surrey 
SM5 2JG 
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5) Surrey County Council Surrey County Council 
Room 408 County Hall 
Penrhyn Road 
Kingston Upon Thames 
KT1 2DW 

6) TfL  

7) Royal Parks (for Richmond Park) The Royal Parks 
The Old Police House 
Hyde Park 
London 
W2 2UH  

RBK local access forum 8) Thames2Downs Send to all members via email 

9) Lower Mole Project  Lower Mole Project 
2 West Park Farmhouse 
Horton Country Park  
Horton Lane  
Epsom 
Surrey,  
KT19 8PL 

Natural England 10) Natural England Natural England 
Floor 6, Zone E5 
 Ashdown House  
123 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1E 6DE 

11) Such other persons that the local 
highway authority may consider 
appropriate. 

 

12) Ramblers 
 
 
 
 
 

69 Brockenhurst Avenue 
Worcester Park 
Surrey 
KT4 7RH 
 
 



39 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1 Leaside Court  
Lower Luton Road 
Harpenden 
Herts 
AL5 5BX 

¢ƘŜ wŀƳōƭŜǊǎΩ !ǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴ  
2nd Floor Camelford House 
87-90 Albert Embankment 
London  
SE1 7TW 

13) Cycle groups: CTC (Cycling Touring Club) 
43 Devon Road 
Sutton 
SN2 7PE 

Kingston Cycling Campaign 

Sustrans 
70 Cowcross Street 
London 
EC1M 6EJ  

Kingston Phoenix 

South West Kingston  

Kingston Cycling Team 

14) Horse riding groups Avril  Sleeman 

British Horse Society 

Kingston Riding Centre 
38 Crescent Road 
Kingston-Upon-Thames 
Surrey 
London 
KT2 7RG 
 
 



40 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

15) Disable Users  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Orchard Cottage, 
 Uplands,  
Ashtead,  
Surrey  
KT21 2TN 

Jane Young (RBK) 

Disability Equality Group 
105 Hook Rise South 
Surbiton 
KT6 7NA 

Mind in Kingston 
Siddeley House 
50 Canbury Park Road 
Kingston 
KT2 6LX 

Kingston Hospital 
28-34 Wolverton Avenue 
Kingston Upon Thames 
KT2 &QD 

London Access Forum 
12 City Forum City Road 
London 
EC1V 8AF 

Mental Health Partnership Board 
Email questionnaire 

People with Learning Disabilities Partnership Board 
Email questionnaire 

Reach Out Youth & Adult Disabilities 
76 Lawrence Avenue 
New Malden 
Surrey 
KT3 5NA 
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 Kingston Centre for Independent  
Living 
River  Reach 
31-35 High Street 
Kingston Upon Thames 
KT1 1LF 

Team for Disabled Children (RBK) 
Email copy: 
17 Beaconsfield Road 
New Malden 
KT3 3HY 

Adult services for occupational therapy  

16) Visually impaired (sensory 
impaired)  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Talking Newspaper 
64 Roebuck Road 
Chessington 
KT9 1JX 

Kingston Association for the Blind 
Email a copy and post a copy. 
52 Barnfield Avenue 
Kingston upon Thames 
KT2 5RE 

Eye Contact 162 Garrison Lane 
Chessington 
KT9 2JP 

Sensory Impairment Team (RBK) 
Cocks Crescent 
New Malden 
KT3 4TA 
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17) Older people Age Concern Kingston 
14 Nelson Road 
New Malden 
KT3 5EA 

Kingston Pensioners Forum 
11 Barnsbury Crescent 
Tolworth 
KT5 9RF 

18) Younger People Youth Council (RBK) 
Guildhall 1 
Room 205 

19) Walk London Walk London c/o City of London 
Town Clerks Department 
Guildhall 
PO Box 270 
EC2P 2EJ 

20) School board   
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Never

1 - 3 times

Once per week

2 or more time 
per week

Other

 

Leisure activities

Commuting (for 
transport not 
leisure)

 

Walking

Walking the dog

Wheelchair

Mobility scooter

Running/jogging

Cycling

Horse riding

In a typical month, how often do you use the rights of way network? 

 

What activities do you (or members of your organisation) 

use rights of way for? 

 

What leisure activities do you (or members of your 

organisation) use the rights of way for? 

 

 

School

University/other education

Work

Train/bus stations

Leisure (e.g. playing sports)

Entertainment

Shopping

Other (Community 
meetings/events)

What commuter destinations do you (or members of your organisation) use 

rights of way to access? 
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The current rights of way network - to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

RBK rights of way are well sign posted and 

easy to navigate 

I would like the standard of RBK rights of 

way to be improved 

 

RBK rights of way are suitable for people 

with sensory and mobility difficulties 

 

I would like more rights of way to be created 

in RBK 

 

RBK rights of way are of an adequate 

standard for my intended use 

 

RBK rights of way are well maintained 
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The current rights of way network - to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

RBK rights of way are easy to find 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

RBK rights of way follow the best alignment - 

do not divert away from preferred walking 

route 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

RBK rights of way are only used by their 

intended users ï E.g. ófootpathsô are only 

used by walkers 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

RBK should allow cyclists and equestrians to 

use more rights of way  

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Information about RBK rights of way is 

abundant 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Information about RBK rights of way is 

accessible 
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The current rights of way network - to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Information about RBK rights of way is easy 

to understand 

 

Strongly agree

agree

Neither agree 
or disagree

Disagree

Strongly 
disagree

Information about RBK rights of way is up-to-

date 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Improving the rights of way network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Directional signage along rights of way 

 

Signage of nearby facilities e.g. shops Information signage e.g. flora & fauna 
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Path widths 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Path surfaces 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Improving the rights of way network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Personal safety from crime ï lighting 

 

Personal safety from crime ï overgrown 

vegetation 

Personal safety from crime ï large fences 

 

Personal safety from crime ï blind corners 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view
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Personal safety from crime ï graffiti and 

other vandalism 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Improving the rights of way network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Personal safety at road crossings Dropped kerbs at road crossings 

 

Barriers along path - obstaclesô such as stiles 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Visibility, openness, attractiveness of rights 

of way entrances  

 

Are there enough access points to leisure 

routes? 



49 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

Do ROW form an ongoing continuous 

network (unwanted gaps in network)? 

Improving the rights of way network 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facilities along routes, such as seating and 

toilets 

 

Vegetation maintenance 

 

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view

 

Major problem 
- needs 
improving

Minor 
problem -
needs 
improving

Not a problem 
- no further 
action 
required

No view
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Please list the improvements you (or your organisation) think are most required on the rights of way network 

If these improvements were implemented would your (or members of your organisation) use of the rights of way 

network increase? 

 

 

Yes ςmore often

Yes ςdifferent routes

No

Unsure

 

Remove obstacles along ROW

Expand network/improve connectivity of ROW

Upgrade ROW for cyclists/allow use of more ROW by cyclists

Improve signage 

Improve path width/surface

Improved information and publicity of ROW

Increase access points to ROW

Vegetation/rubbish management 
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APPENDIX 2 - COUNTRYSIDE AND 
RIGHTS OF WAY ACT 2000  

(S.60 & S.61) 
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Section 60 - Rights of Way Improvement Plans  

 
(1)  Every local highway authority other than an inner London authority shall, within 

five years after the commencement of this section, prepare and publish a plan, to 
be known as a rights of way improvement plan, containingð  

(a)  the authorityôs assessment of the matters specified in subsection (2),  

(b)  a statement of the action they propose to take for the management of local 
rights of way, and for securing an improved network of local rights of way, 
with particular regard to the matters dealt with in the assessment, and  

(c)  such other material as the Secretary of State (as respects England) or the 
National Assembly for Wales (as respects Wales) may direct.  

 
 

(2)  The matters referred to in subsection (1)(a) areð  

(a)  the extent to which local rights of way meet the present and likely future 
needs of the public,  

(b)  the opportunities provided by local rights of way (and in particular by those 
within paragraph (a) of the definition in subsection (5)) for exercise and other 
forms of open-air recreation and the enjoyment of the authorityôs area,  

(c)  the accessibility of local rights of way to blind or partially sighted persons and 
others with mobility problems, and  

(d)  such other matters relating to local rights of way as the Secretary of State 
(as respects England) or the National Assembly for Wales (as respects 
Wales) may direct.  

 
 
(3)  An authority by whom a rights of way improvement plan is published shall, not 

more than ten years after first publishing it and subsequently at intervals of not 
more than ten yearsð  

(a)  make a new assessment of the matters specified in subsection (2), and  

(b)  review the plan and decide whether to amend it.  
 
 
(4)  On such a review the authority shallð  

(a)  if they decide to amend the plan, publish it as amended, and  

(b)  if they decide to make no amendments to it, publish a report of their decision 
and of their reasons for it.  

 
 
(5)  In this sectionð  
 

 ñcycle trackòð 

(a)    means a way over which the public have the following, but no other, 
rights of way, that is to say, a right of way on pedal cycles (other than 
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pedal cycles which are motor vehicles within the meaning of the [1988 
c. 52.] Road Traffic Act 1988) with or without a right of way on foot; but 

(b)   does not include a way in or by the side of a highway consisting of or 
comprising a made-up carriageway (within the meaning of the 1980 
Act); 

  
ñinner London authorityò means Transport for London, the council of an inner 
London borough or the Common Council of the City of London; 
 
ñlocal highway authorityò has the same meaning as in the 1980 Act; 
 
ñlocal rights of wayò in relation to a local highway authority, meansð 

(a)   the footpaths, cycle tracks, bridleways and restricted byways within the 
authorityôs area, and 

(b)   the ways within the authorityôs area which are shown in a definitive map 
and statement as restricted byways or byways open to all traffic. 

 
 
(6)  In subsection (5) the definition of ñlocal rights of wayò has effect until the 

commencement of section 47 with the substitution for the references to restricted 
byways and to ways shown in a definitive map and statement as restricted 
byways of a reference to ways shown in a definitive map and statement as roads 
used as public paths.  

 
 

Section 61 - Rights of way improvement plans: supplemental 

  
(1)  Before preparing or reviewing a rights of way improvement plan, and in particular 

in making any assessment under section 60(1)(a) or (3)(a), a local highway 
authority shall consultð  

(a)  each local highway authority whose area adjoins their area;  

(b)  each district council, and each parish or community council, whose area is 
within their area;  

(c) the National Park authority for a National Park any part of which is within 
their area;  

(d)  where any part of the Broads is within their area, the Broads Authority;  

(e)  any local access forum established for their area or any part of it;  

(f)  the Countryside Agency or the Countryside Council for Wales (as 
appropriate);  

(g)  such persons as the Secretary of State (as respects England) or the National 
Assembly for Wales (as respects Wales) may by regulations prescribe in 
relation to the local highway authorityôs area; and  

(h)  such other persons as the local highway authority may consider appropriate. 
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(2)  In preparing or amending a rights of way improvement plan, a local highway 

authority shallð  

(a)  publish a draft of the plan or of the plan as amended,  

(b)  publish, in two or more local newspapers circulating in their area, notice of 
how a copy of the draft can be inspected or obtained and how 
representations on it can be made to them, and  

(c)  consider any representations made in accordance with the notice.  
 
 

(3)  As regards their rights of way improvement plan, any draft plan on which 
representations may be made and any report under section 60(4)(b), a local 
highway authority shallð  

(a)  keep a copy available for inspection free of charge at all reasonable times at 
their principal offices, and  

(b)  supply a copy to any person who requests one, either free of charge or on 
payment of a reasonable charge determined by the authority.  

 
 

(4)  Local highway authorities shall, in carrying out their functions under section 60 
and this section, have regard to such guidance as may from time to time be 
given to them by the Secretary of State (as respects England) or the National 
Assembly for Wales (as respects Wales).  

 
 
(5)  A local highway authority may make arrangements withð  

(a)  any district council whose area is within their area, or  

(b)  the National Park authority for a National Park any part of which is within 
their area,  

for the functions of the local highway authority under section 60 and this section 
so far as relating to the area of that council or to the part of the Park within the 
local highway authorityôs area, to be discharged jointly by the local highway 
authority and by that council or National Park authority. 
 
 

(6)  Regulations under subsection (1)(g) shall be made by statutory instrument, and 
a statutory instrument containing such regulations made by the Secretary of 
State shall be subject to annulment in pursuance of a resolution of either House 
of Parliament.  

 
(7)  In this sectionð  

 ñlocal highway authorityò has the same meaning as in the 1980 Act; 

ñthe Broadsò has the same meaning as in the [1988 c. 4.] Norfolk and 
Suffolk Broads Act 1988.  
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APPENDIX 3 - ROYAL BOROUGH OF 
KINGSTON SUMMARY DEFINITIVE 
STATEMENT 
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AREA 1 - Kingston 

 

ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

1 F.P. 

1.83m 

From junction of R/W 2 and Dukes Avenue in 

a north-westerly direction to Craig Road at 

RBK boundary. 

Bitmac - 228.7m 

2 B.W. 

7.32m 

2.85m 

4.02m 

3.38m 

From Dukes Avenue and junction of R/W 1 in 

a north-easterly direction to borough 

boundary. 

Bitmac ς  

Length of ROW in 

RBK = 2m 

Note: the total 

length of the 

ROW = 131.2m 

(includes portion 

of ROW outside 

RBK boundary). 

4 F.P. 

2.63m 

From Lower Ham Road in an easterly 

direction to Grosvenor Gardens 

Bitmac ς 72.3m 

5  F.P. 

1.11m 

1.03m 

2.73m 

From Elm road in a north westerly direction 

(winding with various turns) to Acre Road. 

Bitmac ς 95.6m 

6 F.P. 

2.42m 

2.16m 

3.52m 

From Acre Road (opposite its intersection 

with Burton Road) in a south-easterly 

direction to Elm Road. 

Bitmac ς 86.8m 

8 F.P. 

2.39m 

2.9m 

2.66m 

2.71m 

3.52m 

From Skerne Road in an easterly, then north-

easterly direction to Walter Street. 

Bitmac ς 321.1m 

10 F.P. 

1.69m 

1.53m 

1.61m 

1.3m 

 

From Albany Park Road in a westerly 

direction to Lower Ham Road. 

Bitmac ς 71.2m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

11 F.P. 

3.82m 

2.65m 

2.15m 

2.84m 

3.67m 

2.12m 

1.93m 

3.24m 

From Gordon Road in a north-easterly 

direction to the Clifton Road/Bridge End 

Close intersection. 

Bitmac ς 129.2m 

12 F.P. 

2.46m 

1.59m 

From the southern end of Burnham Street in 

a south-easterly direction to Coombe Road. 

Slabs ς 112.5m 

13 F.P. 

3.7m 

2m 

From Hawks Road (opposite its intersection 

with Portman Road) in a northerly direction 

to Cambridge Road. 

Bitmac - 88.8m 

14 F.P. 

4.15m 

From Fairfield Road (opposite its intersection 

with Minerva Road) in a southerly direction 

to Fairfield South. 

Bitmac - 121m 

15 F.P. 

1.65m 

6.11m 

From Fairfield Road (opposite its intersection 

with Fairfield East) in a southerly direction to 

Fairfield South. 

Slabs - 146.2m 

16 F.P. 

2.42m 

 

From London Road (near London 

Road/Queen Elizabeth Road/Fairfield North 

intersection) in a southerly direction to 

Fairfield Road. 

Bitmac - 154.9m 

17 F.P.  

1.79m 

3.08m 

From Albert Road (opposite its intersection 

with Church Road) in a westerly direction to 

R/W 16. 

Slabs ς 95.2m 

21 F.P. 

1.48m - 4.24m 

3.44m ς 5.91m 

10.43mς7.75m 

From Clarence Street (opposite its 

intersection with Fife Road) in a southerly 

direction (winding with various turns) to 

Eden Street. 

Combination of 

Slabs & Bricks - 

260.9 

22 F.P. 

2.6m 

From Church Street in and easterly direction 

to Union Street. 

Brick ς 20.8m 

23 F.P. 

1.73m 

2.53m 

3.71m 

3.46m 

From Market Place in an easterly then 

northerly direction to Church Street. 

Bitmac - 79.3m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

25 F.P. 

1.52m 

4.27m 

From the south end of Thames Street (at its 

intersection with Market Place) in a westerly 

direction (along Kings Passage) to Riverside 

Walk. 

Bitmac ς 102.3m 

27 F.P. 

3.06m 

5.97m 

4.41m 

2.54m 

From High Street in a westerly direction to 

Riverside Walk. 

Bitmac - 62.3m 

28 F.P 

9.87m 

11.27m 

7.13m ς 4.78m 

1.37m ς 7.4m 

From High Street at north side of Guildhall in 

an easterly direction to St James Road. 

Bitmac ς 84.1m 

29 F.P. 

2.12m ς 2.92m 

2.57m 

5.86m 

From Penrhyn Road (near its intersection 

with Kingston Hall Road and Wheatfield 

Way) in a westerly direction to the Bittoms. 

Bitmac ς 176.4m 

30 F.P. 

1.26m 

0.92m 

2.94m 

From Denmark Road (next to its intersection 

with Watersplash Close) in a north-easterly 

direction to Grange Road. 

Bitmac ς 90m 

31 F.P. 

1.45m 

From Avenue Road (near its intersection with 

Grange Road) in an easterly direction to Mill 

Street. 

Bitmac ς 60.9m 

32 F.P. 

2.44m ς 1.8m 

2.7m  

1.65m 

1.76m 

2.1m ς 2.65m 

3.35m 

From Mill Street (north of Hogsmill river) in 

an easterly direction (past its junction with 

ROW 42) to Villiers Road. 

Bitmac - 281.8m 

33 F.P. 

3.12m 

2.4m 

3.1m 

4.72m 

From southern end of Mill Street (junction 

with R/W 32) in a south-westerly then 

southerly direction to Portland Road. 

Bitmac - 125.2m 

34 F.P. 
5.27m - 1.65m 

From Surbiton Road in a south-westerly 
direction to Riverside Close. 

Bitmac - 43.2m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

35  F.P. 

4.28m 

4.42m 

1.8m 

From Cranes Park (near the Beaufort 

Road/Lingfleld Avenue/Cranes Park 

intersection) in a south-westerly direction to 

its junction with R/W 1 (Surbiton). 

Bitmac - 102.5m 

36 F.P.  

6.1m 

From Dudley Road in a westerly then 

southerly direction (along Mill Place) to R/W 

42 (at southern end of Mill Place). 

Bitmac - 213m 

38 F.P. 

4.36m 

2.86m 

2.19m 

From R/W 43 (immediately south of All 

Saints Church) in a westerly then northerly 

direction to R/W 43. 

Slabs -  43.9m 

40 F.P. 

4.57m 

5.33m 

2.9m 

From the Church Road/Albert Road 

intersection in a northerly direction to 

London Road. 

Bitmac - 38.1m 

41 F.P. 

2.13m 

2.06m ς 2.13m 

From Denmark Road in a south-westerly 

direction to Grove Crescent. 

Bitmac - 13m 

42 F.P. 

1.37m ς 2.9m 

From southern end of Mill Place (junction 

with R/W 36) in a southerly direction to ROW 

32. 

Bitmac - 14.7m 

43 F.P. 

Market Place 

to Thames 

Street: 

2.82m - 3.81m 

2.67m ς 2.16m 

3.87m ς 2.27m 

5.32m ς 5.16m 

2.8m ς 1.38m 

2.09m ς 2.17m 

1.41m ς 2.82m 

From the north side of Market Place in a 

northerly (to R/W 38) then easterly direction 

around All Saints Church (travel anti 

clockwise around the church) paths exiting to 

Church Street, Clarence Street, and Thames 

Street (in that order if walking anti 

clockwise). 

Market Place to 

Thames Street: 

Slabs ς 163.4m 

 

Church Street 

Exit: 

Slabs ς 9.8m 

 

Clarence Street 

Exist: 

Slabs ς 33.5m 

 

Total Length = 

206.7 

47 F.P. 

8.53m 

2.74m ς 3.96m 

From Lower ham Road in a north-westerly 

direction to RBK boundary. 

Natural ς 704.6m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

48 B.W. 

1.74m - 

13.46m 

From Lower Ham Road at the northern end 

of Canbury Gardens in a Southerly direction 

to opposite the Thames Side/Vicarage Road 

intersection  

Bitmac ς 775.7m 
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AREA 2 ï Surbiton 

ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

1  F.P. 

3.47m 

1.7m 

1.48m 

1.25m 

1.55m 

From Surbiton Hill Road in a north-easterly 

(to junction with Kingston R/W 35), then in a 

south-easterly direction to Cranes Park 

Avenue. 

Bitmac ς 173.1m 

2 F.P. 

1.77m 

2.1m 

From the eastern end of Claremont Gardens 

in a north-easterly direction to Surbiton Hill 

Road opposite Cranes Park Avenue. 

Bitmac - 20.7m 

3 F.P. 

2.14m 

2.82m 

2.64m 

2.42m 

From Surbiton Hill Road (opposite its 

intersection with Avenue Elmers) in a south- 

easterly direction to Lamberts Road. 

Bitmac ς 287.2m 

4 F.P. 

3.02m 

2.81m 

From Claremont Road in an easterly 

direction (along Church Passage) to Adelaide 

Road. 

Bitmac - 94.5m 

5 F.P. 

2.96m 

3.42m 

2.83m 

From Glenbuck Road in a south-easterly 

direction (along Oak Hill Path) to the 

northern end of Oak Hill. 

Bitmac - 149m 

6 F.P. 

2.26m 

From Berrylands Road in a southerly then 

westerly direction to Howard Road. 

Bitmac - 76.3 

7 F.P. 

4.96m 

5.28m 

4.2m 

From Ewell Road in an easterly direction to 

Alpha Road (opposite its intersection with 

Britannia Road). 

Bitmac - 159.5 

8 F.P. 

1.37m 

From the Elmbridge Avenue/Surbiton Hill 

Park/Raeburn Avenue intersection in an 

easterly direction to bridge over the Hogsmill 

River (Malden and Coombe R/W 7). 

Bitmac - 74.1m 

9 F.P. 

5.18m 

From Elgar Avenue in a south-easterly 

direction to Beresford Avenue (opposite 

Lyndhurst Avenue). 

Bitmac - 93.8m 

10 F.P. 
2.05m 

From Hook Road in a south-easterly direction 

to Malvern Road. 

Bitmac - 97.7m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

11 F.P. 

0.91m 

From western side of Hogsmill River between 

Sleephouse Way and Knollmead (at junction 

of R/W 39 and Malden/Coombe R/W 17) in 

south-easterly direction, then crossing to the 

eastern side of Hogsmill River (junction of 

Malden Coombe R/W 3 and Malden Coombe 

ROW 101). 

Natural ς 203.4m 

12 F.P. From between Nos.106 and 108 Cranborne 

Avenue in a north-westerly then south-

westerly direction to the rear of No.112 

Cranborne Avenue. 

Natural (Gravel) - 

63.2m 

13 F.P. 

2.98m 

6.37m 

 

From A3 Kingston Bypass in a south-easterly 

direction along Queen Mary Close to the 

north-western boundary of King Georges 

Field.  Then a south-westerly direction along 

the boundary (for approximately 195 

metres).  Then a south-easterly direction 

along boundary to Davis Road.  A south-

easterly then southern direction along Davis 

Road to Cox Lane (junction with R/W 15). 

Bitmac - 686.5m 

14 F.P. 

0.91m 

From A3 Kingston Bypass (opposite Old 

Kingston Road) in a south-westerly direction 

to its junction with Cycle Track 15 (formally 

R/W 15) 

Natural - 810.3m 

15  F.P. 

0.91m 

From the Gosbury Hill/Hunters Road/Cox 

Lane intersection in a south-easterly then 

easterly direction to the end of Cox Lane.   

Combination of 

Slabs & Bitmac - 

1022.3m 

15 C.T. 

0.91m 

From Jubilee Way (at end of Cox Lane), past 

junctions with R/W 17 and R/W 14 to RBK 

boundary. 

Natural - 365m 

17 F.P. 

2.64m 

4.06m 

1.87m 

From Moor Lane (opposite Gilders Road) in a 

northeast direction, along Chantry Road, 

then south-east along Chantry Road 

footpath; then north-east to junction with 

Cycle Track 15 (formally R/W 15) 

Combination of 

Concrete, Bitmac, 

& Natural - 

898.7m 

19 F.P. 

2.87m 

From between 52 and 54 Rollesby Road in an 

easterly then north-easterly direction to RBK 

boundary. 

Natural ς 210.5m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

20 F.P. 
0.91m 

From Gilders Road/Filby Road intersection in 

an easterly direction along Filby Road and 

Rollesby Road to 10 Rollesby Road. 

Slabs - 213.4m 

21 F.P 

 

Hook Road to 

Church Lane: 

2.26m ς 4.39m 

1.9m ς 3.62m 

4.18m ς 2.26m 

 

Northern Leg: 

2.08m 

From opposite 384 Hook Road south-east 

along Shere Close, south then east along 

Firmley Road, south along Firmley Road 

footpath, East along Bridge Road, south-west 

then south-east along Bridge Road footpath, 

south east along the along the Church Fields 

Recreation Grounds boundary 

(approximately 100 metres) before splitting 

into 2 paths (one path through the grounds, 

the other path along the boundary), both 

paths in a south-easterly direction to Church 

Lane. 

Hook Road to 

Church Lane: 

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

- 1286.7m 

 

Northern Leg: 

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

- 272.3m 

 

Total Length = 

1559m 

22 B.W. 

1.83m 

From Leatherhead Road/Garrison Lane 

intersection north-east along Garrison Lane 

to the Garrison Lane/Church Lane/Green 

Lane intersection (junction with R/W 24). 

Bitmac - 864.4m 

24 F.P. 

0.91m 

From Garrison Lane/Church Lane/Green Lane 

intersection (junction with R/W 22) south-

west along Green Lane to its southern end; 

southwest along Chalky Lane to its end; 

generally south-west to RBK Boundary. 

Portions of 

Bitmac & Natural 

ς 1976.5m 

25  F.P. 

3.43m 

From Green Lane (junction with R/W 24) in a 

south easterly direction to RBK boundary 

(approximately 719 metres) then in a 

southerly direction along RBK boundary 

(approximately 104 metres along RBK 

boundary). 

Natural ς 823m 

25  B.W. From Herne Road in a south-westerly then 

westerly direction along Love Lane to RBK 

boundary. 

Natural ς 186.9m 

26 B.W. 

1.83m 

From the east side of Leatherhead Road in 

generally a south-easterly direction (past 

junctions with R/W 28, R/W 27, and R/W 29 

to RBK boundary. 

Natural - 760.3m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

27 B.W. From junction with R/W 26 (south of R/W 

26-R/W 28 junction) in a south-easterly 

direction (running parallel to R/W 28 for 

approximately 280 metres), then a southerly 

direction, then a south-easterly direction 

(past junction with R/W 29 (F.P.) to RBK 

boundary. 

Natural ς 665.8m 

28 F.P. 

0.91m 

From Rushett lane/Leatherhead Road 

intersection south-east along or parallel to 

Rushett Lane (past Junction with R/W 26) to 

RBK boundary at Glenmire Farm. 

Natural - 1014.8m 

29  F.P. 

0.91m 

From Leatherhead Road (near Rushett Farm 

Cottages) in generally an easterly direction 

(past R/W 30, R/W 26, and R/W 27) to within 

25 of RBK boundary.  

Combination of 

Concrete, 

Natural, & Arable 

Farmland ς 

1172.4m 

30 F.P. From junction with R/W 29 in a southerly 

direction to RBK boundary. 

Combination of 

Concrete, Other, 

& Arable 

Farmland ς 

657.8m 

31  B.W. 

1.83m 

 

 

From Leatherhead Road  southwest then 

south along Barwell Lane to junction with 

R/W 32. 

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

- 911.5m  

31 F.P. 

 

From junction with R/W 32 in generally a 

southerly direction, then south -easterly 

direction to Leatherhead Road. 

 

Natural - 1125.5m 

32 B.W. From junction with R/W 31 in a north-

westerly direction to RBK boundary. 

 

Natural ς 229.2m 

33 F.P. From north-east corner of R/W 38 (between 

Lofthouse Place and Woodall Close), in an 

easterly then north-easterly direction to its 

junction with R/W 37. 

 

Bitmac -235.8m 
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ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

34 B.W. 

1.9m 

From the Devon Way/Clayton Road 

intersection along Devon Way in a south-

westerly the southern direction to Mansfield 

Road.  Heading in a westerly direction to the 

end of Mansfield Road, then heading 

generally south to the junction of R/W 38.  

Combination of 

Natural, & Bitmac 

- 1270m 

35 B.W. From RBK western boundary in an easterly, 

then southerly, then easterly direction to 

junction with R/W 38. 

Natural - 129.5m 

36 F.P. 

 

5.96m 

From Devon Way (junction with R/W 34) in a 

westerly, south westerly, westerly, then 

north-westerly direction to borough 

boundary (at foot bridge).  

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

- 237.8m 

37 F.P. 

 

3.44m 

3.18m 

From Leatherhead Road (immediately north 

of Merritt Gardens) in a north-westerly 

direction along Ashlyns Way to the southern 

end of Cheshire Gardens.  

Combination of 

Bitmac & Slabs - 

162.2m 

38  F.P. 

3.93m 

3.6m - 5.49m 

From Garrison Lane (between No.45 and 

No.47) in a south-easterly direction to Green 

Lane (junction with R/W 24). 

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

ς 326.4m 

38 B.W. 

3.57m 

3.11m 

4.53m 

From its junction with R/W 34 in a southerly 

direction to its junction with ROW 35, then 

westerly direction to boundary of residential 

area, then southerly direction to Barwell 

Court Drive (junction with ROW 31).   

Natural ς 260.4m 

Bitmac ς 400.3m 

Total length = 

660.7m 

39 F.P. 

2.53m 

From north-eastern end of Knollmead in a 
north-easterly direction to the western side 
of Hogsmill River (junction of R/W 11 and 
Malden/Coombe ROW 17). 

Bitmac ς 64m 
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AREA 3 ï Maldens and Coombe 

ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

1 F.P. 

1.52m 

From Church Road in a south-easterly direction to 

Highdown (at its intersection with Royal Avenue 

and Barrow Hill). 

Natural ς 273m 

2 F.P. 

1.72m 

From Church road in a south-easterly direction 

(with a zigzag along the route) to The Manor 

Drive. 

Bitmac ς 279m 

3 F.P. 

1.22m 

From Church Road in a northerly then westerly 

direction to the eastern side of the Hogsmill River 

and junction of R/W 101 and Surbiton R/W 11 

(approximately 315 metres). 

Other - 315.5m 

4 F.P. 

2.74m 

1.86m 

2.61m 

From western end of Potters Grove in a north 

then north-easterly direction to the southern end 

of Beresford Road. 

Bitmac ς 218.2m 

5 F.P. 

6.71m 

Starting on Windsor Avenue from a point 

approximately 62 metres south of its intersection 

with Cotsford Avenue (southern boundary of 

Cotsford Avenue) in a south-easterly then 

southern direction to Malden Way (opposite 

Gainsborough Road). 

Bitmac ς 647.6m 

7 F.P. 

1.22m 

From western end of Green Lane in a westerly 

direction to the middle of Hogsmill River (joins 

Surbiton R/W 8). 

Bitmac - 193m 

8 F.P. 

2.93m 

3.21m 

3.05m 

 

2.24m 

3.24m 

2.61m 

2.65m 

3.06m 

1.52m 

First section = From Douglas Road in a south-

easterly direction crossing Charter Road to the 

ǿŜǎǘŜǊƴ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ YƛƴƎ IŜƴǊȅΩǎ wƻŀŘΦ 

Second section = Recommencing on eastern side 

ƻŦ YƛƴƎ IŜƴǊȅΩǎ wƻŀŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƻǳǘƘ-easterly direction 

along Norbiton Common Road, then north-east 

for approximately 16 metres on the north-

western side of Fleetwood Road; crosses 

Fleetwood Road to footpath on the south-eastern 

side.   Heads in a south-easterly then easterly 

direction along footpath; zigzags on the Warwick 

Road to Dickerage Lane footpath (across railway 

line).  Foot path then zigzags across Dickerage 

Lane (generally easterly direction) before heading 

in an easterly direction to Rosemont Road. 

First section = 

Bitmac ς 112.4m 

 

Second section = 

Bitmac ς 546.2m 

 

Total Length = 

658.6m 
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ROW No. Status 

and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

9  F.P. 

4.88m 

2.44m 

From the north-eastern end of Cambridge 

Avenue in a north-easterly direction (across 

Malden Golf Course) to the north-eastern 

boundary of the Malden Golf Course. 

Bitmac ς 251.7m 

10  F.P. 

3.35m 

1.52m 

From south-eastern end of Coombe Hill Road (at 

its intersection with Traps Lane/Coombe Lane 

West/Golf Club Drive) in a north-easterly 

direction (along Coombe Hill Road), then along 

beside the northern boundary of Coombe Hill 

Wood Nature Reserve, across A3 Kingston 

Bypass.  On the east side of A3 Kingston Bypass 

R/W heads in a north-easterly direction (crosses 

R/W 16) to RBK boundary. 

Bitmac - 679.1m 

Natural - 173m 

Natural ς 124.1m 

Total = 976.2m 

11 F.P. 

3.22m 

3.37m 

From Robin Hood Lane in a westerly then north-

westerly direction to Kingston Hill. 

Natural - 526.8m 

12 F.P. 

2.44m 

3.66m 

At the southern end of Warren Road (at its 

intersection with Coombe Lane West) in a north-

westerly direction (along Warren Road past 

junction with R/W 13) to Kingston Hill (stopping 

at southern side of Kingston Hill).   

Recommencing on the northern side of Kingston 

Hill in a north-westerly direction to RBK 

boundary. 

Southern section 

= Bitmac ς 

1196.9m 

Northern section 

= Bitmac - 97.5m 

Total Length = 

1294.4m 

13 F.P. 

2.44m 

From a point on George Road approximately 24.5 

metres west of the western boundary of Renfrew 

Road (where it intersects with George Road) in a 

south-easterly direction to Warren Road (junction 

with R/W 12). 

Bitmac - 724.2m 

15 F.P. 

7.25m 

From Dukes Avenue in a northerly direction to 

Alric Avenue. 

Bitmac - 176.7m 

16  F.P. 

 

From south side of Kingston Vale (opposite Robin 

Hood Gate) in an easterly direction then generally 

a southerly direction (crosses R/W 10) to south-

western side of Robin Hood Way. 

 

Combination of 

Bitmac & Natural 

- 2686.8m 
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ROW No. Status 

and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface and 

Length 

17 F.P. 

1.38m 

From Malden Way (southern side of A3 Kingston 

Bypass) in a southerly then south-easterly 

direction to Sleephouse Way and Knollmead; 

crosses to western side of Hogsmill River 

(junction with Surbiton R/W 39 and Surbiton R/W 

11). 

Natural ς 682.7m 

68 F.P 

2.18m 

From the north-eastern side of Beverley Way 

(north-easterly side of A3 Kingston Bypass) in a 

north-easterly direction to RBK boundary. 

Bitmac ς 43.28m 

99 F.P. 

4.29m 

4.43m 

From the western end of Wellington Crescent in a 

southerly direction to Kingston Road. 

Bitmac - 69.9m 

100 F.P. 

1.78m 

2.19m 

From The Mount in a southerly direction to 

Blagdon Road. 

Bitmac ς 211.4m 

101 F.P. From eastern side of Hogsmill River between 

Sleephouse Way and Knollmead (junction with 

R/W 17) in a south-easterly direction along river 

to junction of R/W 3 and Surbiton R/W 11. 

Natural - 174.2m 
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PROPOSED ROWs 

ROW No. Status and 

Width 

Claimed 

Description Surface  

Proposed 2 

ς Kingston 

Town area 

F.P. From south-western end of Latchmere Close, 

northeast to RBK boundary. 

Bitmac - 

108.4m 

Proposed 1 

ς Maldens 

& Coombe 

area 

F.P. 

2.44m 

2.26m 

2.41m 

From the northern end of The Drive (at its 

intersection with George Road) in a southerly 

direction to the end of The Drive, then 

continuing south in a semi circle (anti clockwise) 

to connect to the northern end of Orchard Rise.  

Continuing south along Orchard Rise across 

Coombe Lane West, then along Albion Road and 

Beechcroft Avenue Footpath to its intersection 

with Beechcroft Avenue. 

Bitmac - 

699.8m 
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APPENDIX 4 - ROYAL BOROUGH OF 
KINGSTON REPRESENTATIVE 

DEFINITIVE MAPS 
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APPENDIX 5 - LIST OF PATHS/LOCATIONS IDENTIFIED 
FOR óIMPROVEMENTô 

 
1. Route between A240 Kingston Road and the open space at Sheephouse 

Way/Knollmead (part of the Hogsmill Valley Walk) 
2. The Cut, New Malden 
3. Footpath from A2043 Kingston Road to Elm Road, New Malden 
4. Proposed route between Beechcroft Ave and George Road (surface 

condition) 
5. Cycle route from the Hogsmill Bridge at Green Lane to Berrylands Station 

(across the public open space and along the service road of Rose Walk) 
6. The pedestrian bridge at Surbiton Station (Southbank to St Marks Hill) 
7. Open space in and around the Hawker Centre 
8. Path adjacent to the North Kingston Centre (currently vested with óEducationô) 
9. Links between Fairfield North and Old London Road 
10. Canbury Gardens (currently vested with óParks and Open Spacesô) 
11. Paths on the Norbiton Estate to the rear of the Mount Schools 
12. Route from Cambridge Road to Norbiton Avenue (through Cambridge 

Gardens) 
13. FP 28 (Rushett Farm) ï existing path not available to the public. 
14. New Route from FP 31 (rear of Chessington World of Adventure) via Sixty 

Acre Wood to Fairoak Lane 
15. New route for BW26 to come out on the Leatherhead Road north of the farm 

pond 
16. New route for BW 26 to join up with Chalky Lane 
17. New equestrian links into Horton Country Park 
18. Route between Cox Lane (Epsom & Ewell) to Bones Gate open space 

(owned by RBK) 
19. Footpath 25 ï surface improvement at the Green Lane end. 
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GLOSSARY 
 
Acronyms 
 
BOAT ï Byway Open to All Traffic 
 
BVPI ï Best Value Performance Indicator  
 
CROW Act ï Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 
 
LAMS ï London Access Management System 
 
LIP ï Local Implementation Plan 
 
RBK ï Royal Borough of Kingston upon Thames 
 
ROW ï Rights of Way 
 
TFL ï Transport for London 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
Definitions 

 
Å Bridleway ï Paths where users are permitted to walk, ride or lead a horse, and ride 

bicycles. Cyclists must give way to pedestrians and horse riders. Motor cycling and 
horse drawn vehicles are not allowed. 
 

Å Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT) ï BOATôs allow the use of wheeled vehicles of 
all kinds, walking, and horse riding.  These ROW are often used for driving off-road 
vehicles for recreational purposes, however, walking and horse riding tend to be the 
most common uses. 
 

Å Commuter-Urban Route - A walking and/or cycling route used for the purpose of 
reaching a specific destination (e.g. work, train station); as opposed to a route used 
solely for leisure (i.e. enjoyment purposes).  Please note: some routes are both 
commuter-urban routes and leisure routes i.e. serve two purposes. 
 

Å Cycle Tracks ï Cycle paths, with or without a right of way on foot, excluding cycle 
paths by the side of a highway consisting of or comprising a made-up carriageway 
(cycle tracks come within the scope of Rights of Way Improvement Plans).  
 

Å Dedicated Access Land ï The dedication of land as access land is a process 
landowners can use to create ongoing public access over their land; it is provided for 
in s.16 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.  This type of access is similar 
to Rights of Way with the main differences being that the land owner has greater 
flexibility as to what restrictions can be applied to the access land; such as allowing 
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motor vehicles but not horse riding, or, prohibiting public access at certain time of the 
year, or, only allowing public access for a one-off period (i.e. 2009). 

 
Å Definitive Map and Statement - Definitive maps and statements are documentary 

records of Rights of Way indicating where the public may lawfully walk, ride or drive.  
The definitive map and statement is also the evidence that a Right of Way exists.   
 

Å Footpath ï A pedestrian path that is not coincidental with or included within the 
boundaries of another type of highway.  
 

Å Highway Authority ï Any Authority that owns, manages, maintains, and operates a 
highway. 
 

Å Highways ï Highways are transport corridors; the majority of transport by private 
motor vehicles, walking, and cycling is via the highway network.  Within the 
boundaries of a highway, ócorridorsô are devoted to a mixture of motor vehicles, 
footways, and cycle lanes. 
 

Å Leisure Route ï A walking, cycling, and/or horse riding route used for leisure 
purposes only; as opposed to a route used solely for the purpose of reaching a 
specific destination (e.g. work, train station etc).  Please note: some routes are both 
commuter-urban routes and leisure routes i.e. serve two purposes. 
 

Å Less Able Users ï those users with mobility difficulties and/or visual impairments. 
 
Å Permissive Paths - public paths across Royal Borough of Kingston owned land, 

such as parks.  OR paths across private land where public access is permitted at the 
discretion of the landowner. 

 
Å Restricted Byway ï A category of Right of Way created under the Countryside and 

Rights of Way Act 2000.  A restricted byway allows a right of way on foot, on 
horseback, or leading a horse, and for vehicles other than mechanically propelled 
vehicles. 
 

Å Rights of Way (ROW) ï Rights of Way are legal mechanisms of establishing and 
protecting paths where the public may lawfully walk, ride or drive; they provide a legal 
right for the public to cross the land (within the prescribed boundaries of the path).   
 

Å Strategic Walk Network ï A network of leisure walking routes located throughout 
London; each walking route passes through several London Boroughs.  The strategic 
Walk Network was identified in the Mayorôs Transport Plan for London. 

 


