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1. Introduction 

 

This document records the representations Natural England has received on these reports from 
persons or bodies whose representations must be sent in full to the Secretary of State. It also 
sets out any Natural England comments on these representations.    
 

2. Background 

 

Natural England’s compendium of reports setting out its proposals for improved access to the 
coast from Shotley Gate to Felixstowe Ferry was submitted to the Secretary of State on 15th 
January 2020.  This began an eight-week period during which representations and objections 

about each constituent report could be made. A representation about the report could be made 
during this period by any person on any grounds and could include arguments either in support 
of or against Natural England’s proposals.   

 

In total Natural England received eight representations relating to SGF1 and SGF3, of which 
four were made by organisations whose representations must be sent in full to the Secretary of 

State in accordance with paragraph 8(1)(a) of Schedule 1A to the National Parks and Access to 
the Countryside Act 1949. These ‘full’ representations are reproduced in Section 3 in their 
entirety together with Natural England’s comments. Also, included in Section 4 is a summary of 
the four representations made by other individuals or organisations, referred to as ‘other’ 

representations.    
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3. Record of ‘full’ representations and Natural England’s comments on them 

 
Representation number: 

MCA/SGF Stretch/R/3/SGF0004  
Organisation/ person making representation: 

CLA 

 
Route section(s) specific to this representation: 

Whole report 

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates: 

SGF 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Representation in full  

We ask the Secretary of State to take account of the concerns expressed by landowners in 

respect of the proposals for the Shotley Gate to Felixstowe Ferry coast stretch and the 
extension of access around the estuary.   
 

We believe that:  
• the reasons for using this discretion are misplaced,  
• the use of the discretion adversely impacts landowners around the estuary, and  
• a fair balance could have been better achieved if the Reports had proposed utilising the 

ferry crossing between Felixstowe, Harwich and Shotley, combined with an Alternative Route 
around the estuary. 
 
Use of Estuary Discretion 

 
The Overview states 
 
“Section 296 of the 2009 Act places a legal duty (the Coastal Access Duty) on Natural England 

and the Secretary of State to secure a walking route around the whole of the open coast of 
England, together with an associated margin of land for the public to enjoy either in conjunction 
with their use of the route, or otherwise.  
 

“Section 297 goes on to require both, in discharging this duty, to have regard among other things 
to the desirability of ensuring that so far as reasonably practicable, interruptions to this route are 
kept to a minimum. This is a key consideration for the whole of the national delivery programme 
for coastal access. The whole concept of the England Coast Path relies on delivering continuity 

of the route so far as reasonably practicable for the whole country. Although proposing a route 
around each estuary is a discretion rather than a legal duty, if the presence of an estuary would 
interrupt this continuity of access along the open coast then this will constitute a strong prima 
facie reason for the trail to serve the estuary too, at least to the extent necessary to enable users 

to continue their onward journey around the coast.” 
 
This misinterprets the legislation, which – as we show below – requires Natural England to take 
account of a very wide range of factors in exercising its discretion.  The focus on continuity of the 

path is not borne out in the legislation itself.  
 
Section 297 of the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 does not say that the route must be 
continuous. It says:  
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a) regard “must” be had to the safety and convenience of those using the route 
b) it is “desirable” that the route adheres to the periphery of the coast and provides views of 

the sea, and 
c) it is “desirable” (but not a requirement) that “so far as reasonably practicable interruptions 
to the route are kept to a minimum”.  
 

Continuity is no more important than the need to adhere to the periphery of the coast or provide 
views of the sea.  
 
There is, however, an over-riding criterion (section 297(3)) that the proposals must aim to strike 

a “fair balance”.  
 
The legislation also treats estuaries differently from the main coast.  
 

Section 301 provides Natural England with the discretion to extend access as far as the first public 
foot crossing, or, to any point between that and the seaward limit of the estuarial waters.   
 
In exercising that discretion, Natural England is required to take account of additional criteria. 

These are:  
 
“(a) the nature of the land which would, for the purposes of this Part, become part of the coast of 
England if Natural England exercised the power in subsection (2) in respect of the relevant 

upstream waters for the limit under consideration; 
(b) the topography of the shoreline adjacent to those waters; 
(c) the width of the river upstream to that limit; 
(d) the recreational benefit to the public of the coastal access duty being extended to apply in 

relation to the coast adjacent to those waters; 
(e) the extent to which the land bordering those waters would, if it were coastal margin, be 
excepted land; 
(f) whether it is desirable to continue the English coastal route to a particular physical feature 

(whether of the landscape or otherwise) or viewpoint; 
(g) the existence of a ferry by which the public may cross the river.”  
 
Natural England may also take account of any other matter which may be relevant.  

 
Parliament was clear that estuaries required additional and special criteria and could not simply 
be considered as part of the main coast.  
 

It spent much time debating the matter.  
 
The Environment Food and Rural Affairs Committee 9th Report of Session 2007-8 stated (in 
rejecting the initial proposals for estuaries contained within the Draft Marine Bill): 

 
“The provisions about estuaries are very vague and leave excessive authority to Natural England. 
The Bill should include a clear specification about where the trail should cross estuaries”.  
 

Lord Hunt of Kings Heath stated on behalf of the Government (10th and 11th Stages of 
Committee, House of Lords, 30 March 2009 and 21 April 2009) that:   
 
We think it important that Natural England should have the flexibility to decide on the 

approach to estuaries on a case-by-case basis. [our emphasis] 
…. 
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“In deciding whether to make a recommendation to stop the route at any point between the mouth 
of the river and the first crossing point, Natural England must have regard to both the general 

considerations in Clause 287 and the additional matters in Clause 291(4), which include, among 
others, the nature of the land, the topography of the shoreline, the width of the river upstream to 
the first crossing point and the existence of a ferry by which the public may cross the river.”  
 

He later added that:  
 
“Natural England must not decide to continue the route up to the first crossing point solely 
on the basis of the desirability of the continuity of the route.”  

 
If, as the Overview suggests, continuity is a “prima facie” reason to continue access up an estuary, 
then the additional criteria set out in the legislation would, plainly, be unnecessary.  
 

That is clearly not the case.  
 
Given that, much greater consideration should have been given to the other factors critical to a 
decision about the discretion. These include:  

• the presence of an existing estuarial path (the Stour and Orwell Walk) 
• the existence of a ferry,  
• the extent of excepted land,   
• the recreational benefit to the public, and 

• the impact on owners and occupiers (the need for a fair balance) 
amongst other matters.  
 
We note that the Orwell is served by a seasonal ferry, which operates between Felixstowe, 

Harwich and Shotley Gate. 
 
We also note that the legislation specifically allows the use of a seasonal or part-time ferry 
crossing (Section 296 Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009), stating that:  

 
“For the purposes of the coastal access duty, a person is to be regarded as enabled to make a 
journey by ferry even if that journey can be made at certain times, or during certain periods, only.”   
 

A seasonal or part-time ferry is sufficient to meet the coastal access duty.  
 
The Coastal Access Scheme states that: 
  

“even where a ferry is only seasonal or part-time, it may still in all the circumstances be a 
significant factor in deciding where the trail should end on the estuary.” (Coastal Access Scheme 
Section 10.3). 
 

The report could, therefore, have proposed simply using the ferry service. This is especially the 
case as there is already an existing estuarial trail, the Stour and Orwell Walk, which extends 
around the entire estuary linking to the ferry, providing a current alternative for times when the 
ferry is not available.  

 
The estuary has significant areas of excepted land. The Stour and Orwell Walk circumvents these 
and – in the absence of any agreement to go through excepted land – any route proposed under 
coastal access would also have to avoid these areas.  

 
The recreational benefit to the public must be assessed in terms of any additional benefit, over 
and above that already available. The Overview notes the benefits of the existing access rights, 
and the numerous opportunities available to the public for recreation:  
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 “The area is promoted widely and is popular for leisure and tourism” 

 
“It is possible to walk around the estuary on the Stour and Orwell Walk” 
 
“Bridge Wood Country Park…receives large numbers of visitors per annum” 

 
“There are a number of marinas along the estuary and sailors enjoy the walks along the banks 
between villages and pubs” 
 

“The historic hamlet of Pin Mill is popular with walkers, sailors and day trippers alike” 
 
“There is a long history of informal access on the shores of the River Orwell” 
 

There is no assessment of the additional recreational benefit that might arise from extending the 
main coastal trail around the estuary (as opposed to the recreational benefit that will already occur 
from existing access, or that might arise from other forms of access, such as an alternative route).  
 

In addition, contrary to what might be expected, it appears that the purpose of aligning the main 
trail around the estuary is not to provide access over a wider area (the margin). On the contrary, 
the Overview states that a benefit of aligning the main trail around the estuary would be to “reduce 
the pressures and impact of walkers on the SPA sensitive features by providing them with a clear 

safe route to use on land” [our emphasis]. 
 
Despite it being an over-riding criterion, there is little assessment in the reports of the impact on 
owners and occupiers – the fair balance.  

 
In deciding to align the main trail around the estuary, the proposals have:  
- failed to take account of existing access, 
- ignored the existing ferry,  

- not considered the impact of excepted land or the extent of any additional recreational 
benefit that might arise from aligning the trail around the estuary, and  
- have not considered the impact on owners and occupiers.  
 

We believe that Natural England should not have proposed aligning the main trail around 
the estuary. Its proposals were based on a misinterpretation of the legislation, and there 
are no additional justifications identified under the estuary criteria that outweigh the 
substantial burden that aligning the trail places on owners and occupiers. 

 
The public benefit of a route could have been equally achieved by utilising the ferry as the main 
route, coupled with an alternative route around the estuary (potentially using the route identified).  
 

There are fair balance issues which arise from the implications of roll-back and the coastal margin 
associated with a main route. But these issues are resolved if the route were an alternative route.   
 
There are some arguments for providing a route around the estuary – notably that it enables 

better management of access along sensitive areas of the estuary; it could improve access from 
the existing Stour and Orwell Walk; and it could provide a more coastal experience.  
 
However, those benefits would all still be achieved if the route were an alternative route.  

 
We strongly believe that by utilising the ferry for the main route and providing an Alternative Route 
around the estuary (along the currently proposed path), this would meet the aspirations for 
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access, while providing less of a burden to affected owners. The combination of the ferry and an 
alternative route better meets the requirements for fair balance.  

 
Proposed Modifications 
 
The England Coast Path should use the ferry crossing. In addition, there should be an alternative 

route, along the route already identified in the reports.  This would reduce the burden on owners 
and occupiers, while still providing improved access around the estuary.  
 
This is a necessary change to meet the requirements for fair balance.  

 
We urge the Secretary of State to modify the reports accordingly. 

 

Natural England’s comments 

 

 

Natural England thank the CLA for their comments on our published reports for Shotley Gate to 

Felixstowe Ferry.  We recognise that as an organisation they represent the interests of certain 
land owners and businesses along the stretch of coast in question.  However apart from one 
land owning interest we received no further adverse comments on applying our discretion under 
section 301 to extend the trail further upstream beyond the seaward limit of the estuarial waters 

to the first bridge or tunnel with pedestrian access; and we received several representations in 
support of this proposal. 

 

Much of the CLA’s representation is concerned with whether Natural England places too much 
emphasis on the importance of continuity of the route when considering whether to exercise the 
estuary discretion. Nevertheless they conclude in this case that NE is right to propose a new 

estuary route, that it will bring significant benefits, and that it should indeed follow the line we 
have proposed to the Secretary of State. We thank the CLA for this welcome support and 
endorsement of our proposal.  

 

Where the CLA do take issue with our route proposal is with the status of the route. NE has 
proposed that the ordinary route should serve the estuary, while calling at the ferry points to 

enable path users to take the ferry if they wish to, at the times when it is running. But the CLA 
want the new estuary path only to be available during those months, or at those times of day, 
when the ferry is not running. Whenever the ferry is running, presumably, the CLA’s plan is that 
the estuary path would be unavailable for public use, except insofar as it is based on existing 

public rights of way or access rights. 

 

Natural England considered this potential to use the ferry as the main route and propose the 
estuary alignment as an alternative route. We decided to propose the route as we have the 
ordinary route instead for several reasons. 

1. Once created, the alignment we propose would exist on the ground.  It would need 

maintenance, such as cutting and establishing.  So even as an alternative route, the 

alignment would still physically exist, even at the times of day or months of the year when 

it is not open to the public because the ferry is running.  For those parts on a right of  way 

this is no change, but for the new sections, owners and occupiers would have the line of 

the trail visibly on their land even when the path was not open for public use. We would 

expect that situation to cause confusion, and potential for greater conflict and 

disagreement than would apply if the route were clearly available all year round, and 

everyone knew where they stood.  
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2. It may be helpful to tease out in a little more detail why an alternative route approach 

would be impracticable in the circumstances of this estuary. The ferry service is seasonal 

and for the year 2020, for example, will only run between Felixstowe and Shotley Gate 

five times a day, from 10.30 until 15.30; and from Shotley Gate to Felixstowe six times a 

day, from 10:00 to 16:00 . (https://www.harwichharbourferry.com/timetables). Outside of 

these operating times, an alternative route would be available for users.  Therefore it 

would be open during the summer months in the evenings, through the night until mid 

morning.  This would create the risk of conflict between users and land owners or trail 

owners on a daily basis, as to when and why the route is available, or not available, for 

use.  This would be particularly so for an alternative route as long as this, where users 

could be many miles into the route when the ferry became available and the alternative 

route suddenly wasn’t.  In effect the public would become stranded partway around the 

estuary, having run out of legal rights because the ferry had begun running again.  This 

does not in NE’s view make any practical sense: it is unworkable, and presents clear 

potential for conflict on the ground.  

3. Classifying the estuary path as an alternative route would also prevent local users from 

enjoying shorter strolls on the England Coast Path closer to home at any time of the day 

or year, and would fail to secure their rights to use the local beaches, grasslands and 

hardstanding areas within what would become spreading room under our published 

proposals.  This failure would represent a poor fit with the underlying policy of securing 

the wider margin for access rights except when it is excepted or excluded, in line with the 

Coastal Access Duty at section 296 of the 2009 Act.   

4. At times when the alternative route was legally unavailable, users wishing to walk the 

estuary might instead use the existing Stour and Orwell walk. This would involve using 

some country lanes that the professional road safety assessment commissioned for the 

alignment of the England Coast Path deemed unsafe for walkers of the national trail. In 

effect, calling the estuary route an alternative route would be putting these users at 

significant personal risk at the times when it is unavailable for public use.  

 

We think these facts present between them a convincing case for making our CLA-endorsed 
estuary path the ordinary route of the trail, rather than an alternative route. As noted above, the 
ordinary route we propose would still service the ferry points so that people are enabled to get 

on with their onward journey around the coast in the most direct way at the times when the ferry 
is running.  

 

 

Turning to the other matters referred to by the CLA’s representation: 

 

Fair balance   

 

The alignment we have proposed utilises large sections of existing access and would have 

limited impact on the owners or occupiers of this land. This fact contributed significantly to our 
decision to propose an estuary route. Presumably it also explains the CLA’s welcome 
endorsement of our route proposal.  We disagree with the earlier assertion that it would impose 
a substantial burden on owners and occupiers.  

 

In terms of the wider margin that would be created by default under our proposals, there is 

already informal public access to many areas of the foreshore around the estuary.  Some areas 
are more sensitive to wildlife disturbance than others and some present a risk to those 

https://www.harwichharbourferry.com/timetables
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unfamiliar with the soft mud on parts of this coastline.  Our proposals would formalise access to 
the harder, beach like areas, securing a right of access to these areas for the first time, while 

excluding access where this is necessary for safety or nature conservation reasons.   

 

The alignment is generally close to the water’s edge and so creates limited spreading room over 
farmed land.  Many of the small inland deviations are to pass around excepted land categories 
(typically buildings, curtilage and parkland), as we are obliged to do.  The trail as proposed only 
moves back to the inland edge of one parkland as Natural England has been offered an access 

dedication on the coastal edge of another. 

 

With the proposed route as the ordinary route, and clear access rights being created over 
appropriate areas of margin, affected occupiers will benefit from the uniquely reduced liability 
regime that applies wherever coastal access rights are in force.   Currently the duty of care 
owed by occupiers to those ‘helping themselves’ to estuary land operates at a much higher level 

than this new regime will provide for.  

 

‘Recreational benefit must be additional’ 

 

We dispute the CLA’s argument that the recreational benefits around an estuary are irrelevant 
to our decision as to whether to use the statutory discretion unless there is no public access at 
present. One of the key policy drivers for the national Coastal Access programme has always 
been to provide clear, secure, well signed and well managed public access instead of 

intermittent, low quality or uncertain informal access provision. Even in a case like this where 
there are significant current access rights, there is also a ‘stop/go’ quality to the estuary access 
which our proposals will resolve, leaving locals and the wider public alike with clear, confident, 
quality access to this lovely estuary for the first time.    

 

‘NE ignored the statutory estuary criteria’ 

 

We reject the implication that on the Orwell NE was solely concerned with the continuity of the 

route, and ignored the statutory criteria that must be taken into account when dealing with 
estuaries. We closely followed the guidance set out in Chapter 10 of the Approved Scheme 
2013 in relation to estuaries, which makes clear that we always give careful consideration to 
extending the trail as far as the first public bridge.  

 

The Chapter goes on to interpret and clarify, with the approval of the Secretary of State, how we 

apply the statutory estuary criteria set out in section 301 of the 2009 Act, and quoted by the 
CLA’s representation. The single Overview to our proposals reports explains at section 5 the 
position on this estuary in relation to each of these criteria groupings, in line with what the 
Scheme says about them.  As a result we concluded it was right for the path to engage with this 

estuary, and we are grateful to the CLA for supporting this conclusion.  

 
   
 
Representation number: 

MCA/SGF Stretch/R/4/SGF1810  
Organisation/ person making representation: 

Suffolk County Council (access authority) 
 
Route section(s) specific to this representation: 

Whole report 
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Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates: 

SGF 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Representation in full  

Suffolk County Council welcomes Natural England’s use of the estuary discretion to enable a 
continuous coastal path along the Orwell estuary to the first permanent crossing point at the 

Orwell Bridge. 
 
The County Council support the inclusion of the Orwell Bridge (SGF-2-S003) as the first 
crossing point. The existing Stour & Orwell Walk is promoted across the bridge and the 

continuing use will maintain the quality and integrity of the trail. 
 
The use of roll back on many of the sections is also welcomed, as this will enable the continued 
existence and use of the trail in conjunction with coastal processes, without reliance on public 

rights of way that have fixed positions. 
 
Although much of the proposed trail will still use existing public rights of way, currently promoted 
by Suffolk County Council as the Stour & Orwell Walk, there has been a significant gap which 

the proposals will resolve. The County Council particularly welcomes and supports the proposal 
for a dedicated access strip through the Orwell Park Estate (route sections SGF-3-S012 to 
SGF-3-S019).  This will be a significant improvement to the route that is currently promoted 
along the verge of the Ipswich Road. 

 
The County Council is concerned as to the future of the maintenance funding for National Trails. 
The County Council is concerned that works proposed as mitigation in order to fulfil the 
objectives of the Habitat Regulations, are not included in the National Trail maintenance funding 

formula. 
The County Council is concerned that the National Trail maintenance funding does not include 
an uplift for those sections of the trail that run immediately adjacent to Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSIs).  The uplift only applies for parts of the trail that run directly within a SSSI.  

However, a significant length of the proposed trail runs immediately adjacent to the Orwell SSSI 
(also the Stour & Orwell Estuaries SPA and Ramsar), for which mitigation works are proposed, 
but this will not be recognised in the maintenance funding. The mitigation works will include 
information signs and approximately 150m of vegetation screening at Colton Creek (SGF-1-

S019 and SGF-1-S020). As a public body the County Council must have regard to the purpose 
of conserving biodiversity (NERC Act 2006), so this will result in disproportionate pressure on 
the use of the maintenance funding for this stretch.   
The County Council believes that the maintenance funding should include the uplift for those 

parts of the trail immediately adjacent to a SSSI where mitigation works have been proposed. 
Overall, the County Council believes that the proposals for improving coastal access on this 
stretch of the coast strikes the appropriate balance between public and private interests and 
recreational and environmental objectives as required by the approved coastal access scheme.    

 

Natural England’s comments 

 

Natural England welcomes Suffolk County Council’s supportive comments in relation to the 
proposed alignment of the England Coast Path in the compendium of reports that make up the 

stretch from Shotley Gate to Felixstowe Ferry. 

 

In relation to the comments regarding maintenance funding, NE note that this is not a 
representation specific to the proposed alignment as identified in the published reports.  We do 
however recognise the concerns raised by Suffolk County Council regarding the future funding 
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available for the ongoing maintenance of the whole of the National Trail family and will maintain 
constructive discussion regarding this issue. 

 

 

 
Representation number: 

MCA/SGF Stretch/R/1/SGF1255  

Organisation/ person making representation: 

Ramblers Association (Suffolk Branch) 
 

Route section(s) specific to this representation: 

Whole report 

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates: 

SGF 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Representation in full  

Full representation made on each stretch  
This representation is made on behalf of Suffolk Area Ramblers, and are attached to the 

general representation form for the whole section, annotated number 1. 
 
All of the Suffolk section was surveyed by members of Suffolk Area Ramblers in the winter of 
2017 – 2018 and meetings were held with the relevant Suffolk County Council Rights of Way 

Officers. 
 
Following further discussion with interested members of the Ramblers in the area, maps of the 
Ramblers suggested route, together with a detailed report of why we were recommending this 

route, and what works we considered to be necessary, were then submitted to Natural England 
in April 2018. 
 
Subsequently I have been in regular contact with the Natural England representatives for this 

section and have made some further visits to the proposed section of path as changes in the 
situation occur. Also, I have been appraised regularly of the differences between our initial 
suggestions and the Natural England preferred routes, all of which changes have been 
explained and the reasons for alternative routes discussed.  

 
Finally, the Report published on Wednesday 15th January 2020 has been made available to all 
interested parties in the Ramblers Ipswich area group, and the maps pf the Suffolk section were 
on display at the Suffolk Area Ramblers AGM on 1st February 2020.  The responses from those 

consulted have been generally favourable, although 2 comments I have felt worthwhile in 
passing on to you for consideration, on the representation forms annotated 2 and 3 [SGF4 and 
SGF5] 
 

I would therefore, on behalf of Suffolk Area Ramblers, like to comment the proposed route for 
this section of the England Coast Path, and we look forward eagerly to the path being made 
available on the ground along the full length and open to public use. 
 

[Redacted] 
 

Natural England’s comments 
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Natural England thank the Suffolk branch of the Ramblers Association for their help in 
developing the proposals and their ongoing support. 

 

 

 
Representation number: 

MCA/SGF Stretch/R/2/SGF1838  
Organisation/ person making representation: 

Suffolk Local Access Forum 

 
Route section(s) specific to this representation: 

Whole stretch 

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates: 

SGF 2, 3, 4 and 5 

Representation in full  

 

Thank you for consulting the Suffolk Local Access Forum on the three recently released reports 
on sections of the England Coast Path in Suffolk. A sub-group of SLAF have examined these 
reports and are generally pleased with the routes that have been put forward and would like to 

thank all those involved including Natural England staff, SCC rights of way officers and 
landowners who have been working together on this project. 

We have examined the reports and have set our comments below. 

 

Shotley Gate to Felixstowe Ferry  

 

SLAF is happy with the route around the Orwell Estuary, particularly with the work that has been 

done with landowners resulting in a new stretch of path through Orwell Country Park and Orwell 
Park to link up with public right of way at Shore Lane, Nacton. 

 

Where the proposed route at Freston is alongside the B1456 we assume that the existing 
footway from the Freston Boot will be improved and extended to the bend at the bottom of 
Freston Hill 

 

Natural England’s comments 

 

Natural England thank the Suffolk Local Access Forum for their support and comments. 

 

Natural England can confirm that some improvement works will be undertaken to the existing 

footway alongside Freston Hill.   
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4. Summary of ‘other’ representations making non-common points, and Natural 
England’s comments on them 

 
Representation ID:  

 

MCA/SGF1/R/3/SGF0008 
 

Organisation/ person making representation:  

Disabled Ramblers 

 
Name of site: 
 

Report map reference: 
 
Route sections on or adjacent to the land: 
 

Report SGF 1: All route sections generally. 
Map SGF 1a: Shotley Marina SGF-1-S007 to SGF-1-S0012 and SGF-1-A001  
Map SGF 1g: Freston Hill SGF-1-S062 to SGF-1-S064 
 

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates 
SGF 2, 3, 4 and 5 
 
Summary of representation:  

 
The Disabled Ramblers noted that Natural England should ensure that, unless the natural 
terrain itself prevents access, any existing or new infrastructure along the Coast Path does not 

present a barrier to their ability to progress along the Coast Path. 
 
At Shotley Marina SGF-1-S007 to SGF-1-S0012 and SGF-1-A001 users of mobility vehicles 
and pushchairs are prevented from continuing along the proposed Coast Path because of the 

lock gates at Shotley Marina. To enable progress, the alternative right of way marked SGF-1-
A001 should be a signed as a diversion for these vehicles, but it must be available all the time 
(not just for 2 weeks of maintenance). 
 

At Freston Hill SGF-1-S062 to SGF-1-S064 users of all-terrain mobility vehicles and pushchairs 
are prevented from continuing along the proposed Coast Path because of the proposed new 
steps at SGF-1-S062. To enable progress, there should be a short diversion for these users to 
avoid the steps by leaving the track at start of SGF-1-S062, going due west on another track to 

meet road B1456 and going north on road along grass verge to rejoin trail at SGF-1-S065FW. 
 
Natural England’s comment:   
 

Natural England welcome the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may 
present as a barrier to many users of the England Coast Path and will work with Suffolk County 
Council as the access authority who have responsibility for establishing and maintaining the trail 
to ensure all users are considered and structures and surfacing meets all necessary legislation, 

including that designed to protect wildlife. 
 
At Shotley Marina, the trail follows an existing public right of way over the lock gates.  Current 
practice is for the owners to create a diversionary route when the lock gates are being serviced.  

The ECP has adopted this approach and will create a formal diversion to the Trail, when the 
public right of way is unavailable. 
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To adopt this current informal diversion as a permanent alternative route for the England Coast 

Path that is available at all times for disabled users would also require it to be available at all 
times for all users.  In doing so this would negate the need for the Trail to follow the proposed 
alignment over the lock gates and along the right of way.  The right of way would have to remain 
open to users, even if not part of the England Coast Path.  This would create two parallel routes 

at the same time taking the Trail further away from the coast.  It would also place an 
unnecessary impact on the land owner and take the alignment further away from the sea.  It is 
suggested it would not meet the considerations placed on Natural England for developing the 
alignment of the Coast Path to promote the inland alternative as the principal alignment of the 

England Coast Path. 
 
Natural England will work with Suffolk County Council to ensure any infrastructure at Freston 
Hill SGF-1-S062 to S064 is available to as many users as possible.  The proposed diversion is 

a public right of way and is available for users to follow if they wish to. 
 
 

 

Representation ID:  
 

MCA/SGF1/R/2/SGF0545 
 

Organisation/ person making representation:  

 

Orwell Park 

Name of site: 
Full stretch 

 
Report map reference: 
 
 

Route sections on or adjacent to the land: 
 
Full stretch 
Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates 

 
Summary of representation:  

 

Orwell Park have raised objections in respect of Report SGF3, noting that if these objections 
are upheld, this will have a consequent effect on this report. They therefore ask that this report 
is not approved until the objections relating to SGF3 have first been determined.  

 

Natural England’s comment:   
 

Rather than publishing (as previously) a single report setting out its proposals for each stretch of 
coast, Natural England now publishes a compendium of reports that between them set out its 
proposals for the entire stretch. As each length report makes clear, it is legally free-standing in 
its own right, and therefore capable of independent determination by the Secretary of State 

under section 52 of the 1949 Act.  
 
The reason for now publishing our reports in this way is to ensure that where our proposals for a 
length are uncontentious, the Secretary of State is able to get on and approve them so that 

establishment works can be undertaken much sooner than would originally have been the case. 
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This is in support of the Government’s aim to get as much of the England Coast Path open by 
2021 as practicable, despite the unavoidable delays caused by events of recent times including 

the People over Wind judgment and the Covid-19 lockdown.   
 
It cannot be correct that the views of one objector, occupying a small proportion of the coast on 
just one of the constituent lengths on a stretch, should be able in effect to veto the approval by 

the Secretary of State of all the other lengths, being lengths on which the objector has no legal 
interest, and in relation to which none of the actual owners and occupiers of the estuarine land 
have thought it appropriate to object. We hope the Secretary of State will now proceed to 
determine the uncontested lengths on this stretch, in line with section 52.   

 
 

Representation ID:  

 

MCA/SGF1R/1/SGF0922 
 

Organisation/ person making representation:  

[REDACTED] 

 
Name of site: 
 
Freston Hill 

Report map reference: 
 
Report SGF - 1G St Michael’s Church to Freston Hill and SGF – 1H Freston Hill to Orwell 
Bridge 

Route sections on or adjacent to the land: 
 
Sections; SGF-1- S065FW to SGF-1-S070  and SGF-1-S071  to Orwell Bridge  
 

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates 
- 
Summary of representation:  

 

[REDACTED] suggests the crossing point is made from outside the Pub to the wider footpath on 
the East side.  

 
Natural England’s comment:   
 
Natural England commissioned a professional road safety assessment that considered the best 

location for crossing the road in this location.  This took into account such elements as the 
visibility of oncoming traffic when crossing from both sides of the road and the proximity to the 
road junction adjacent to the pub and determined the alignment as detailed was the best 
location to cross the road. 

 
 
Representation ID:   
  

MCA/SGF3/R/1/SGF0008  

  
Organisation/ person making representation:   
  

Disabled Ramblers  
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Name of site:  

  

n/a  

Report map reference:  

  
Map SGF 3a Bridge Wood to Priory Park   

Map SGF 3b Priory Park to Shore Lane, Nacton   
  
Route sections on or adjacent to the land:  

  

n/a  

Other reports within stretch to which this representation also relates  

n/a  

Summary of representation:   

  
  
The Disabled Ramblers noted that Natural England should ensure that, unless the natural 
terrain itself prevents access, any existing or new infrastructure along the Coast Path does not 

present a barrier to their ability to progress along the Coast Path.  

  
  
Natural England’s comment:    

  
Natural England welcome the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may 
present as a barrier to many users of the England Coast Path and will work with Suffolk County 
Council as the access authority who have responsibility for establishing and maintaining the trail 

to ensure all users are considered and structures and surfacing meets all necessary legislation, 
including that designed to protect wildlife.  

  
  

 
 
 


