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1. Introduction

This document records the representations Natural England has received on the proposals in
length reports FFB1, FFB4, FFB5 and FFB6 from persons or bodies. It also sets out any Natural
Engl and comments on these representations.

Where representations were made that relate to the entire stretch for Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey
they are included here in so far as they are relevant to lengths FFB1, FFB4, FFB5 and FFB6 only.

2. Background

Natur al Engl andds ¢ omp e n dpraposalsofdrimprevepdacceésstothee t t 1 n g
coast from Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey, comprising an overview and 4 separate length reports,
was submitted to the Secretary of State on 9" December 2020. This began an eight-week period
during which representations and objections abo

In total, Natural England received 83 representations pertaining to length reports FFB1, FFB4,

FFB5 and FFB6, of which 4 were made by organisations or individuals 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. Theseo f ul | 6 r e@mreesent
reproduced in Section 4 in their entirety, toge
in Section 4 is a summary of the 79 representations made by other individuals or organisations,
referred to as 6ot herd representations. Section
against the representations.

3. Layout



The representations and Natur al Engl andds c¢comme

|l engt hs against which they were submitted. Each
representations submitted against it, together with NaturalEn gl andds comment s. W
representations refer to two or more | engths, t
duplicate under each relevant length. Note that although a representation may appear within

mul tiple | engths, Nseg noay iaclude Eengthisecifid dosiments whjctoare

not duplicated across all l engths in which the

comments and/or the text of the representation are the same for each length in which the

representation appears, they will be produced in full only at the first occurrence. Thereafter, to

save repetition Natur al Engl andds comments and/
occurrence.

4. Recor d odanddfodephésentationsand Nat ur al Engl a
comments on them

Length Report FFB1

Ful I representations?b

6Ful I Repredleneati onso:

Other representations

Representations containing similar or identical points

Representation ID Organisation/ person makingr epr esent at i

MCA/ FFB1/ R/ 46/ FFH redacted] and [redacted]
MCA/ FFB1/ R/ 85/ FFE redacted] and [redacted]
MCA/ FFB1/ R/ 104/ FH redacted] and [redacted]

Name of site: The coastal wall and embankment from The Boatyard,
\Waldringfield following the River Deben north towards
Sandy Lane.

Report map reference: Map FFB 1f

Route sections on or adjacent to |FFB-1-S061 to FFB-1-S 0 7 2
the land:

Other reports within stretch to n/ a
which this representation also
relates

Summary of point:

No objections

[redacted] and [redacted] and [redacted] and [redacted] state they have no objection to this route
being used as it is already a footpath along one ofthemostat t racti ve str et
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Al | raise some specific concerns and urge (

Privacy
Most of the first section of the path, from FFB-1-S062 to FFB-1-S068, is the private property of

the frontage owners with a public right of way over it. There is an ongoing issue with privacy
and signage is required to emphasise this g

Use of bicycles and other motorised vehicles on the flood wall

Inevitable erosion of the and embankment beyond it will occur over time, but provided usage is
limited to walkers, erosion caused mainly in wet conditions will be minimised and maintenance
costs should remain relatively small. Despite efforts of our Parish Council and villagers,
primarily using signage and persuasion respectively, cyclists frequently use the path, and more
recently motorised scrambling bikes have been observed using it too. Not only do they cause
undue erosion to the banks but on such a narrow footway they intimidate walkers and spoill
their enjoyment of theriverand t he wetl|l and ar ea.

This use and misuse of the path has been exacerbated in the past year while, owing to the
Covid situation, fewer people have travelled abroad and more people have used their local
countryside for recreation.

The potential for intensifying the damage to the wall is substantially increased by non-motorised
and motorised wheeled vehicles, such as bicycles and motorbikes. Preventative measures
must be installed along the stretch of this flood defence wall to prevent these vehicles being
used, sincesignage and persuasion alone havendét wor
i nstallation of appropriate physical barri g

The proposed routing of the National Coast Path along this flood defence wall and
embankment will publicise its existence widely and will increase usage and not necessarily just
by walkers. We therefore feel it is a responsibility the government to put legal and physical
measures in place to protect the wall, in order to maximise the benefit and enjoyment of
walkers in the long term. We would hope that Natural England will support and further this
cause.

Nat ur al Engl andds comment :

No objection

Natural England thank [redacted] and [redacted] and [redacted] and [redacted] for their support
of our proposed trail in Coastal Access Report FFB1 Felixstowe Ferry to Sandy Land

Wal dringfield.

Privacy
\We are sorry to hear that the homeowners are having privacy issues in relation to the existing

Public Right of Way (PRoW). The PRoW is already well walked and we would not expect a
significant increase in use as a result of the commencement of coastal access rights. We
propose that the route will be signed and waymarked to enable walkers to follow it, and
homeowners are also free to erect any signage they feel is necessary to clarify access rights on
their | and, taking relevant | egal advice af§g

Should the owners find that any significant issues arise after the new rights commence, they
should liaise with Suffolk County Council, who will manage and maintain the route, and explore
if any additional management measures could be introduced to resolvet h e s e .

Use of bicycles and other motorised vehicles on the flood wall




Natural England thanks these homeowners for noting that cyclists and motorised vehicles are
using this Public Right of Way (PRoW).

We can confirm that route sections In section FFB-1-S061 to FFB-1-S072 are aligned along
public footpath which only gives people a right of access on foot and we are not proposing the
creation of any higher rights in this area.

Throughout the trail, we avoid creating any unnecessary new barriers to access as these can

prevent use by | ess abled bodied users and
4. 3.8 of the Coastal Access Sc h disabledpeoplednd i 9
ot hers with reduced mobilityo. We would hoy

to assess the extent of the issue raised and see if route signage needs to be supplemented
with management signs reinforcing the statusofthe f oot pat h and di sco

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation | OMCA/ FFB1/ R/ 1/ FFBO0363

Organisation/ person making [ redact ed]
representation:

Name of site: Sandy Lane, Waldringfield

Report map reference: Map 1f

Route sections on or adjacent to |FFB-1-S046 to FFB-1-S0 5 3
the land:

Other reports within stretch to FFB2
which this representation also
relates

Summary of representation:

As the landowner | am happy with the proposed route as it stands around the reservoir at
Church Farm Waldringfield.

Nat ur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thanks you for your support of their proposals in Coastal Access Report FFB1
Feli xstowe Ferry to Sandy Land Waldringfiel

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

n/a




Representation | OMCA/ FFB1/ R/ 34/ FFBO0O0OS

Organisation/ person making Di sabl ed Ramblers, [redact
representation:

Name of site: Feli xstowe Ferry to Sandy
Report map reference: Maps FFB 1a, FFB 1b, FFB 1c, FFB 1d, FFB 1le, F F B
Route sections on or adjacentto |1 . Report FFB 1: Al rout e
the land: 2. Map FFB la: Route sections FFB-1-S011 & FFB-1-

S012, and FFB-1-S014 & FFB-1-S0 1 5

3 . Maps FFB l1la, 1b, 1c and
4. Map FFB 1c: Route section FFB-1-A0 0 1

5. Map 1d: Route sections FFB-1-S029 and FFB-1-S 0 3
6. Map 1f: Route sections FFB-1-S046 to B-1-S0 5 5

Other reports within stretch to The Disabled Ramblers have made representations about
which this representation also FFB2, FFB3, FFB4, FFB5 and
relates

Summary of representation:
(Please note that Natural England have added numbering within the 6 comments to allow for
clarity when commenting on specific points

Comment 1
Report FFB 1: All route sections generally
The Accessibility statement in Report FFB 1: Felixstowe Ferry to Sandy Lane, Waldringfield
states
1.2.10 There are few artificial barriers to accessibility on the proposed route. However, the
natural coastal terrain is often challenging for people with reduced mobility and this is the case
on sections of our proposed route because: ]
1 The trail would be subject to tidal flooding at times at Waldringfield
(section FFB-1-S057) ; 9
T there are eight steps at Felixstowe Ferry where it would be
necessary to cross Ferry Road from the sea wall (section FFB-1-S0 0 4 ) ; |
1 the trail would follow an uneven grass or bare soil path along the top
of the seawall along some existing public rights of way and other walked
routes, such as at Felixstowe and Falkenham Marshes (maps FFB 1a and 1b
sections FFB-1-S015to FFB-1-S02 3) . 5

1.2.11 Near Waldringfield Sailing Club, (map FFB 1f section FFB-1-S050) the existing
footbridge will be replaced, so as to make it easier to use. We envisage this happening before
the new access rights come into force as part of the physical establishment work described
bel ow. >

The Disabled Ramblers is concerned that Natural England has not recognised that there is
an increasing number of people who use all-terrain mobility scooters and other mobility
vehicles to enjoy routes on rugged terrain in the countryside, including uneven grass, bare
soil or rocky paths, foreshore areas and some sea walls and beaches. Slopes of 1:4,
obstacles 60 high, water to a de p-temainonbbilitg o
scooters are used to managing. Modern batteries are now available that allow a range of up
to 60 miles on one charge.




From the Felixstowe Ferry to Sandy Lane, Waldringfield (apart from the steps at Felixstowe
Ferry at section FFB-1-S004) all the terrain is suitable for all-terrain mobility vehicles, and
some of the route is suitable for other mobility scooters too. (Mobility vehicles can avoid the
steps at Felixstowe Ferry at section FFB-1-S004 by leaving the seawall at FFB-1-S003 and
going through the boat park to arrive at

Modern mobility vehicles are large, and many man-made barriers that allow access to a
manual wheelchair are not large enough for all-terrain mobility vehicles or for some
6pavement &6 scooters, and prevent | egit clesa
have the same rights of access that wal ke

Wherever possible man-made infrastructure should be replaced or adapted to enable these
users to have the same, legitimate, use and enjoyment of the main route of the England
Coast Path that walkers have. Suitability of all structures should always be considered with
the assumption that a person with reduced mobility will be going out without more-mobile
helpers, so will need to operate the structure on their own, seated on their mobility vehicle.
Man-made i nfrastructure should not be a bar

Di sabl ed Ramblers requests

T that new structures to be installed should be suitable for those who
use large mobility vehicles, and should comply with British Standard BS5709:
2018 Gaps Gates and Stil es.

1 that where existing man-made structures are a barrier to those who
use mobility vehicles, these should be reviewed, and where necessary
removed and replaced with suitable structures to allow access to the England
Coast Pat h.

1 compliance with the Equality Act 2010 (and the Public Sector
Equal ity Duty within this act)

1 compliance with the Countrysi dg

T adherence to the advice from Disabled Ramblers in the attached
documentMan-made Barriers and Least Rest

Comment 2
Map FFB la: Route sections FFB-1-S011 & FFB-1-S012, and FFB-1-S014 & FFB-1-S0 1 5
1. At section FFB-1-S011 there is a gap in the railings along the
pavement leading onto the footway at FFB-1-S012. Here there is a very good
surface for all mobility vehicles, however this gap is too narrow for users of
large mobility vehicles so should be widened to allow good access to this
group of peopl e.

2. The kissing gate at FFB-1-S014 is scheduled to be removed, but the
resulting gap should to be widened to allow access to large all-terrain mobility
vehicles to turn onto the footpath at FFB-1-S 0 1 5 .

Comment 3

Maps FFB l1la, 1b, 1c and 1d

Paragraph 1.2.10 of the Report, states

the natural coastal terrain is often challenging for people with reduced mobility and this is the
case on sections of our proposed route bec}¢g

1 the trail would follow an uneven grass or bare soil path along the top
of the seawall along some existing public rights of way and other walked




routes, such as at Felixstowe and Falkenham Marshes (maps FFB 1a and 1b
sections FFB-1-S015t0o FFB-1-S02 3) . >

The route sections along the seawall on Maps FFB 1a, 1b, 1c and 1d are all suitable terrain for
users of all-terrain mobility vehicles. The seawall is suitably wide and the steps toward the end
of FFB-1-S015 are not an obstacle as they can come down along the slope from the seawall at
t he previous corner.

Comment 4
Map FFB 1c: Route section FFB-1-A0 0 1

Paragraph 1.2.8 of the Report, states

An alternative route is to operate as a diversion from the ordinary route between route sections
FFB-1-S020 and FFB-1-S023 on map FFB 1c between October 1st and March 31st. This
measure is proposed to protect roosting avocet from disturbance. Avocet are a qualifying
feature of the SPA and roost at and around

To assist all-terrain mobility scooters to leave the seawall to get onto the alternative route, it is
advised that the surface of the slopes between the seawall and the track below are suitably
surfaced to enable wheels to have more grif

Comment 5
Map 1d: Route sections FFB-1-S029 and FFB-1-S 0 3 0

At FFB-1-S029 to FFB-1-S030 the proposed gap in the fence should be wide enough to allow
anal-t errain mobility scooter to continue alo

Comment 6
Map 1f: Route sections FFB-1-S046to B-1-S0 5 5

1. The undergrowth along track at FFB-1-S046 to FFB-1-S048 should
be cleared to widen the path, and the proposed gap in the fence should be
wi de enough to allow a | arge mobili

2. Paragraph 1.2.11 of the Report, st at es

I 1.2.11 Near Waldringfield Sailing Club, (map FFB 1f
section FFB-1-S050) the existing footbridge will be replaced,
SO as to make it easier to use. We envisage this happening
before the new access rights come into force as part of the
physical establishmentwor k descri bed bel
It is important that the proposed sleeper bridge must be sufficiently wide enough (at least
4 sleepers) to allow access to users of large mobility vehicles, and should be
approached by ramps at either end, not g

3. The existing barriers at FFB-1-S051 (or2?) and FFB-1-S055 should
be reassessed, and replaced if necessary, to allow all-terrain mobility vehicles
to pass through and continue al ong

Nat ur al Engl andds comment :

Comment 1
Natural England welcomes the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may
present as a barrier to many users of the England Coast Path. Natural England will work with

7



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 and the protection of the flood
defence systems.

Natural England acknowledges its duties under the Equality Act 2010 and the Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000, and also the extra responsibilities conferred by the Public Sector
Equality Duty, under the former. Section 4.3.8 of the Scheme outlines that Natural England
foll ows the principles set out in our publi
easy to use as Natural England reasonably can for disabled people and others with reduced
mobility, whilst accepting that such opportunities will often be constrained by practical
limitations, such as the rugged nature of the terrain or the availability of visitor transport and
facilities.

An important element of equality law is that the needs of those with constrained or restricted
mobility are considered throughout the planning, design, and implementation processes, and
t hat they are not simply treated as an O0add(
have developed our proposals for the Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey stretch, and, if our

proposals are approved, will continue to do so through the implementation phase, working
al ongside Suffolk County Council, which shig

Natural England also recognise the importance of satisfying the relevant British Standards, and
the desirability of complying with the advice contained in the Disabled Ramblers Notes on
Infrastructure and will also be focusing on these documents as Natural England work with the
access authorities.

Natural England also note the Disabled Ramblers advice regarding the larger mobility vehicles
and wil |l ensure this iIis considered.

It is important to note that at FFB-1-S003 Natural England are only creating Coastal Access
rights on the path and in the spreading r od

Comment 2

1. Natural England have liaised with Suffolk County Council regarding
this gap and see no reason at this time as to why the gap is so narrow and so
we will work with Suffolk County Council and do our best to get it widened in
order to accommodate | arge mobil ity

2. Natural England propose to work with Suffolk County Council to
ensure that the gap created when this gate, at the junction of FFB-1-S014 and
FFB-1-S015, is removed can accommodate as wide a range of different
abilities as possible within the constraintsoft he surroundi ng

Comment 3

Nat ur al Engl and thank the Disabl ed Rambterain g
mobility vehicles, and their advice that they can be used on the route sections along the seawall
on Maps FFB 1la, 1b, 1c and 1d which were previously thought inaccessible and now
understand that these sections | end themsel

The steps at FFB-1-S015 are not part of the proposed trail, but instead come off the trail and
down the flood wall. Natural England are using the steps to add signposting to make it clear
which direction the England Coast Path foll




Comment 4

Natural England are unfortunately unable to amend the surfacing of the slope as it may
compromise the integrity of the flood wall. Whilst Natural England hope that the majority of
England Coast Path users will be able to use this alternative seasonal route as it will protect
IAvocet from disturbance, the public right of way, on which the main route is aligned, will still be
available to the public and therefore those using all terrain mobility scooters will still have a
route they can access if they are unable to make their way off the flood wall and onto the

fol ding.

Comment 5

Natural England propose to work with Suffolk County Council to ensure that the gap created in
the scrub at the junction of FFB-1-S029 and FFB-1-S030 is wide enough to accommodate as
wide a range of different abilities as possible within the constraintsoft he surr ound

Comment 6

1. Natural England propose to work with Suffolk County Council to
ensure that the gap created in the scrub in section FFB-1-S046 is wide
enough to accommodate as wide a range of different abilities as possible
within the constraints of the surrounding terrain. Ther e i s no

2. Natural England has already made plans with Suffolk County
Council to replace the sleeper bridge at FFB-1-S050, and to increase its width
to 5 sleepers to allow for | arge mo

3. These two barriers at FFB-1-S052 and FFB-1-S055 are both fences
that run parallel with the path and have been mapped because they will have
waymar kers attached for clarity of

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation | OMCA/ FFB1/ R/ 84/ FFB0556

Organisation/ person making Suffolk Coast al Di sability
representation:

Name of site: Felixstowe Ferry, and Felixstowe Ferry to Sandy Lane,
Wal dri ngfield.

Report map reference: Maps FFB 1a, FFB 1b, FFB 1

Route sections on or adjacent to |FFB-1-S001to FFB-1-S0 0 5

the land:

Other reports within stretch to n/ a

which this representation also

relates

Summary of representation:
About 3 yearso6 ago we were consulted about
contact with the Forum.
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A. Suffolk Coastal Disability Forum strongly objects to the lack of access
to the footpath in both directions at Felixstowe Ferry. On both sides there are
il naccessible steps. This has not be

B. In addition, the surface to the footpath should be of a type that is
accessible for those with mobility difficulties. Paths should have a minimum
width of 1500mm with surfaces that
cobbles or unevensettsshoul d be wused.

Nat ur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England welcomes the Suffolk Coastal Disability Forums comments regarding
i nfrastructure that may present as a barri e

Natural England 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
wil dlife and the protection of the fl ood d¢

An important element of equality law is that the needs of those with constrained or restricted
mobility are considered throughout the planning, design, and implementation processes, and
t hat they are not simply treat eahdeaveured o achieve (
this as we developed our proposals for the Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey stretch, and, if our
proposals are approved, will continue to do so through the implementation phase, working
alongside Suffolk County Council, which sharesthesame r esponsi bilitie

A. There is one set of steps on the proposed trail at Felixstowe Ferry,
the second set which are mapped at FFB-1-S015 are not part of the trail but
do connect the trail with another PRoW. In this instance the steps have been
mapped as we propose to attach signage to it for clarity to ensure users of the
coast path know which route to follow. Natural England do not have any
responsibility for structures off the trail, even where they connect with it, this is
a matter you will need to explore with Suffolk County Council. Natural England
chose to maintain the steps at FFB-1-S004 because the cost of replacing them
with a suitable easy access slope on a flood defence wall would be
di sproportionate in relation to the

B. Natural England acknowledges its duties under the Equality Act
2010 and the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, and also the extra
responsibilities conferred by the Public Sector Equality Duty, under the former.
Section 4.3.8 of the Scheme outlines that Natural England follow the principles
set out in our publication ABy Al
to use as Natural England reasonably can for disabled people and others with
reduced mobility, whilst accepting that such opportunities will often be
constrained by practical limitations, such as the rugged nature of the terrain or
the availability of visitor transpo

Regarding the width of the trail, bysefadlt i ¢
secures access rights to the land 2 metres either side of the route shown on the map.
This allows for the trail itself to be 4 metres wide under ordinary circumstances, enabling
two people to walk comfortably abreast. In practice, we often adopt as part of the trail
sections of existing path or track that may be wider or narrower than 4 metres, or not of
uniform width. We are unlikely to carry out any physical alterations to the existing path or
track to make it conform to a standard 4 metre width, provided that we consider it

10



satisfactory when measured against the public interest criteria set out in this part of the
Scheme. 0

The route sections covered by this report are mainly aligned on existing PRoW, highway
and currently walked routes where we propose to adopt the currently used width which
we feel is satisfactory. Regarding the surface of the trail, Natural England will work with
Suffolk County Council to ensure that surfaces are firm, however this is a footpath which

is in many places rural and as noted in 4.3.50f schemefi é éi t wi Il | typi
natural surface rather than an artificial one. This too will often result in a visible path
narrower than the 4 metres provided in |

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

LengthReport FFBA4

Full representations?
Representation number: MCA/FFB4/R/16/FFB0058
Organisation/ person making representation: Suffolk County Council, [redacted]

Route section(s) specific to this representation: |FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S 0 0 9

MapFFB4a-Wi | f ord Bri dge t ¢

Other reports within stretch to which this
representation also relates:
Representation in full

Suffolk County Council supports the proposed alignment from FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S009, which for

much of its length will be adjacent to the track that is a National Trust promoted circular walk and vehicle
access to a small number of properties at Litt]l

The County Council understands that there is a public desire for this route; in 2016 members of the public
applied to add the track to the Definitive Map

was unsuccessful at that time duetotheexi st ence of a Nati onal Trus
roamod policy, which can be seen to grant per mi
dedi cati on necessary in claims for public right
Natur al Engl andbs comment s

Natural England thanks Suffolk County Council (SCC) for their supportive comments and information
regarding the history of part of the proposed route and the public desire to make this publicly
accessi bl e.

Relevant appended documents (see section 6):

Representation number: |MCA/FFB4/R/89/FFBO453

11



Organisation/ person making representation: [redacted], The Suffolk Area Ramblers

Route section(s) specific to this representation: FFB4 Wi |l ford Bridge to

Other reports within stretch to which this FFB2, Whole stretch
representation also relates:
Representation in full

This representation is made on behalf of Suffolk Area Ramblers and refers to the representation form for
t he section FFB4.

The Ramblers would like to commend in general the whole section of FFB4 as an ideal way of keeping
wal kers away from the two busy main roads, Al1l1'!

A number of members have however expressed concern that the route follows a thin metalled track which
is used by motor vehicles, vans and delivery trucks on a regular basis, some driving at speeds too fast for
safety on such a narrow track, with fewopportuni t i es f or wal kers to ste

One suggestion has been for the coastal path designated route to be moved slightly inland of the metalled
track, as the most dangerous and obscured bend, around point FFB-4-S0 0 9 .

There is already an off road walked route on the National Trust land at this point, which could easily be
made up to coast al path standard.

Al ternatively, | arge war ni ng- dagegpussdendiopned é1s higi d
roadway might suffice, although we are generally not in favour of erecting large signs in the countryside,
and there is the question of who would be responsible for maintenance of such, but | will pass on the
suggestion.

Otherwise, there was overwhelming support for all the proposed route from FFB4 right down to and
i ncluding section FFBE6.

[redacted]
Suffolk Area Ramblers Coastal Access Officer
28rJanuary 2021

Nat ur al Englanddéds comment s
Natural England welcomes The Suffolk Area Ramblers support for our proposals in Coastal Access
ReportFFB4and note their view that itoés an ideal w

roads, Al152 and B1083.

The Lower Track (TLT) is owned by the National Trust (NT) and principally forms an access track for the
properties along it. The traffic volume is therefore low and route section FFB-4-S010 to route section
FFB-4-S004 form part of a NT promoted trail and are already well used by visitors to Sutton Hoo, which
i s a significant regional tourist attraction. ¢
currently promoted, however this is also used informally by some visitors, with permission from the NT.

It is therefore already the case that drivers on it expect to encounter pedestrians whenever they drive
alongit,tandmust act accordingly.

Natural England does not propose the coast path follows the metalled track. We propose that, with the
exception of route section FFB-4-S001 and crossing points, the trail is aligned on the roadside verge
and not the track itself for route sections FF-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009. This is shown clearly in the large
scale maps of these route sections included in Appendix E. This ensures that for the vast majority of its
length walkers will be able to separate themselves from vehicles on TLT by following the proposed
parallel route on the adjacent verges which is a significant improvement on the current multi-user
situation.

On route section FFB-4-S001 where there is not scope for the trail to be aligned on a verge adjacent to

t he track SCCbés Principal Hi ghway Engineer advi
be aware of pedestrians, slow their speed and drive accordingly. He also observed that there is scope
for cutting back some vegetation to create more space. This is something we are committed to

12



undertaking as part of the establishment works for the trail should the Secretary of State approve our
proposal s.

'We acknowledge that there is a bend on route section FFB-4-S009 and here we propose the trail would
follow the | andward verge. I'n addition to thi g
received on Coastal Access Report FFB 4, we also advised the Secretary of State that we would be
happy to work with the NT as landowner, to investigate if speed bumps could be installed on route

sections FFB-4-S009 to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to
residentsandwalker s using the track here. This is showr
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Some users may still opt to use the track as opposed to the verge, because it provides a firm tarmacked
surface. They will have a legal right to do this because TLT will fall into the accessible coastal margin
either by default under the legislation where it falls seaward of the proposed route or because we have
used our discretion under the Act to propose that the landward boundary of the coastal margin is the

Il andwar d e dgeavill bofvevdr enSure the verge is clearly waymarked as the trail so walkers
using the track will be able to move aside from any traffic as needed. In addition to this we propose to
install clear signs ensuring all users are aware of the 15mph advisory speed limit and that the track is
shared by both drivers and pedestrians. These signs will be maintained by Suffolk County Council with
grant support from Natur al Engl and. Taken toget
improveme nt on the current situation for walkers o

Relevant appended documents (see section 6):

Ot her representations?

Representations containing similar or identical points
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Representation ID

Organisation/ person making representation:

MCA/FFB4/R/28/FFB0570 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/30/FFB0572 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/47/FFB0579 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/48/FFB0580 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/54/FFB0586 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/55/FFB0587 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/56/FFB0588 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/60/FFB0592 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/61/FFB0593 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/67/FFB0595 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/70/FFB0598 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/72/FFB0599 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/74/FFB0600 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/75/FFB0601 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/76/FFB0602 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/77/FFB0603 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/78/FFB0604 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/83/FFB0608 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/87/FFB0610 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/93/FFB0614 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/96/FFB0617 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/97/FFB0618 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/105/FFB0622 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/106/FFB0623 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/108/FFB0628 [redacted]

Name of site:

\Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff

Report map reference:

FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh and FFB 4b Little Haugh
to Ferry CIiff

Route sections on or adjacent to the
land:

FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S034

Other reports within stretch to which
this representation also relates

Summary of point:

\Wholeheartedly endorse this proposal for a Coast Path from Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey.
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The Deben Estuary is a beautiful natural landscape which is only partially accessible today, a failing
which this proposal addresses well. Once created, this section of path would be used frequently and
with great pleasure by local residents and visitors.

Reasons for this conclusion are set out in the

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thank you for your support of our proposals.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representations containing similar or identical points

Representation ID Organisatio_n/ person making
representation:
MCA/FFB4/R/31/FFB0515 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/32/FFB0573 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/42/FFB0576 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/50/FFB0582 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/51/FFB0583 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/52/FFB0584 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/53/FFB0585 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/58/FFB0590 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/59/FFB0591 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/68/FFB0596 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/69/FFB0597 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/81/FFB0393 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/82/FFB0607 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/88/FFB0611 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/94/FFB0615 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/95/FFB0616 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/98/FFB0619 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/99/FFB0620 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/103/FFB0621 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/13/FFB0462 [redacted]
MCA/FFB4/R/14/FFB0567 [redacted]
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MCA/FFB4/R/22/FFB0569 [redacted]

MCA/FFB4/R/8/FFB0541 [redacted]

Name of site: The Lower Track

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh
Route sections on or adjacent to the land: FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S010

Other reports within stretch to which this [redacted] has also made a point, in the
representation also relates below table

Summary of point:
Support for this proposal for a Coast Path from Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey.

The Deben Estuary is a beautiful natural landscape which is only partially accessible today, and lack of
access to the Lower Track at Wilford Bridge means people must use the narrow pavement up the hill to
Sutton Hoo public entrance, along the busy main road. This is dangerous and feels unsafe due to the
speed and volume of traffic which includes large vehicles such as tractors and farm lorries.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thank you for your support of our proposals and notes the view expressed that the
access to Sutton Hoo along the B1083 feels dangerous and unsafe due to the volume of traffic and large
\vehicles that use it.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representations containing similar or identical points

Representation ID Organisatio_n/ person making
representation:

MCA/FFB4/R/8/FFB0541 [redacted]

MCA/FFB4/R/22/FFB0569 [redacted]

Name of site: \Wilford Bridge

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the land: FFB-4-S001

Other reports within stretch to which this [redacted] and [redacted] have also made a

representation also relates point in the above table

Summary of point:

Because of the proximity of Melton Rail Station to Wilford Bridge, visiting walkers will have the option of
accessing this part of the England Coast Path by regular public transport, significantly reducing the
unwelcome impact of increased motor traffic in the area.

Nat ur al Engl anddbs comment :
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Natural England thank you for your support of our proposals. We agree that Melton Rail Station will
enable walkers to access the trail by train, and hope that walkers will make good use of this option
instead of arriving by car, thereby decreasing traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/18/FFB0568

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track, Sutton Hoo

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the |[FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S009
land:

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

A

|l 6ve |ived close by this track for 35 years ang(

In 2015, | and others, gave Suffolk County Council , Public Rights of Way Evidence forms to establish

t his fiLower Trackod as a PRoW. No response was (
pursuing the request because the England Coast Path process would render it obsolete. Thus, | strongly
support Natural England creating access rights over the track.

| also support the reasoning for rejecting other options in table 4.3.2.

However the fAreasons for not pr opsemidogiontised e page t
12. Reasons 3 and 4 s t that the option is
For coherence the wor he proposal 6 shoul d

Natur al Ecominennh d 6 s

Natural England appreciates [redacted] support for our proposals. Representation
MCA/FFB4/R/16/FFB0058 made by Suffolk County Council explainsthat,ié . . i n 2016 me
public applied to add the track to the Definitive Map as a public footpath based on user

evidence. However, this was unsuccessful at that time due to the existence of a National Trust byelaw
regardi ng a fAfr eewhmtartbe seendoagraiit pepnoskive asg of their land and
thereby prevent presumed dedication necessaryi n ¢l ai ms for public righ

\We are sorry that [redacted] found table 4.3.2 in our Coastal Access Report FFB 4 confusing. The
reasons for not proposing the second oWetopted forthen
proposed r ouwhehibwittea at thestopdf column 4 of the table. Read in this context the
reasons given do make sense.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID:
MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566
Organisation/ person making [redacted]

representation:
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Name of site: The ALower Tracko

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the |[FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S009
land:

Other reports within stretch to which
this representation also relates
Summary of representation:
Youbve seriously wunderestimated t he sTad immunity &msn
prosecution generally applied will not be valid in this case as you have been made aware of this situation
and have not taken notice of it, indeed, you have rejected it.

There are some wildlife matters Natural England also appear to have missed or ignored.

Il 6m a retired PubEnwi rHermrea mt d Inshealttohr Of fi cer w
years was at Suffolk Coastal District Council (now East Suffolk Council). | have been responsible for
inspections, investigations (including accident investigations) and statutory enforcement of The Health
and Safety at Work Act 1974 (and the health, safety and welfare provisions of previous legislation including
The Factory Act 1961 and Offices, Shops and Railway Premises Act 1963) and was the Trades Union
Safety Representative forthe lo ¢ a | branch of AUNI SONO at Suff ol
|l 6ve |l ived in SuAst oan roevgeurl a2r5 uyseearr sof exi sting p
i nvol ved and changdibrdg | filkec alo twrad rkd sdlo.wn t he Sou
\Wilford Bridge to and from my home in Sutton and as others would also do this if permitted.

Over the 33 year s -ihcteaseg useoof thecCardPark /HPienic @dnea/Mature Reserve /
River wall paths / and National Trust property at Sutton Hoo, particularly in the vicinity of the Deben Estuary
and Melton Railway Station and especially i n t he A Ho IThedeaggnerate légh aumbers off
visitors and | ocal ifwal kerso many of whom wi | |
south-east side of the Deben Estuary.

The expected numbers of walkers need to be carefully assessed so a meaningful Risk Assessment can
be undertaken for securing their safety on the
progressed. No such assessment using reliable information has been undertaken. A casual glance af
walkers, even over a few days, at a low season, holiday period is inadequate. The full details of research
and calculations used to arrive at this estimation of numbers should be stated clearly by Natural England
and published in their documents.

My main concern with the proposal is where it proposes to utilise The Lower Track for Section Numbers
FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S009 inclusive. | am not satisfied that Natural England have understood or taken
into account the full implications of the Safety Report by [redacted] of Suffolk County Council, which they
commissioned, or the safety concerns in it. Neither am | satisfied that Natural England have taken into
account any part of the report by G H Bullard & Associates commissioned by the residents along the
Lower Track.

Natural England have also refused to consider reasonable alternatives to using this track for very trivial
and spurious reasons.

Natural England have failed to recognise obvious and multiple hazards associated with the introduction of
pedestrians onto this track, which is utilised by many and varied vehicles, and | am concerned that there
will inevitably be serious accidents that could have been avoided at the planning stage. | am more
concerned that people and organisations charged with assessing such information, completely ignore
such clearly expressed concerns of safety whilst claiming to have done so. Natural England and
indvi dual s concerned may erroneously feel that tH
may therefore make their decisions in a less than ideal way. My written concerns expressed here will be
made available to anyone suffering damage or loss from an accident on this track should the track be
included in this pathway, so there can be no doubt that National England were made aware of these safety
concerns.

\Wildlife matters:- In 2020, summer visiting Turtle Doves were present on the part of the proposed path
between MapFFB5a/5b/5¢/5d & 5e from reference points S001 to S050 inclusive, as were Cuckoos and
Nightingales during their breeding seasons; Bullfinches, Marsh Harriers, Barn Owls and Tawny Owls are
present all year round. There are numerous badger setts all along the areas from Maps FFB4a to FFB5e
inclusive. The comments at D6. 2.5 of Nat ur al Engl and
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parts of the path other than the areas mentioned on Maps FFB4a i FFB5e,il n t he ar eas
and particularly badger setts, are most likely to be found, we also propose that the trail sticks to existing
PRoW, or nearby walked routes, to seaward. This, combined with the small anticipated increase in human
activity andthe badgersé | argely nocturnal habits, me
measur abl e ef fTaenbrthermmost gare ahThé Lower Track is neither a PRoW (Public Right]
of Way) or a finear bopsequently khe dse of @ astagdth wall rtalise disturbance to
wildlife on those sites.  Simply not noting their presence in the large areas covered by Maps series 4 &
5, i's no excuse for dignoring t he siesongerciiticadylor sariously|
endangered species amongst them!

In conclusion: Natural England have failed in their duty of care to assess this proposal, both in line with
their own standards and in particular with regard to the safety of all users of the proposed path.
[redacted] has critiqued the two road safety reports. As to not overwhelm the body of the document
these critiques have been put in Appendix B.

Natur al Engl andds comment :
Safety

Natural England (NE) is required by section 297(2) of the 2009 Marine and Coastal Access Act to have
specific regard to the safety and convenience of those using the England Coast Path. Section 7.4.6 of
the approved Coastal Access Scheme 2013 (the Scheme) states that NE will work with the local
Highway Authority to ensure the trail is reasonably safe. Accordingly, we took an informal view from
Suffolk Highways when we first considered alignment along TLT from its entrance adjacent to The
Lodge, to Dairy Farm. On receipt of the Bullard report which was commissioned by residents and raised
questions about safety on TLT, NE then went on to commission a formal Road Safety Assessment from
SCC as the relevant Highway Authority. When commissioning this assessment, we also asked the
Highway Authority to advise us on any additional measures that could be implemented to enhance the
safety of walkers on the track.

I n their report SCCb6s Principal Hi ghway Engi neg¢
most of its length there is adequate room for walkers to step aside from any passing vehicles. Where the
track is at its narrowest in front of The Lodge, the sight lines are very good so pedestrians and vehicles
can see each other well in advance. He advised it was reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of
pedestrians here and slow their speed.

I n addition, he made a number of suggested i mp]
safety. These include aligning the trail on the roadside verge where this is available, cutting back

vegetation and lifting the tree canopy to increase visibility for walkers and drivers, and installing signage
to make drivers and pedestrians aware of each ¢

NE have taken full account of SCC road safety assessment of TLT and have proposed all of the
suggested i mprovements to our draft proposal s f
proposed route is now aligned on verges running parallel to TLT and not on TLT itself which is a
significant improvement on the current multiuser situation. We were however unable to create a parallel
path for route section FFB-4-S0 0 1 . For this section, SCCo6bs Prin
would be reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of pedestrians, slow their speed and drive
accordingly. He also observed that there is scope for cutting back some vegetation to create more
space. This is something we are committed to undertaking as part of the establishment works for the
trail should the Secretary of State approve our proposals. In addition to this NE has advised the
Secretary of State in our comments on objections that we would also be happy to work with the NT to
investigate if speed bumps could be installed on TLT to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed, if this
would give more confidence to residents and walkers using the track. The possible locations for these
we feel would be worthwhile exploring further are shown on the Map in Figure 1 in our comments on
representation MCA/FFB4/R/89/FFB0453 from [redacted] of The Suffolk Area Ramblers.

[redacted] asserts that NE has not assessed the expected increase in walkers on TLT. This is not the
case. NE undertook an access assessment, and our conclusions were published in section D5, Wilford
Bridge to Little Haugh, of our Nature Conservation Assessment for our Coastal Access Proposals
between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey. We concluded that there was likely to be a large increase in
walkers from a relatively low base level. This conclusion reflects the light existing patterns of public use
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o f the track, in particular the first 350m fr or
Hoo such as the café, toilets as well as nearby car parking and Melton Railway station.

[redacted] also expresses doubts about whether NE took into account the report by [redacted] &
/Associates commissioned by the owners and occupiers of the properties serviced by Lower Track. We
can confirm that we gave very careful consideration to this report. However, the Bullard report
commissioned by residents is based on a route aligned on TLT for its entire length which is not the route
we have proposed. It does not therefore assess the safety of our published proposals. We found a
number of issues with the Bullard report, for example it made no reference to the quality standards

for Nati onal Trails whi ch aTheNewDealeManagementd Rationg Trdild i
England from April2013. @nd i nstead uses SCC design guide f
reference. We therefore commissioned our own Road Safety Assessment from SCC who are the
relevant Highway Authority and therefore the appropriate specialists to make this assessment. As
mentioned above we took all their advice on safety enhancements on board and as a result our
published proposals are significantly different from the route assessed by the Bullard Report. To be clear
the Bullard report commissioned by residents is based on a route aligned on TLT for its entire length
which is not the route we have proposed. It does not therefore assess the safety of our published
proposals.

Natural England entirely refute the accusation that we have ié. . refused to ¢
alternatives to using this tr aclredlitytherevwene gnly & limited
range of alternative route alignments identified by Natural England and residents. We thoroughly
investigated each one of these in the context of the enabling legislation and guidance framework we must
follow in the approved Coastal Access Scheme 2013, spending considerable time considering the
complex factors at play in this location. We outline these alternative options in section 4.3.2 of our
proposals for FFB 4 Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff together with our reasons for not proposing them.
Natural England firstly considered aligning the trail on the pavement adjacent to the A1152 and B1083
and past the Sutton Hoo visitor centre. Unfortunately, we found this was completely unsuitable for
designation as a National Trail because on the B1083 walkers would be immediately adjacent to this
very busy road on a pavement which is narrow and bound by a steep verge in places. This would make
it hard for walkers to pass each other, particularly users with pushchairs or wheelchairs, forcing them
into this very busy road. Indeed we received 25 representations opposed to this alignment citing how
dangerous and unpleasant it is for walkers.

\We then also investigated to see if we could align the trail on higher ground behind the Lodge, however
the land here rises steeply from the B1083 necessitating the installation of a significant run of

steps. These steps would form a significant barrier to access for less able-bodied users or walkers with
pushchairs. The NT have also informed us that both routes would completely undermine their pay-for-
entry visitor model at Sutton Hoo because much of the estate would fall into the seaward coastal margin
by default under the legislation, and people would therefore gain a right of coastal access over it
negating the need to pay for entry. We considered if informal management or formal directions could be
used to enable it to continue to function as a paying attraction, but found that in this instance neither
would be practical because of the scale and open nature of the site. The NT have therefore made it
clear to us that they would object strongly to these modifications.

Additionally TLT would be available to the public to use under both options as part of the seaward
margin, and we believe people would use it in preference to either of these two unsuitable routes.

/A third route considered was through the western part of the garden of the Lodge (to the west of the
track), which the landowners generously indicated they would be willing to dedicate. Unfortunately this
option would involve significant engineering works and the high cost of these would not have been
proportionate to the benefits theydd bring to

\We therefore concluded that of the very limited options open to us, alignment along TLT incorporating all
the safety enhancements suggested by SCC Principal Safety Engineer was the option which best
balanced the interests of the public in having rights of access over coastal land and the interests of
owners and occupiers of any land over which any coastal access rights would be conferred.

Nature Conservation
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NaturalEngl anddés statutory purpose is to conserve,
the benefit of present and future generations. In keeping with this we aim to strike the right balance in
each circumstance between securing opportunities for the public to enjoy the natural environment and
ensuring appropriate protection of it when developing our proposals for the England Coast Path.

We have not, as [redacted] asserts, ignored ani
Scheme sets out our duties and obligations with regard to nature conservation, and the results of our
assessment of any potential impacts on wildlife and habitats are detailed in the Nature Conservation
Assessment and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) which were published alongside our Coastal
IAccess proposals. Our assessments conclude that our proposals will not have an adverse effect on the
overall integrity of the Deben Estuary SPA or the Deben Estuary Ramsar site, they are fully compatible
wi th our duty to further the conservation and ¢
stretch of coast, and strike the appropriate balance betwe en Nat ur al Engl andos
objectives, duties and purposes in relation to County Wildlife Sites.

\With regard to badgers, we agree with [redacted] that there is a large badger sett on high ground
landward of the proposed route at Sutton Hoo and this is not specifically mentioned in our Nature
Conservation Assessment. Badgers and public access happily coexist throughout the countryside. They
are a protected species under Schedule 6 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act, and this means SCC
would need to apply for a licence if establishing or managing the coast path were likely to lead to any
disturbance directly to these setts, or to prevent access to them. This would be equally applicable were
badgers to create a new sett along the line of the Trail or any public right of way. It should also be noted
that badgers will vacate setts and may have multiple setts.

\We have attached a link to the official guidance on this: Badgers: protection and licences - GOV.UK
(Wwww.gov.uk).

Safety reports

Road Safety Assessment: Suffolk County Council

\We are sorry [redacted] finds it difficult to establish the brief of the Road safety Assessment undertaken
by Suffolk County Council. We can confirm that it was to seek [redacted] expert opinion in his role as
Principle Highways Engineer at SCC on whether the track from its entrance adjacent to The Lodge to
Dairy Farm is a safe route on which to align the England Coast Path National Trail. He was also asked
to identify why it would be safe or unsafe, and if some sections were unsafe, to advise us what work
could be done to make these sections safe.

\We note that [redacted] does not agree with the conclusions drawn by [redacted] however we do not
propose to comment on his crit ifrgdaceed] s the Bikiplé Highways
Engineer at SCC and as such is the recognised specialist to which we should adhere.

Highways Safety Assessment: [redacted] & Associates

The Bullard report commissioned by residents is based on a route aligned on TLT for its entire length
which is not the route we have proposed. It does not therefore assess the safety of our published
proposals. To be clear we are only proposing alignment along TLT itself for route section FFB-4-S001.
\With the exception of crossing points, the other route sections are proposed along verges running
parallel to TLT.

Route section FFB-4-S001 is referred to in paragraph 5 of the report. The photos in Figures 1,2 and 3
below show that where the track is at its narrowest in front of The Lodge, the sight lines are very good
S0 pedestrians and vehicles can see each other wel | in advance. Here SCCH
Engineer advised it was reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of pedestrians and slow their speed.
As mentioned above, NE would also be happy to work with the NT to investigate if speed bumps could
be installed on TLT to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed, if this would give more confidence to
residents and walkers using the track.
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Figures 1,2 and 3 showing good sight lines at start of the Lower track.
'We note [redacted] concerns about children, dogs and badgers. A key principle outlined in the Scheme is
that visitors should take primary responsibility for their own safety when visiting the coast and for the safety|
of any children or other people in their care. Both Natural England and SCC who are the local access
authority have powers to erect signs along the trail warning of potential dangers where these are not
readily apparent. SCCb6bs Safety Report pr op tosnake
drivers and pedestrians aware of each other and we plan to fully implement this proposal. The NT who
own TLT require dogs to be kept on a short lead at all times at Sutton Hoo and as landowners are free to
erect signhage to this effect as required. The point raised about badgers is covered in our comments under
ANature Conservationo above.

\With regard to the section of the report on footfall NE have assessed the expected increase in walkers on
TLT should it form part of The England Coast Path and our comments on this are covered under safety,
above.

The Bullard Report estimates it at around 150-200 walkers per hour. These estimates are based on counts
undertaken by residents on a popular riverside Public Right of Way (PRoW) fronting Woodbridge, which
they feel would be comparable to TLT should our proposals be approved. NE do not believe that this
location would be directly comparable to TLT. It is on an existing and very popular PRoW which fronts the
built-up town of Woodbridge, where there are many more attractors for walkers in the form of services,
parking facilities, residential and retail properties as well as residential and recreational boats moored
along its length. The NT, who favour our proposed alignment, have also expressed their doubts about the
objectorsd assess mentsobpeople bsimg theexqagat ttaietidrough BattbneHoo.
\With regard to the comments on Point 8 & 97 Assessment of Safety on TLT, NE reiterates that the Bullard
report is based on a route aligned on TLT for its entire length which is not the route we have proposed. It
does not therefore assess the safety of our published proposals.

Please refer to NEG6s comments on the alternat.i
relation to [redacted] comments on our assessment of alternative routes.

The Bullard Report proposes a number of different routes for the coast path however when we assessed
them against the alignment criteria NE must work to which is set out in Part B, Chapters 4 and 5 of the
Scheme, they fail to achieve a fair balance between public and private interests. This is in part because
the author has made taking coast path users to the Sutton Hoo visitor centre their central aim, because
theyassumefi ét hat most genuine coast al path wal ker s
National Trust VisitorCentre. 6 Cr i ti cally they have overlooked
explains that the position of the route determines the inclusion of land to either side of it as coastal
margin. Land which falls on the seaward side of the trail automatically becomes coastal margin by
default under the legislation. This means that all their proposed alternative route options through the site
woul d compl et el y und e-formentny asitdd mdddl, betause onach sf the estate
would fall into the seaward coastal margin by default under the legislation, and people would therefore
gain a right of coastal access over it negating the need to pay for entry. Section 8.17.8 of the

governments approved Coastal Access scheme (the Scheme) statesthatii The trai |l wi |l
passing through a visitor attraction which the public pay to enter - typically by skirting round it on the
seawar dltgoesdnto.saythati é we wi Il |l consider with the o0pg

or directions are required to enabl e inthistngianceo nt
however neither informal management nor a direction would be practical because of the scale and open
nature of the site. The NT have therefore made it clear to us that they would object strongly to the
modifications through the site proposed in the Bullard report.
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TLT would also fall seaward of the proposed alternative route options and become part of the accessible
coastal margin by default under the legislation. This means the public would still have the right to walk
along it and we believe they would be highly likely to choose to walk along TLT in preference to the
alternative options because it is more direct, convenient, and pleasant.

NE therefore feels it would be preferable to implement our proposed option, which includes all the
enhancements outlined in SCC Road Safety Assessment, to ensure this is a safe, direct and pleasant
route for walkers.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

See Appendix B for [redacted] critique of [redacted] Report to Natural England and [redacted]
IAssociates Report to the residents, together with copies of the reports themselves.

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/29/FFB0571

Organisation/ person making [redacted], East Suffolk Lines Community Rail Partnership
representation:

Name of site: The lower Track, Sutton Hoo

Report map reference: Map FFB-4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh and 4b Little Haugh
to Ferry CIiff

Route sections on or adjacent to the |FFb-4-S001 to FFB-4-S0010 FP

land:

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

The East Suffolk Lines Community Rail Partnership has a published waymarked

circular walk from Melton station to Sutton Hoo. At present it includes road walking along a very narrow
pavement from Wilford Bridge along a half-mile section of the B1083; the road is extremely busy at
times and includes a very steep gradient.

East Suffolk Lines Community Rail Partnership support the proposals to establish a section of the
England Coast Path from Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh. This would provide a much more pleasant and
much safer off-road route for pedestrians.

If this new section of the England Coast path is established East Suffolk Lines Community Rail
Partnership intend to modify the route of our walk to use the new section.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] and East Suffolk Lines Community Rail Partnership for their
supportive comments. We note their view that olJ\
and much saferofffr oad route for pedestrianséodo than the

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/37/FFB0008
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Organisation/ person making [redacted], Disabled Ramblers
representation:

Name of site: \Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff

Report map reference: Map FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh and FFB 4b Little
Haugh to Ferry CIliff

Route sections on or adjacent to the |1. Report FFB 4: All route sections generally
land: 2. Map FFB 4a: Route sections FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009

Other reports within stretch to which
this representation also relates

Summary of representation:

Comment 1

Report FFB 4: All route sections generally

There is a significant and steadily increasing number of people with reduced mobility who use all-terrain
mobility scooters and other mobility vehicles to enjoy routes on rugged terrain in the countryside,
including uneven grass, bare soil or rocky paths, foreshore areas and some sea walls and beaches.
Slopesof 1 : 4, obstacles 60 high, water to a -tmammabbilitg
scooters are used to managing. Modern batteries are now available that allow a range of up to 60 miles
on one charge.

Modern mobility vehicles are large, and many man-made barriers that will allow access to a manual
wheelchair are not large enough forall-t er r ain mobil ity vehicles or
prevent legitimate access even though users of mobility vehicles have the same rights of access that
walkers do.

\Wherever possible man-made infrastructure should be replaced or adapted to enable these users to
have the same, legitimate, use and enjoyment of the main route of the England Coast Path that walkers
have. Suitability of all structures should always be considered with the assumption that a person with
reduced mobility will be going out without more-mobile helpers, so will need to operate the structure on
their own, seated on their mobility vehicle. Man-made infrastructure should not be a barrier to access.

Disabled Ramblers requests
1 that new structures to be installed should be suitable for those who use large mobility
vehicles, and should comply with British Standard BS5709: 2018 Gaps Gates and Stiles.
1 that where existing man-made structures are a barrier to those who use mobility vehicles,
these should be reviewed, and where necessary removed and replaced with suitable
structures to allow access to the England Coast Path.
1 compliance with the Equality Act 2010 (and the Public Sector Equality Duty within this
act)
1 compliance with the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000
1 adherence to the advice from Disabled Ramblers in the attached document Man-made
Barriers and Least Restrictive Access

Comment 2
Map FFB 4a: Route sections FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009
Paragraph 4.2.6 of the Report, states
Some gap creation will be necessary on sections FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009.

Disabled Ramblers requests that the gaps created are at least 1.1 metres clear width and positioned to
allow access to large mobility vehicles.

There are three existing barriers within these sections, which should be reconsidered and replaced if
they prevent progress by a user of a large mobility vehicle along the route.

24



NaturalEngl anddés comment :
Comment 1

Natural England welcomes the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may present
as a barrier to many users of the England Coast Path. We 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 and the protection of the flood defence systems.

Natural England acknowledges its duties under the Equality Act 2010 and the Countryside and Rights of
Way Act 2000, and also the extra responsibilities conferred by the Public Sector Equality Duty, under the
former. Section 4.3.8 of the Scheme outlinesthat we f ol l ow the principle
Al | Reasonable Meanso to make the trail as eas)y
others with reduced mobility, whilst accepting that such opportunities will often be constrained by
practical limitations, such as the rugged nature of the terrain or the availability of visitor transport and
facilities.

An important element of equality law is that the needs of those with constrained or restricted mobility are
considered throughout the planning, design and implementation processes, and that they are not simply
treated as an O6add o n 6achiewahistasawe bavedevelepadvoarpropegals foro
the Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey stretch, and, if our proposals are approved, will continue to do so
through the implementation phase, working alongside Suffolk County Council, which shares the same
responsibilities and duties.

\We also recognise the importance of satisfying the relevant British Standards, and the desirability of
complying with the advice contained in the Disabled Ramblers Notes on Infrastructure and will also be
focusing on these documents as we work with the access authority.

'We also note the Disabled Ramblers advice regarding the larger mobility vehicles and will ensure this is
considered.

Comment 2
The gaps to be created on sections FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009 are to enable better visibility and to
create a parallel path for the trail in the verge next to TLT. We can confirm that this will be wide enough

for large mobility scooters.

The barriers mentioned are 3 bollards, to which we are attaching roundels to mark the line of the tralil.
These will not be a barrier to access.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

See Appendix A for the Disabled Ramblers Document: Man-made Barriers and Least Restrictive
/Access

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/66/FFB0594

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ferry Cliff

Report map reference: Map FFB 4b Little Haugh to Ferry CIiff
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Route sections on or adjacent to the |FFB-4-S034
land:

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

Member of a local Nordic walking group including members with limited mobility.

A local small business owner in Woodbridge committed to supporting active use, interest, appreciation
and care for the local environment and the river Deben, and extending facilities to promote that
commitment for future generations.

[redacted] welcomes the improvements to the steps to make them more accessible. She feels it is
critically important to give greater access to all to enjoy the local areas of natural beauty. She says the
proposals do this and will enhance tourism and outdoor pursuits from small children, learning about the
rich history of the area from Anglo Saxon times to today and learning to care about and respect the
environment.

She feels the proposals offer adequate protection for bird and wildlife and particularly salt marshes and
says the Deben has not changed much over the years mainly because much of the land remains in
private ownership. This has worked well over successive generations, but it does need some modest
investment to improve and maintain the coastal route.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] for her supportive comments on our proposals.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/71/FFB0109

Organisation/ person making [redacted] and [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track

Report map reference: Map FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh and FFB 4b Little
Haugh to Ferry CIliff

Route sections on or adjacent to the |FFB-S-001 to FFB-S-010

land:

Other reports within stretch to which
this representation also relates
Summary of representation:
[redacted] own land crossed by FFB-4-S011. FFB-4-S010 abuts another side of their property. They
have unrestricted rights of way over the entire length of this route section.

They say itodés used by the cars of residents angd
service providers, oil delivery tankers and septic tank sludge gulpers. Cars with a trailer, and occasional
tractors, are also common. [redacted] also have unrestricted right of way over the Lower Track which
provides a secondary access for agricultural machinery and other equipment to their extensive acreage
adjacent to the NT |l and. They state that the 1ty
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[redacted] are concerned that Natural England (NE) have not prepared their proposals in a fair and
balanced way in considering the interests of the public and the interests of the landowners and any other
relevant stakeholders. They summarise the following reason and concerns.

(i) This stretch FFB-4-S001 to S004 is unsafe i indeed dangerous i for all users, irrespective of
numbers.

(ii) If stretch FFB-4-S001 to S004 is opened it will lead to an increase in user numbers, including
\vulnerable users (such as those with wheelchairs, mobility vehicles, pushchairs and walking difficulties),
and in busy periods will inevitably result in blockages of the right of way, with unacceptable
consequences.

(iii) If stretch FFB-4-S001 to S004 is opened there will be a knock on effect on stretch FFB-4-S005 to
S009. This stretch will then become unsafe T and potentially dangerous, particularly for vulnerable
users.

User Numbers:

NE commissioned a safety report from the Suffolk County Council (the SCC/ NE Report). This report
made no reference to numbers of users, apart from those seen on the track during the hour they made
their assessment i a quiet day. A meaningless contribution to any serious assessment of the impact of
user numbers.

NE donét acknowledge that opening S001 to S004
adversely impact risk, safety, and right of way on stretch S005 to S009 as well. Meaningful user
numbers must be based on the busiest periods, unless NE are assuming that it is acceptable to block

t he right of way of residents whenever the path
low. Reference to a local walkers web site reveals a massive local interest.

The residents have undertaken headcounts during busy periods over 2-3 years, leading to an estimated
footfall of as many as 200 per hour, an order of magnitude higher than the NE estimate. NE appear to
have downplayed potential for a user numbers despite stating publicly that, in their experience,
substantive increases in users have arisen when the ECP links existing footpaths and roads on the
outskirts of urban areas.

User Types - Vulnerable users

At present there are a limited number of vulnerable users on S005 to SO009 because access from the NT
entrance involves steep slopes or rough tracks and is essentially self-controlled. Although vehicles
cannot pass vulnerable users in some places, the occurrence is so low that the NT and the residents are
comfortable with how it works at present. When the numbers increase this will change

NE have not considered vulnerable users in any part of the assessment, yet vehicles will not be able to
pass them at all in S001 to S004 and only in parts of S005 to S009.

Patterns of use

People interested in walking the coastal path can use the ferry between Bawdsey and Felixstowe Ferry,
a potential high spot of any such journey with an enjoyable boat trip, great views and delightful facilities
on each side of the river. And it avoids a 38 km detour (and at least 2 days walking). The number
wishing to use the ferry out of season will be minimal - as evidenced by the lack of interest when the
ferry had a winter dial up service.

Anyone wanting to visit Sutton Hoo (and it must be assumed this would not be many given it would be a
38 km round trip) could do so on existing footpaths without using S001 to S004.

Local people from Melton or Woodbridge have access to excellent walks from the Woodbridge side of
the river (vastly superior to those from the Lower track which is obscured by trees and shrubs for most of
its length. For those who want to visit Sutton Hoo they can (as at present) walk along the road and
access the site that way I where the ticketing and admission facilities are. This route is no longer than
using the Lower Track.

There is no fair balance between the public interest and the adverse impacts of using this section of the
track.

Safety

There have been two safety assessments for FFB4 stretches S001-S009: (i) the Suffolk County Council
safety report commissioned by NE (SCC/ NE report) and (ii) the Bullard Report, commissioned by the
residents. Copies of the Bullard Report are attached.

The 6SCC/NE reportédé is unfit for purpose. Baseq
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1 A 1t does not include an assessment o
vehicles, push chairs and those with walking difficulties or instability), an absolute pre-requisite of
any safety assessment, even though NE highlights in other documents the need to ensure
access for this group.

1 A 1t does not acknowledge that | ocal
pedestrian access.

1 A 1t has no measurements showing the
of vehicles.

1 A I't contains photographs which show

users have nowhere to go if a vehicle wants to pass but makes no mention of it.

The SCC, in the words of the NE Lead Advi sor, q
private roadsb©d. I't shows. Although a mecammendagogsula f
contradiction to their response to our local MP, NE have not adopted even these recommendations. In
fact, it is not clear to us whether this report does confirm that stretch SO01 to S004 stretch is safe for the
coastal path. DoNEinfact have O6approval 6°?
[redacted] Associates are a well-established Civil and Traffic Engineering consultancy specialising in
safety assessments. Many statements made, and measurements quoted, by NE in relation to safety,
and other issues, are manifestly incorrect or misleading. The only valid and credible safety report is the
Bullard Report.
The summary conclusions of the Bullard Report are:
The initial 400m section of the Lower Track (FFB4 S001 to S004) from the A 1152, currently not a
public right of way, is unsafe as a public footpath and should be rejected.
1 A 1t f ai bys lorigwayiin koea Highway Authority safety guidelines for
access to 5 properties.
1 A I't has many unsafe characteristics
when the public was not supposed to use it.
1 A - The safety Oassessmentd by SCC High
disregarded i it is unprofessional, inaccurate and misleading.

This photo (given in Appendix F) shows a vehicle about 60-80m along section FFB4 S001-003.
This is claimed to be safe for a public footpath. No one could be passed by the vehicle safely.
Vulnerable users would be stuck and possibly terrified.
The driver may not be allowed to pass due to hi
by providers.
In more detail the Bullard report concludes that the first 0.4 km of the Lower Track (S001 to S004) fails
to meet Local Authority (SCC) guidelines for a shared vehicle/ pedestrian access to one new house i
the track is 10-15% too narrow. It fails to meet the guidelines for such an access to 5 new properties (
the situation on the Lower track) by 40-44%. In measurement terms the safety width guideline is 4.5m
and the actual width is 2.5-2.7m. This report notes that this section (particularly S001) of track has many
other unsafe characteristics and a history of safety incidents even when the public had no right of
access. It also states that the SCC Report should be disregarded as unprofessional, inaccurate and
misleading. There is a lot more relevant information on every aspect of the unsafe nature of the proposal
in the report, which is attached.
Photos in the Bullard report (given in Appendix F), and indeed in the NE/SCC report, together with
accurate measurement of path width and vehicle sizes, confirm that for 0.1 km of S001-004 vehicles will
not be able to pass anyone, for 0.28 km vehicles will not be able to pass vulnerable users, and for 0.18
km vehicles will just be able to pass able -bodied users, but not safely. The width of small tankers for oil
deliveries, sludge gulpers and the school bus for disabled children (that will use the track every school
day) is 2.59m. The path is 2.5-2.7m wide, with no room to stand aside, let alone manoeuvre mobility
\vehicles and pushchairs out of the way.
\With public access currently denied over FB4 S001-S004, inherent safety and other impacts on FB4
S004 to S009 are currently managed by the NT and residents in such a way as to be acceptable to both.
However, if SO01 to S004 is used for the coastal footpath then that will no longer be the case. There will
be a material adverse impact on:
1 A the safety of S005 to S009, particud
1 A the rights of way of authorised usé€g
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1 A the safety of residents in terms of
specifically the need for the fire service to have fast access because of risks associated with the
lack of water supply near the properties.

1 A  The inconvenience and risk associat
child.

Safety risks to residents T emergency services

The risks to residents from a failure to keep open at all times their legal right of way, and only access
route, are broadly obvious. The track is clearly the lifeline for the properties in relation to all their needs
for services and free movement. To have this access route blocked for reasons that are not due to
extraordinary events, but routine incidents, is unacceptable.

However, a specific concern which NE has not acknowledged is the impact on timely access for
emergency services. The need is unlikely to be frequent however ambulances have been required twice
in the past 8 months,. and twice for potential heart attacks in the past 10 years.

IAccess is clearly an issue for fire engines, particularly given the absence of mains water supplies. The
Fire Brigade have recently assessed the properties to be at high risk in this regard, confirmed that any
call will be answered by four tenders to boost water supply, and noted the need for fast, unrestricted
access i delays mean the fire is more advanced and more water is required.

Alternative Routes: the ferry from Bawdsey to Felixstowe Ferry
We believe that NEOGs reasons for rejecting a niy
[redacted] at The Lodge (S001) have shown an unwillingness to address their concerns in a fair way.
Given the proximity of the proposed route to their front windows NE should have done everything
necessary to facilitate an acceptable solution.

[redacted] do not believe there has been a fair and balanced view of the alternative proposed route - the
use of the ferry from Bawdsey to Felixstowe Ferry as the route of the coastal path, with an alternative
mid- winter route on existing rights of way.

The seasonality of the service was deemed unacceptable by NE and we understand they disengaged
from discussions with the Deben Estuary Partnership and others. This was despite a successful trial of a
winter dial- up service and a consultation of the local community to seek long term funding support for a
longer season, possibly up to 9 months.

We expect coastal path walkers i whether short or long distance i would enjoy the ferry crossing whilst,
for those who want to walk along the Deben estuary, there are plenty of footpaths already that allow
them to do that

A fair and balanced view would surely have led to this solution. Instead a path is being steamrollered
through the environmentally fragile estuary for the sake of i at a guess i less than 5% of coastal path
walkers. It is self-apparent that the vast majority of coastal path walkers i whether short or long distance
i will enjoy the ferry crossing.

This seems at odds with NE O&-snanagechNaterd Reaavary Netivorkéaarasd
land, water and sea, which creates and protects resilient ecosystems rich in wildlife and natural beauty,
enjoyed by people and widely benefiting societ.)y

Alternative Routes: using the public footpath from opposite Little Haugh, to the NT site and on
the path alongside the A 1152 to Wilford Bridge

This would avoid all the issues associated with the proposed route from S001 to S009. The additional
distance is about 600m. The footpath to the NT site provides far better views than the stretch S009 to
S001. Most will want to visit the NT site anyway. The path by the side of the A 1152 was enhanced to
enable visitors arriving on foot to walk safely to the NT site. NE claim it is unsafe. Anyone walking on the
path is separated from vehicles and will be used to behaving sensibly in that environment. People
walking along stretch S001 to S009 will be mixing with vehicles, and will be in a relaxed mood, taking no
precautions and not expecting vehicles - far more dangerous.

Coastal path legislation allows for flexibility and some discontinuity when on an estuary i and this is some
20km from the sea.

Natur al Engl andbds comment :

i.iTo avoid repetition please refer to Natur g
representation MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted].
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Please note of the 4 route sections to which the representation relates only FFB-4-S001 is
aligned along TLT, FFB-4-S002 and FFB-4-S004 are aligned on verges adjacent to TLT as
proposed in SCCb6bs saf e4S003&sasrassingpoimnt , and H

i.NE acknowledges that our access assessment shows there is likely to be a large increase in
walkers on (TLT) from a relatively low base level should our proposals be approved. We do
not however believe it will lead to blockages of the track. This is because, with the exception
of crossings, we propose aligning the route on verges adjacent to TLT for route sections
FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S004. Unfortunately, the scale at which the maps in our published
proposals have been drawn may not make clear that the majority of our proposed alignment
is adjacent to and not on TLT. We apologise for this and to clarify matters we have included
larger scale versions of the maps and supporting documents at Appendix E.

We accept some users will opt to use the track as opposed to the verge, because it provides
a firm tarmacked surface. They will have a legal right to do this because TLT will fall into the
accessible coastal margin either by default under the legislation because it falls seaward of
the proposed route or because we have used our discretion under the Act to propose that the
landward boundary of the coastal margin is the landward edge of TLT. We will however
ensure the verge is clearly waymarked as the trail and it will be available for any walkers on
the track so they can move aside from any traffic as needed.

At route section FFB-4-S001 where the track is at its narrowest in front of The Lodge, the
sight lines are very good so pedestrians and vehicles can see each other well in advance.
Here SCCbdbs Principle Highwayoés Engineer ag
aware of pedestrians and slow their speed. In addition to this in our comments on the 2
objections Natural England received on Coastal Access Report FFB 4, we also advised the
Secretary of State that we would be happy to work with the National Trust as landowner, to
investigate if speed bumps could be installed on section FFB-4-S001 to ensure drivers
maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to residents and walkers using the
track here.

iii.We do not agree that route sections FFB-4-S005 to FFB-4-S009 will become unsafe as a
consequence of aligning the coast path along route sections FFB-4-S001 to S004. Please
note that with the exception of 2 crossing points, we propose that the coast path follows
verges adjacent to TLT for these section. To avoid repetition please refer to Natural
Engl anddéds comments on safety for represent
[redacted].

User Numbers:

To avoid repetition please refer to Natural Eng
the theme of safety for representation MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted] .

NE do not estimate that 9 people per hour will use TLT if the coast path is aligned along it. We
acknowledge in ii) above that we expect a large increase in walkers on TLT from a relatively low base
level. We do not however agree with the predicted increase estimated by residents of 200 people per hour
because this estimate is based on counts undertaken by residents on a popular riverside Public Right of
Way (PRoW) fronting Woodbridge. NE do not believe that this location is directly comparable to TLT. It is
on an existing and very popular PRoW which fronts the built-up town of Woodbridge, where there are
many more attractors for walkers in the form of services, parking facilities, residential and retail properties
as well as residential and recreational boats moored along its length. The National Trust, who own TLT,
favour our proposed alignment, and have also expressed their doubts about the residents assessment of]
the expected numbers of people using the coastal trail through Sutton Hoo.

User Types - Vulnerable users

It is not the case that NE have failed to consider vulnerable users nor that vehicles will be unable to pass
them at all in SO01 to SO004 and only in parts of SO05 to S009.

Section 4.3.8 of the approved Coastal Access Scheme 2013 (the Scheme) outlines that we follow the
principles set out in our publication ABy Al R
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reasonably can for disabled people and others with reduced mobility, whilst accepting that such
opportunities will often be constrained by practical limitations.

NE propose to implement all the measures sugges;g
enhance the safety of walkers here. This means wherever possible sightlines and visibility will be
improved, and the parallel paths created will provide room for wheelchair users or walkers with
pushchairs on TLT to move to one side and away from any vehicles. This is a considerable improvement
on the current situation described by [redacted] where ,ié é vehi cl es cannot pas
some pl Signevl. cal so be installed to make drivers
presence. At route section FFB-4-S001 where we are unable to create a parallel path for the trail the
sight lines are very good so pedestrians and vehicles can see each otherwellinadvance. He
Principle Highwayds Engineer advised it was r1 ea
and slow their speed accordingly. For this section drivers and pedestrians would need to wait for each
other to pass before proceeding. As mentioned above, NE would also be happy to work with the NT to
investigate if speed bumps could be installed here to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed, if this would
give more confidence to residents and walkers using the track.

Patterns of use

NE agree that the seasonal ferry service on the Deben estuary offers walkers an enjoyable boat trip with
great sea views. Whilst we are not proposing using the ferry crossing it should be noted that our
proposed alignment connects the England Coast Path (ECP) to the quays on both sides of the estuary
to allow users to easily navigate to them, shol
running.

The low uptake of the dial-a-ride ferry service trialled on the Deben through the winter and early spring
of 2017 /18 may well have been due to the nature of the service rather than a lack of interest by the
public. A dial a ride service by its very nature requires prior knowledge and forward planning, and any
visitors unfamiliar with the area may not have known it was available or what the conditions of service
were.

Section 10.1.5 of the Scheme states, i We wi I | al ways give careful ¢
the trail as far as the first bridge or tunnel with pedestrian public access. This is in keeping with our duty
under the 2009 Act to have regard to the desirability of ensuring, so far as is reasonably practicable, that
interruptions to the trail are kept to a minimum (see section 4.4) and the additional requirement, in
deciding whether and how to exercise our discretion on estuaries, to consider any other recreational
benefits that would accrue from doing so (see section 10.5). Accordingly NE assessed the Deben
Estuary against the statutory criteria given in the legislation to see if we should use our estuary
discretion to align the estuary to the first crossing at Wilford Bridge. Section 5 of The Overview
document published alongside our Coastal Access Reports explains our findings and outlines the three
alignment options NE considered for the Deben Estuary. It proposes option 1, that the trail be aligned
around the estuary crossing at Wilford Bridge and goes on to explain why NE did not choose the other
options.

There are multiple issues at play between Wilford Bridge and Sutton Hoo which made the alignment of
the ECP here particularly complex. Whilst the legislation which enables the coast path requires NE to
have regard to the desirability of it adhering to the periphery of the coast and providing views of the sea,
this is just one of the public intertest criteria we have to take into account and balance against other
public and private interest criteria as outlined in Part B of the Scheme. Providing access to visitor
attractions such as Sutton Hoo is not an alignment criteria and we did not therefore factor this into our
deliberations. Table 4.3.2 of our proposals for FFB 4 Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff outlines the alignment
options we considered and gives our reasons for not proposing them.

\We believe our proposed option which includes all the enhancements outlined in SCC Road Safety
IAssessment to ensure this is a safe, direct and pleasant route for walkers achieves the fair balance we
are required to achieve in law.

Safety
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We disagree with the statement that the SCC road safety assessment is unfit for purpose. It was
undertaken by Suffolk County Councildés Principl
these matters to which we should adhere. To be clear NE have proposed all the safety enhancements
proposed in the assessment. In addition NE would also be happy to work with the NT to investigate if
speed bumps could be installed on TLT to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed, if this would give more
confidence to residents and walkers using the track.

The Bullard report commissioned by residents is based on a route aligned on TLT for its entire length
which is not the route we have proposed. It does not therefore assess the safety of our published
proposals. To be clear, with the exception of crossings, we are only proposing alignment along TLT itself
for route section FFB-4-S001. For t hi s s e cHghwanENngingel &ldised uB thatih c i
would be reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of pedestrians, slow their speed and drive
accordingly. Investigating the installation of speed bumps here could assist with this. He also observed
that there is scope for cutting back some vegetation to create more space. This is something we are
committed to undertaking as part of the establishment works for the trail should the Secretary of State
approve our proposals.

As well as assessing the safety of the ECP on a route which is not the same as the route we have
proposed, the Bullard Report does assess it against the quality standards for National Trails which are
gi ven i n NE®G&Tde New bebli Maratiemennof National Trails in England from April 20130
These standards include the aspiration that National Trails will be traffic free, and our proposal to align
the coast path on verges running parallel to the track wherever possible is in line with this. The Bullard
Report instead referencesSCCb6s Design Guide for new devel opn
Alternative Routes: the ferry from Bawdsey to Felixstowe Ferry

NE6s staff have |liaised very closely with the ¢
visits with them to explain our work and discuss their views and concerns. Over the course of our
investigations, we identified many issues at play between Wilford Bridge and Sutton Hoo which made
the alignment of the ECP here particularly difficult. We thoroughly investigated these issues and the
various alignment options available, and worked extremely hard to identify one that would meet the
criteria in the approved Coastal Access Scheme (the Scheme) to provide a safe, direct and convenient
route for the public to enjoy whilst also protecting the residents privacy.

Our investigations focused on four main options. Three of these are included in table 4.3.2 of our
proposals for FFB 4 Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff along with our reasons for not proposing them. The
fourth is the option we proposed.

There are provisions under the |l egislation to i
their curtilage, such as the residents home and garden, are excepted land and so no rights would be
established across their property. We do however agree that there would nevertheless be some limited
impact on them from an increase in walkers along the track as a result of our proposals. We therefore
discussed with them whether any measures would alleviate any potential impact, for example providing
further planting to screen their property. They declined such planting, preferring to maintain their view of
the estuary. We also offered one-way vision film for their windows, which would enable them to see out
but prevent the public from being able to see into their property from the track. Unfortunately, however
the orientation of the property means such film would not be effective so we did not pursue this with the
residents further.

NE have explored all the alignment options here and believe that of the limited options open to us, our
proposed route best fits the key principles of alignment set out in Part B of the Scheme.

Wi th regard to the using the ferry service pl ed
usedO above which explain why this was not pr op¢
of our report Overview which say why we did not classify the proposed estuary route as an alternative
route.

Unfortunately the dial-a-ride ferry service to which the [redacted] refer was trialled on the Deben through
t he winter and early spring of 2017 /18 but wupt
the service into the future. It should also be noted that any proposals to extend the ferry service to a 12-
month service would require the agreement of the Highway Authority, which is the holder of the
necessary powers to provide or operate a ferry service or make an agreement with a ferry operator for
this kind of purpose. The Highway Authority however supported our view that we should use our estuary
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discretion to extend the trail around the estuary from Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey Quay, crossing the
estuary at Wilford Bridge/the A1152.

\Whilst we are not proposing using the ferry crossing, our proposed alignment connects the ECP to both
sides of the ferry crossing to allow users to easily navigate to them, should they wish to cross the
estuary in this way when the ferry is running.

To avoid duplication please see NEO6s comments
t heme of ANature Conservationo in our comments
submitted by [redacted].

Alternative Routes: using the public footpath from opposite Little Haugh, to the NT site and on
the path alongside the A 1152 to Wilford Bridge

NE gave careful consideration to aligning the trail along the pavement beside the A1152 and B1083
from Wilford Bridge to the main entrance of t he
Unfortunately however, this option is neither pleasant nor convenient for walkers because it involves a
detour from the shoreline of approximately 700m, includes a steep hill, offers no views of the estuary
and places walkers adjacent to very busy roads on a pavement which is narrow in places. The narrow
sections make it hard for walkers to pass each other and this would be a particular issue for users with
pushchairs or wheelchairs, who may be forced into the road in this situation. Indeed, we received 25
representations opposed to this alignment citing how dangerous and unpleasant it is for walkers. Some
minor improvements could be made to the footway by trimming vegetation in some sections, but this
would not create sufficient space for two walkers to pass each other comfortably. Unfortunately, in
places the land adjacent to the path slopes steeply upwards and there is little scope for improvement.

NE also consulted the NT on this modification option, and they advised us that this route would
compl etely under mi-foeent§ viditdr madel, Hecaudest waula snean that much of the
estate would fall into the seaward coastal margin by default under the legislation, and people would
therefore gain a right of coastal access over it negating the need to pay for entry. They advised this
would not just undermine the financial viability of Sutton Hoo but also all NT properties in their Suffolk &
Essex Coast portfolio, as finance raised at Sutton Hoo also underpins these. We considered if informal
management or formal directions could be used to enable Sutton Hoo to continue to function as a
paying attraction, but found that in this instance neither would be practical because of the scale and
open nature of the site.

Natural England therefore concluded it would be preferable to implement our proposed option which

i ncludes all the enhancements outlined in SCCO§4
and pleasant route for walkers.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

See Appendix D for the 3 photographs which accompanied the representation.

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/86/FFB0609

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track, Sutton Hoo

Report map reference: Map: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the |[FFB4 1 S001
land:

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

[redacted] is a local resident and regular visitor to the National Trust Sutton Hoo site with an interest in
the issue of public access. He regularly uses the path in question (FFB-4-S001) although it is currently
sign-posted as private. [redacted] does this legitimately as he is a volunteer at the NT Sutton Hoo site,
and volunteers are allowed access. He states that the current alternative walking route to the NT site is
unpleasant and barely viable as it leads steeply uphill very close to a busy road. Although there are very
occasional vehicles that drive along the path (FFB-4i S001), they move slowly and present no real
danger to pedestrians. It makes no sense from a public amenity perspective that this tiny stretch of
‘private’ pathway 1 a few hundred yards long 1 should block access to the NT site and, of course
eventually, a designated Coastal Path. Walls, gates and signage protect the Lodge, which is the only
property on this stretch of the pathway, and even at peak summer times the amount of walking traffic is
unlikely to be high, as most NT visitors go by car and Coastal Path walking traffic is bound to be only
occasional.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] for his supportive comments of these proposals and his insight into
experiences of a pedestrians using of TLT.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/25/FFB0260

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track

Report map reference: Map FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the land: |FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S009

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

[redacted] has walked and driven along the Lower Track many times experiencing the behaviour and
attitudes of drivers and walkers. She is concerned for their wellbeing, and that of the wildlife which lives
there.

She feels Report FFB4 has been deliberately written to confuse, possibly because the writers are not
good at writing reports, but says referring to this section of the Coastal Path as being Kyston Point to
\Wilford Bridge instead of Wilford Bridge to Bawdsey (2nd para) does not help. In addition, she finds the
costing of works odd when claims (4.2.25) that the overall costs are £2,500 while in the next section
(4.2.26) it is costed at £2,900. This is mirrored in other sections too.

She feels encouraging the interaction between pedestrians and vehicles on a stretch of about a mile
and a half on a narrow track seems negligent at best, and even criminal at worst. She asserts that the
safety of all users of the Track seems to be of lower importance than completing the task as quickly as
possible to provide estuarine access instead of the ferry - which is perfectly acceptable even if only

seasonal . Therebds a sense of an atti t undwiththd i
f acts. 0O
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Residents who experience the track daily basis were very concerned for the public, and their own
peace of mind having to consider negotiating the hazards of children, dogs, cycles, wheelchairs,
Segways, groups of people, and walkers who often think that vehicles should not be there. They
therefore commissioned a Survey by a qualified engineer ([redacted]) to identify safety issues, sharing
this with Natural England, hoping the issues raised would be addressed and commented on. This
hasnot h pedartedhliststhe issues not been addressed in detail, these are provided below in
Appendix D.

Nat ur al England commi ssioned their own report
surveyor took under an hour to walk along The Lower Track in one direction only. He therefore did not
report on several of the hazards and difficulties (such as blind corners, and sun dazzle) faced by
drivers and walkers coming from the Wilford Bridge direction. This is the direction from which most
walkers and drivers will come initially, because of its proximity to the main road, Woodbridge, the
ralwayst ati on, the public path on the other side
estimate the numbers of walkers or vehicles likely to use the Track, which is basic requirement for a
formal report (GG 119 Road Safety Audit for Highways 7 which is the nearest equivalent standard).

NB. One mitigation recommended is constructing a parallel path for walkers along the length of
sections S002 i S009, which suggests there were concerns about the lack of safety on the Track
without this.

at NE use

She specul at es t
S unsur e. S

t
expl ained so she
whole of this stretch for £1,000.

h
0

Health and Safety rules apply to Council workers too and it will not be possible for council workers to
do this work without closing the Track to vehicles. This will isolate all the residents of the 4 properties
and prevent access to necessary services for a severely disabled child.

She points out that with no possibility of providing a parallel path in section S001, the only remedy
proposed is to suggest that drivers need to drive slowly but this will not protect them. Walkers will face
\vehicles turning into the Track at speed to avoid causing problems on the main road (she has had to
jump out of the way of such a van). She feels it is highly likely there will be little or no room between
projecting parts of a large vehicle and people, (as evidenced by the scars of oversized vehicles on her
garden walls, and, the fact that in the past, a lorry took out a whole section of her fence). In addition
there will be the hazard of standing in a group to talk about/plan/discuss routes, or an individual
studying their map.

She reports that Natural England stated in an email to [redacted] that they have a formal safety report
and wil |l i mpl ement all its findings. However t
accepted sense; nor has it been, or could it be, implemented in full.

[redacted] says that apart from the likelihood of the injury or death of innocent people unaware of the
hazards of this whole stretch, or unable nimbly to spring aside on to uneven ground, the stress of the
residents who do know the dangers can be significant. In addition they have concerns voiced by
emergency services that they may not be able quickly to reach casualties in our homes if there are
many people walking on the Track.

\Wildlife:

She feels that whilst Natural England has taken commendable measures to safeguard some species,
(notably the narrow mouthed whorl snail), no cognisance has been taken of the numerous active
badger setts along this stretch. They are a protected speciesandn ot hi ng i s sai d a
protected from marauding dogs or inquisitive people.

She finds Natural England unwillingness to address concerns repeatedly put before them disappointing
and frustrating. Shedés |l ooked at several possi
She believes that, as they have avoided considering foreseeable situations referred to, even by their
own survey, their choice of route is not a balanced one, and is ill-advised. She hopes someone looking
afresh will be more open-minded.
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Natur al Engl anddbs comment :

Natural England are sorry that [redacted] is confused by our Coast Access Report FFB4 Wilford Bridge
to Ferry Cliff. We agree that an error has been made in paragraph 4.1.2 and we apologise for this. It
shoudreadA Thi s report covers |l ength FFB 4 of the :
and Ferry CIiff. It makes free-standing statutory proposals for this part of the stretch, and seeks
approval for them by the Secretary of State in their own right under section 52 of the National Parks

BN

andAccess to the Countryside Act 1949. 0

\With regard to our cost estimates for the establishment of the trail, these separate out capital and
revenue elements. The costing given in 4.2.25 is for the capital element of the establishment and the
costing in table 1 in 4.2.26 includes revenue funding too.

Natural England (NE) refute entirely [redacted] allegation that the safety of users of the track was of a
lower importance to Natural England (NE) that completing our task as quickly as possible to establish
an estuary route instead of using the ferry. In developing our proposals to improve coastal access in
this area, Natural England closely followed the process laid out for us by the legislation, and the
statutory methodology set out in the Coastal Access Scheme (the Scheme). We worked closely with
the [redacted] from early 2018 until we published our proposals in late 2020. This included undertaking
many site visits with them to explore potential route options and listen to their concerns and ideas. We
also addressed all the points they raised with us in correspondence. Alongside this we fully explored
the ferry option and our conclusions about it were published in the Section 5 of our Overview document
publi shed as part of our compendium of proposa
estuary or estwuaries. o

NE is required by section 297(2) of the 2009 Marine and Coastal Access Act to have specific regard to
the safety and convenience of those using the England Coast Path. We therefore gave very careful
consideration to the safety concerns raised in the Bullard Report which was commissioned by
residents. Unfortunately we found many issues with it which undermined its conclusions, we therefore
commissioned our own Road Safety Assessment from SCC who are the relevant Highway Authority
and therefore the appropriate specialists to make this assessment. They confirmed that TLT would be
suitable for walkers and, at our request, and also suggested that a number of additional measures that
could be implemented to enhance walkers safety. NE have implemented all these measures in our
proposals. It should be noted that the report commissioned by residents is based on a route aligned on
TLT for its entire length which is not the route we proposed. As a result the Bullard report does not
assess the safety of our published proposals.

To avoid repetition please refer to Natur al En
MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted].

[redacted] identifies hazards not reported in the Suffolk CC safety report on TLT which are covered in
the Bullard Report. Including blind corners, sun dazzle and the lack of an estimate of the numbers of
walkers or vehicles likely to use the track. She also asserts that the report does not comply with
GG119 Road Safety Audit for Highways. We address these issues in turn below.

We agree there is a blind corner on TLT on route section FFB-4-S009. Here Su f f o | kafely @&@og
identifies that there is adequate space either side of the track for walkers to step onto should the need
arise and space for a parallel route to be created. We have therefore proposed that route section FFB-
4-S009 follows the verge on the landward side of the track. NE have also stated in our comments on
objections that we would be happy to investigate if speed bumps could be installed on TLT to ensure
drivers maintain a slow speed, if this would give more confidence to residents and walkers using the
track. The map at Figure 1 below shows 4 proposed locations for these which we feel would be
worthwhile exploring further. Two are either side of the bend on route section FFB-4-S009.
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Figure 1: Map showing location of proposed speed bumps

With regard to sun dazzle SCC, should drivers encounter bright sunlight anywhere on TLT there is an
expectation that, as with any other hazard on any other road, they will slow down to a safe speed, and
give themselves the benefit of increased reaction times.

GG119 Road Safety Audit for Highways outlines the requirements for road safety audit for highway
schemes on the trunk road and motorway network. TLT is not a highway, and our proposals do not
constitute a highway scheme. It is not therefore covered by these requirements.

When Natural England commissioned the road safety assessment of TLT we specifically asked for
[redacted] expert opinion in his role as Principle Highways Engineer for Suffolk County Council, as to
whether he would consider the track from its entrance adjacent to The Lodge, to Dairy Farm, is a safe
route on which to align the England Coast Path, which will become a promoted National Trail.
Identifying reasons why it would be safe or unsafe and if some sections are safe and others are not
advising us of what work could be done to make these safe. [redacted] suggested a number of ways
safety could be enhanced on the track, which is not the same as saying the route would be unsafe
without these. Natural England have proposed all of these enhancements in our final proposals in line
with our duty under section 297(2) of the 2009 Marine and Coastal Access Act to have specific regard
to the safety and convenience of those using the England Coast Path.

Wi th regard to the use of the term AGap creati
work required to fully implement the proposals in the SCC Safety Report to allow for sections of parallel
path to be created along verges and to clear vegetation to improve visibility. £1000 is the estimate of
what this would cost and was provided by the Access Authority who will establish the approved route
on the ground. Before establishing the route on the ground SCC will discuss the works with the owners
and occupiers affected. We do not anticipate the need for lengthy track closures.

tion please refer to Na4%3001al En

To avoid ti
h me of A SMCAERBY/R/20fFIEBO566 selpmitted bye[redacted]i o n

under t
above.
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\We can confirm that in November 2020 we emailed [redacted] advising that we commissioned a
f or mal safety assessment of TLT from Suffol k C
2019 and that we amended our proposals as a result of this specialist advice incorporating all the
improvements the Highway Authority suggested in our final Coastal Access Report FFB 4: Wilford
Bridge to Ferry Cliff. Unfortunately, the scale at which the maps in our published proposals have been
drawn may not make clear that the majority of our proposed alignment is adjacent to and not on TLT.
\We apologise for this and to clarify matters we have included larger scale versions of the maps and
supporting documents at Appendix E.

Wildlife

To avoid repetition pl eas e see our comment s under t he
representation MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted] above.

Below are our comments on the itemised list of issues given in appendix A of her representation and

| i sted in the ARelevant appended wihid radacted] sags@re sot
addressed by Suffolk CC safety report.

Capacity
The SCC Road Safety Assessment observes that on 2" August 2019 between 10.45am and 11.40am
8 adults and 3 children were witnessed on the track. This was not an assessment of likely future use.

When NE commi ssioned the safety assessment, we
assess whether TLT would be a safe route if promoted as a National Trail. They confirmed that it would
be safe. To avoid repetition please see our <co

SCCb6bs suggested safety enhancement sopdsasviedeed, ¢he n
majority of our proposed route is now aligned on verges running parallel to TLT and not on TLT itself.
We would also be happy to work with the NT to see if speed bumps could be installed to TLT to ensure
drivers unfamiliar with it maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to residents and
walkers using the track. Two might be placed across the track in section FFB-4-S001 where there is no
roadside verge, as shown in figure 8, above.

Vehicles

As noted above NEG6s proposals implement all th
for TLT. We are avoiding mixing traffic with pedestrians for the majority of the length of TLT by
proposing that the ECP follows verges which run parallel to TLT for all but crossing points and route
sectionFFB-1-S001. To avoid repetition please refer
representation MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted] above.

Speed
NE proposes to install further advisory signagetomakedr i ver s and pedestri a
presence as suggested in SCCbébs Safety Report.

NT to investigate if speed bumps could be installed on TLT to ensure drivers unfamiliar with it maintain
a slow speed if this would give more confidence to residents and walkers using the track.

Entrance to TLT

I n terms of the entrance t o TIbvas notifedt to BeCatydddfereitdaof e
the numerous such junctions elsewhere in the county and is felt to be suitable for alignment of the
England Coast Patho . It advises that further advisory s
aware of oncoming vehicles and drivers aware of pedestrians so they can both act accordingly, and we
propose to install these at establishment stage should our proposals be approved. The photos in
Figure 1 and 2 below show that there is space at the entrance to TLT for walkers and vehicles to wait
for each other to pass before they proceed.

[redacted] have a mirror in the hedge opposite their drive to improve their visibility whilst exiting onto
the track. This section of the track is already lightly used by walkers with the permission of the NT so it
is already the case that [redacted] and their guests need to be aware of walkers when reversing out of
the lodge and act accordingly. We accept that greater vigilance will be needed with a larger volume of
walkers, which is why we propose installing signage to make all users aware of each other on this
short section of TLT .
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Figures 2 and 3: Entrance to the Lower Track

Safety standards

As mentioned under the theme of ASafetyodo above
the trail against the gquality standards f DieNeNa
Deal: Management of National Trails in England from April2013. 6 These standar d:d
aspiration that National Trails will be traffic free, and our proposal to align the coast path on verges
running parallel to the track wherever possible is in line with this. Instead it references the standards
gi ven i besi¢hGadedgor new development which are not relevant here.

Emergency vehicles

Between Wilford Bridge and the entrance to Little Haugh, TLT is currently only lightly used, particularly
the 350m close to Wilford Bridge. NE therefore agree that there will potentially be a large increase in
the number of walkers on this section of the ECP compared to the current low level of use if the
Secretary of State confirms our proposals. The Bullard Report says that residents acknowledge that
emergency vehicles are unlikely to be a regular occurrence, alongside this we would highlight that to
improve safety we have proposed implementing all the measures suggested by SCC Principal
Highways Engineer. Most importantly we will align the trail on verges running parallel to TLT and not
on TLT itself for all but crossing points and route section FFB-4-S001. Taken together we believe all
the improvements NE propose will have the effect of improving access for emergency vehicles and not
extend response times.

We can find no reference in the Bullard report to the emergency services being formally consulted
about this matter. The assertions made therefore of life-threatening delays appear to be purely
conjecture on the part of the objectors and consultants.

Unexpected events

NE is required by section 297(2) of the 2009 Act to have specific regard to the safety and convenience
of those using the ECP. Section 7.4.6 of the Scheme states that NE will work with the local Highway
Authority to ensure the trail is reasonably safe. Accordingly, NE commissioned a formal Road Safety
Assessment from SCC as the relevant Highway Authority on its draft proposal to align the ECP along
TLT from its entrance adjacent to The Lodge, to Dairy Farm. When commissioning this assessment,
we also sought their advice on any measures that could be implemented to enhance the safety of
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wal kers on the track. To avoid repetition plea
above.

NE have proposed all of the enhancements sugge
final published proposals. Indeed, the majority of our proposed route is now aligned on verges running
parallel to TLT. In addition, as we have already stated we would also be happy to work with the NT to
see if speed bumps might be installed on TLT to ensure drivers unfamiliar with it maintain a slow speed
if this would give more confidence to residents and walkers using the track.

Separating walkers from vehicles

NE propose that, for all bar crossing points and route section FFB-4-S001, the ECP should follow the
verges parallel to TLT and not the track itself. We will ensure this is clearly waymarked to make the
path easy for people to follow. This would be a significant improvement on the current multiuser
situation.

TLT will fall into the accessible coastal margin either by default under the legislation, where it falls
seaward of the proposed route, and also where we have used our discretion under the Act to propose
that the landward boundary of the coastal margin is the landward edge of TLT.

We agree with the [redacted] that disabled users and walkers with buggies are most likely to choose to
use TLT in preference to the trail on the verges, because it provides a firm even surface. However, we
would also highlight that we propose to implemental | t he measures sugges:i
Highways Engineer to enhance the safety of walkers here. This means wherever possible sightlines
and visibility will be improved, and the parallel paths created will provide room for users to step to one
side and away from any vehicles. Signs will also be installed to make drivers and pedestrians aware of
each otherds presence. I n addition, NE would a
might be installed on TLT to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to
residents and walkers using the track. NE therefore contend that safety will be enhanced for users of
TLT under its proposals.

Behaviour

NE have a duty under section 297(2)(a) of the 2009 Marine and Coastal Access Act to have regard to
the safety of people using the trail. In this instance we took advice from the relevant specialist, SCC
Principal Highways Engineer, on the safety of TLT for walkers and any improvements we could make
to it to enhance wal kersdéd safety. We foll owed
parallel to TLT for all bar crossing points and route section FFB-4-S001 where this was not possible,
proposing cutting back vegetation and lifting the tree canopy to increase visibility for walkers and
drivers and also installing signage to make dr
We are assured by the Highways Engineer that this is a safe route on which to align the ECP National
Trail. Additionally, NE would also be happy to work with the NT to see if speed bumps might be
installed to TLT to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to residents
and walkers using the track.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Itemised list of concerns raised from [redacted] report

NE were provided with the Bullard report in full on 27 April 2019 and to date NE has not provided any
mitigation for any of the following concerns:

Capacity:

The NE safety report identified that 8 Adults and 3 children were observed in the 55 minutes when
undertaking the survey. Fig 16 of the 2009 Act shows that when assessing patterns and levels of public
access NE are required to take into account the views of local landowners who in this case have
provided estimates of around 200 walkers in the busy hour. The NE safety report suggests that it may
be safe for the 8 Adults and 3 children observed walking, but it does not include any consideration for
the safety of larger numbers.

\Vehicles:

The NE safety report identified 1 vehicle seen in the wide part of the Lower track during the 55-minute
survey, and suggests that pedestrians will be able to step aside when this happens. However, it does
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not take into account the numbers and types of vehicles that currently use the track, nor does it
indicate what level of vehicular use has been considered as safe in the surveyed situation (the local
owners have a survey picturing all vehicles using The Lower Track passing in front of The Lodge over
a 5-month period). It should also be noted that more recently a significant increase in vehicle numbers
has been observed as more home deliveries have been occurring.

Speed:

TLT is designed as vehicular access for 4 properties without any provision whatsoever for pedestrians.
Itis a 2.4 m wide private track with a tarmac surface. Although some 15 MPH speed signs exist most
drivers know these are not a legal requirement and are unenforceable. Nearly all drivers are observed
to ignore them. A 50-mph vehicle was reported by one of the residents. Commercial drivers under time
pressures often travel at considerable speeds.

Entrance to TLT:

Pedestrians are at considerable risk when they are a short distance from TLT entrance near the Wilford
Bridge because they cannot be seen by drivers approaching it from the A1152 (which has a 60mph
restriction at this point). This applies to drivers on the A1152 approaching TLT from either direction.
The following dangerous situations have been noted: a) As the entrance to TLT is blind, drivers from
either direction on A1152 cannot see any distance up TLT until they have completed their turn and
entered it. b) Drivers turning right from the A1152 into TLT have to cross oncoming fast traffic and are
required to turn quickly for their own safety. However, they cannot see into TLT until after they have
made their turn. Any pedestrian in that section is at considerable risk. ¢) Drivers from the A1152 turning
left often turn quickly as they do not expect to meet pedestrians. d) A very near accident was reported
to NE and was only avoided because the gates to The Lodge were open at the time and the person on
TLT could jump into the property entrance and avoidt he &éwhi te van.d e) I n
on TLT in the area near the entrance and on a wet day a vehicle from the A1152 was observed to skid
on the leaves in that area. f) Vehicles parked in the grounds of The Lodge, on either side of TLT,
usually are required to reverse on to TLT and are relatively blind to the surroundings.

\With the predicted increase in walkers many more incidents will occur and an accident can easily
become a result.

Safety Standards:

(a) As TLT is considered as a service road for 4 or 5 properties, it does not even meet with Suffolk
Local Authority (SLA) Highway Safety guidelines for this situation. What special conditions permit NE to
ignore this standard and call TLT safe?

(b) I f the proposed mixing of pedestrians and
then it should be noted that TLT does not meet the safety requirements for a quiet lane either, as the
road is not 3.5 m wide and it does not have a legally enforceable speed restriction.

Emergency vehicles:

\With the projected significant increase in pedestrian use on TLT, emergency services called to any of
the 4 homes along TLT have expressed grave concerns that the time taken to reach the casualty
locations will be extended considerably. This, in the view of these service providers, may cost lives that
could be saved in the current situation.

Unexpected events:

Reversing Lorries; emergency vehicles; vehicles meeting up with errant dogs, or dogs on long leads;
wheelchair users on the road; groups of children also in the middle of the track - none of these real
world events have been considered. Each of these imposes a potential safety risk.

Separating walkers from vehicles:

Even now in a place where a separate path from TLT has been provided, groups of users will often
ignore the signs to use the footpath and continue to use the tarmac surface on a dangerous bend. This
is particularly the case for wheelchair users, mothers with prams or buggies, children with scooters,
Segway users, and also for family groups, who are often inattentive and deep in conversation i all
these have been observed over the past few years. The placing of signs throughout the length of TLT
does not currently ensure that pedestrians use the separate footpath.

Behaviour:

Many of the above dangers are not immediately obvious to walkers and they are ill prepared for some
of the events that do occur even now. In this situation it is not reasonable to make the statement
fvisitors to take primary responsibility for their own safetyi ( see secti on 4. 2.1 (
Additionally, some walkers currently act as if they own the track and appear to resent the existence of
cars and commercial traffic when they arrive. These people are unwilling to move aside and only do so
reluctantly and at the last moment adding to frustration all round. This will only get worse if the
proposed NE route selection is adopted.
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Recommendations to NE from [redacted] safety report

Road Safety Recommendations:

It is recommended that further advisory signage be installed to make drivers and pedestrians aware of
each otherds presence. NE, SCC and NT shoul d |
residents.

\Vegetation to be cut back in specific locations as noted above to improve visibility, along with lifting of
the canopy between the Lodge and the point where photograph 9 was taken.

NE to work with the NT and SCC to create parallel path sections as advised above or felt desirable
(see above map p9) similar to that which is already in place close to the 2nd bend.

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/26/FFB0261

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh

Route sections on or adjacent to the |[FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009
land:

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

[redacted] objects to the position of the route fromFEB nnu G2 {nnd 06SOI dzaS KS§
the conflict between walkers and vehicles.

He has also made an objection which if successful will mean parts of the route will be affected and must
replaced in whole or part by the modifications which are adopted. His safety considerations set out in the
objection and the two safety reports atthed to that objection apply to the route.

Safety on The Lower Track (FFB 4 S002 to S009)

[redacted] says that when Natural England (NE) indicatedttiet planned to use The Lower Track for the
coastal path local residents commissioned a safety report from [redacted] (C. Eng. M.I.C.E.). This highlig
several safety concerns (list below). A copy was provided to NE on 27 April 2019. On 7th May 2ja&ethEts
findings and commissioned a report of their own from [redacted] (Principal Highways Engineer) from Suff
Highways. On 5th August 2019 [redacted]dertook the onsite survey, walking The Lower Track in one
direction only and completed hisis/ey in less than 1 hour. A copy of his report was provided to residents ¢
hOG206SNI HaAamMd 0& b9 & WLINR2FQ GKIFG GKS f26SNJ G)
Using the scope of works and the lack of any mitigations stated in [redacted] report [redacted] believes th
clear that NE did not include concerns identified to NE months earlier by local residents via the Bullard re
that the concerns wer@ot included and have not been addressed nor considered within the report
from[redacted].

[redacted] says that since the concerns were all raised by a qualified engitlesy are real problems and they
need addressing. However he feels NE elected to reject the Bullard report without having any answers to
concerns raised by it nor requestj any support from their engineer qualified to provide mitigation namely
[redacted].
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He believes it would be normal if these concerns, identified by a qualified engineer, were raised with a sir
qualified engineer when preparing a professional and independent report then one of two outcomes is
reasonable:

a) If suitable mitigation for concern could be identified that would enable the reporting engineer to mainta
their general recommendation and overall approactnen the matter and mitigation would most certainly be
included in some detail within the fah report

b) or if suitable mitigation for the concern could not be identified then the reporting engineer mustnsider
and perhaps change their position and approach and the matter would also be reported as rational for ch
position.

He suggests that NE in their eagerness to provide a pleasant walk near the river using The Lower Track
been unwilling to risk their preferred route being identified as unsafe and therefore were not prepared to i
the list of concerns identiéid to them.

He says that on several occasions over the last 15 months NE have made the statement that these conc
resolved by their report, and states this is not true and it is not reasonable to make that statement.
[redacted] says from the evidence provided Natural England has not complied with Section 6.2.1 and Se
cPHdH 2F ¢KS /2Fadlt 1 00Saa {OKSYS Hnnd H6KAOK 2
G2S gAtf FAY (G2 ARSYUGUATE RdANAYy3I GKS LINBLI NIF GA2

overall balance between the various factors ............ how our overall approach to implementation will ensu
concerns are addresséda | YR ¢6KSy G(GKS& IINAR&aSe¢ | yR
{ SOGA2Y cPHdH G2 KSY I O2yOSNY A& NIAASRI ¢S Ydz

that needs addressing We will weigh the available evidence carefully before deciding whether any interve
ySOSaal NE¢ @

[redacted] believers that a list of concerns continues to exist without any mitigation from a qualified engin
(see below) and thaheither NE nor their safety report has considered these foreseeable concerns and th
appropriate balance has not beestruck when selecting the route in FFB_4 S001 to S009.
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Safety on Lower Track (Wilford Bridge)

These diagrams compares and contrasts the report issued by Natural England(NE) for the England Coastal Path in the
Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff section (on 9™ Dec 2020) with the Road Safety Assessment for the same area prepared

for NE by Mr G Taylor of Suffolk County Council and dated 8" Aug 2019

England Coastal Path

Report FFB 4: Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff Road Safety Assessment Suffolk County Council
- g e 7 e ¥
w:“ v4 - - v.-::\'

e

A

This diagram identifies sections as FFB-4 S001 through to This diagram and supporting text states that a parallel
FFB-4 SO09 shown above in the darker colour. The path to The Lower Track should be constructed at the
diagram and the supporting text in FFB-4 states that the side of the road 1o provide safety for walkers, In sections
path will use the centre of The Lower Track in all S001 and S002 it is shown to the North of the track and

sections SO01 through to SO09 in the other sections it is shown to the south& east

[redacted] says [redacted] road safety report indicates in pictorial form (as above right) and supporting
text that a parallel path can be created on all sections of the Lower Track (S002 to S009) and that safety
for walkers in every section inspected will rely upon there being a suitable path alongside the lower track
throughout that section. His summary recommends the creation of these parallel paths. However in
FFB_4, the formal plan, there is no mention of creating parallel paths in sections S002 to S009.

The term 6gap cr ed tddcwnen butne explamaich ofiwhat iFvdves. The sum of
£1,000 provides indication of the scope of works proposed. From refurbishment work undertaken 2
lyears ago to the footpath on the opposite side of the river (FFB 3 S053 - S067) over a similar distance to
FFB 4 S002 to S009 was observed to use 5 or 6 men plus machinery and materials for 2 months. If the
creation of a parallel path on The Lower Track is similar he concludes that the money estimated are
insufficient.

[redacted] surmises that it appears NE have not planned to provide parallel paths to the standards
suggested in [redacted] report and thus meeting the set standards for safety will not be achieved.

He states that NE can only use sections S002 to S009 inclusive of The Lower Track when all
recommendations from their own safety report have been implemented in full AND a fully satisfactory
resolution is provided for each and every item of concern identified below. Anything less than this would
render the proposed solution unsafe and should not be used for the coastal path.

Identified safety related concerns associated with The Lower Track (S002 i S009)

He lists the following concerns from the Bullard report and later correspondence with NE.

Capacity: The NE safety report identified 8 Adults and 3 children were observed in the 55 minutes when
undertaking the survey i By fig 16 of the 2009 Act when assessing patterns and levels of public access
NE are required to take into account the views of local landowners who in this case have provided
estimates of nearer 200 walkers in the busy hour. The GT report suggests that it is safe for 8 Adults and
3 children walking, but does not include consideration of the safety of larger numbers.
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Vehicles: The NE safety report identified 1 vehicle (a tanker) seen in the wide part of the Lower track
during the 55 minute survey and suggests that pedestrians will be able to step aside when this happens.
it does not take into account the numbers and types of vehicles that will use the track nor does it indicate
what level of vehicular use has been considered as safe in the surveyed situation (local owners have a
survey picturing all vehicles using The Lower Track passing in front of The Lodge over a 5 month
contiguous period. It should be noted that more recently significant increase in vehicle numbers have
been observed as more home deliveries have been occurring)

Speed: TLT is designed as a vehicle access for 4 properties without provision for pedestrians. Itis a 2.4
m wide private road with a tarmac surface. Although 15 MPH speed signs exist most drivers know these
are unenforceable. Nearly all drivers are observed to ignore them. A 50 mph vehicle was reported by
one of the residents. Commercial drivers under
Safety Standards: (a) if TLT is considered as a service road for 4 or 5 properties then it does not meet
with Suffolk Local Authority (SLA) Highway Safety guidelines for this situation. What special conditions
permit NE to ignore this standard and call TLT safe?

(b) 1 f the proposed mixing of pedestrians and \
should be noted that TLT does not meet the safety requirements for a quite lane as the road is not 3.5 m
wide and it does not have a legally enforceable speed restriction. How can NE recommend mixing
walkers and vehicles when this applicable safety standard is being ignored?

Emergency vehicles : With projected significant increase in pedestrian use on TLT, emergency
services called to the 4 homes along TLT have expressed concerns that the time to reach the casualty
locations will be extended considerably. This, in the view of these service providers, may cost lives that
could be saved in the current situation.

Unexpected events: reversing lorries, emergency vehicles, errant long leads for dogs, wheelchair users
on the road, groups of children on the road. None of these real event issues have been considered.
Separating walkers from vehicles: Even now in places where a separate path from TLT has been
provided, groups of users often ignore the signs to use the footpath and continue to use the tarmac
surface. This is particularly the case for wheelchair users, mothers with prams / buggies, children with
scooters, segway users, and for family groups, who are often inattentive and deep in conversation.
Knowing that the placing of signs throughout the length of TLT does not currently encourage pedestrians
to use the separate footpath at danger points, is it reasonable to choose this route?

Behaviour: many of the above dangers are not immediately obvious to walkers and they are ill prepared
for the events that occur even nuvisiorstdtake fdrilmarys s i t
responsibility for theirown safetya whi ch i s one of the key princi
currently act as if they own the track and appear to resent existence of cars and commercial traffic.
These people are unwilling to move aside and do so reluctantly and at the last moment adding to
frustration all round. This will get worse if the proposed NE route selection is enacted.

\Walkers in sections S002 i S006: The NE proposal will change the current number of walkers in this
section from currently 2 or 3 per week to approx 200 in the busy hour i.e. around 600 walkers per day
(local estimate i see separate paper). The number of vehicles using TLT has been rising considerably
during the pandemic as people change to home deliveries. This behaviour is expected to continue into
the future. These two trends will force more walkers and vehicles to share the same narrow space each
day than there are currently using the space in a year. In the last 2 years while NE have been
considering using TLT several incidents have been observed and some of these have been reported to
NE. With projected increase in use, similar near miss incidents will become almost a daily occurrence
with occasional and inevitable accident to follow.

Absence of basic data: NE claim in correspondence to have a formal safety report, however we note
that their report does not contain basic data such as current and forecast footfall, vehicle types and
frequency, nor any identified hazards each with mitigation. Before substantive safety assertion can be
made or proven, we maintain that complete evidence of a satisfactory formal safety assessment with all
basic data included must be provided and resulting recommendations fully complied with if NE are to
comply with their legal obligations.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

Much of [redacted] representation mirrors that made by [redacted] so to avoid repetition our comments
are restricted to addressing the unigue points he makes. Please refer to our comments on
representation MCA/FFB4/R/25/FFB0260 from [redacted] for our response to all other points raised.
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Natural England can confirm that their proposals for this stretch of coast implement all the safety
enhancements suggested by SCCbés Princi pe00Hio GHABY
4-S009. In particular we propose that with the exception of crossing points, the route of the trail is
aligned on verges adjacent to TLT for all bar route section FFB-4-S001. Unfortunately, the scale at
which the maps in our published proposals have been drawn may not make clear that the majority of our
proposed alignment is adjacent to and not on TLT. We apologise for this and to clarify matters we have
included larger scale versions of the maps and supporting documents at Appendix E.

Capacity

[redacted] states that landowners have estimated 200 walkers per hour will use TLT if it forms part of the
ECP. This estimate is based on counts undertaken by residents on a popular riverside Public Right of
Way (PRoW) fronting Woodbridge, which they feel would be comparable to TLT should our proposals be
approved. NE do not believe that this location would be directly comparable to TLT. It is on an existing
and very popular PRoW which fronts the built-up town of Woodbridge, where there are many more
attractors for walkers in the form of services, parking facilities, residential and retail properties as well as
residential and recreational boats moored along its length.

The National Trust, who favour our proposed alignment, have also expressed their doubts about the
objectorsd assessment of the expected numbers ¢
NE undertook our own access assessment on TLT between Wilford Bridge and Little Haugh. We
observed on our site visits it was lightly used despite all bar 350m of the track being accessible to Sutton
Hoo visitors as part of the propertybés permissi
attractors for walkers which we feel could lead to a large increase in users from this relatively low base
level. These include the established visitor facilities at Sutton Hoo, the Riverside Car Park at Melton, and
also Melton Railway Station both of which are close to the entrance of the track. Planned growth in
\Woodbridge and Melton would also add to visitor numbers. We published the finding of our access
assessment in section D5, Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh, of our Nature Conservation Assessment for
our Coastal Access Proposals between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey. So in conclusion, whilst NE feel
there will be a large increase in walkers using TLT from the current low base level, NE believe [redacted]
and his neighbours have overestimated this increase.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/92/FFB0613
Organisation/ person making [redacted]

representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track, Sutton Hoo
Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Ferry Cliff

Route sections on or adjacent to the |Route sections FFB-4-S001 to S009
land:

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

[redacted] and others enjoy walking in this area, but access to the public rights of way is difficult at this
point.
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Natur al Engl andds comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] for his observation.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/100/FFB0491

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track, Sutton Hoo

Report map reference: FFB 4a Wilford Bridge to Little Haugh and FFB 4b Little Haugh
to Ferry CIiff

Route sections on or adjacent to the  |FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S010

land:

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

[redacted] own Little Sutton Hoo. Stretches FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S010 of the proposed

coast al path use |l and (known as the ALower track
access to theirs and four other properties. They have unrestricted rights of way over the entire length of the
route.

The Lower Track is used by the cars of residents and visitors, post vans, home delivery

\vehicles, couriers, service providers (gardeners, cleaners, maintenance engineers, plumbers,

electricians), oil delivery tankers and septic tank sludge gulpers. Cars with a trailer, and occasional tractors,
are also common given the nature of the properties. Waring Farms Limited also have unrestricted right of
way over the Lower Track which provides a secondary access for agricultural machinery and other

equi pment to their extensive acreage adjacent to

They object to the proposed route of the coastal path on stretch FFB4 S001 to S004 for
the following reasons:

(i) This stretch FB4 S001 to S004 is totally unsafe 7 indeed dangerous i for all users,
irrespective of user numbers.

(ii) If stretch FFB4 S001 to S004 is opened, despite these safety issues, it will lead to

a material increase in user numbers, including vulnerable users (such as those

with wheelchairs, mobility vehicles, pushchairs and walking difficulties), and in

busy periods will inevitably result in blockages of the right of way, with unacceptable
consequences.

(iii) If stretch FFB4 S001 to S004 is opened, despite the safety concerns, there will be

a knock-on effect on stretch FFB4 S005 to S009. This stretch will then become

unsafe i and potentially dangerous, particularly for vulnerable users.

(iv) There are viable alternative routes for the coastal path that have not been given appropriate
consideration by NE in arriving at the proposed route.

They are not convinced that NE have taken a fair and balanced view of the benefits to the
public in relation to the impact on landowners and other stakeholders and (in the case of
safety) a balanced view on behalf of the public.

User numbers, able-bodied and vulnerable users and pattern of use

User Numbers:
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NE commissioned a safety report from the Suffolk County Council (the SCC/ NE Report).

This report made no reference to numbers of users, apart from those seen during

the hour they made their assessment i a very quiet day. This provides no basis for making

a proper decision on safety or appropriateness of the route.

User Types - Vulnerable users

/At present there are only a limited number of vulnerable users on FFB S005 to S009 because

access from the NT entrance involves steep slopes or rough tracks and is essentially self-controlled.
Although vehicles cannot pass vulnerable users in some places, the occurrence

is so low that the NT and the Residents are comfortable with how it works at present. If this

section of the Lower Track is opened from the road at Wilford Bridge numbers will increase

with significant safety concerns. NE have not considered vulnerable users along the route. And yet vehicles
will not be able to pass them at all in SO01 to S004 and only in parts of SO05 to S009.

Patterns of use

People interested in walking the coastal path can use the ferry between Bawdsey and Felixstowe Ferry, a
potential high spot of any such journey with an enjoyable boat trip, great

\views and delightful facilities on each side of the river. And it avoids a 38 km detour (and

at least 2 days walking for most). The number wishing to use the ferry out of season will

be minimal - as evidenced by the lack of interest when the ferry had a winter dial up service.

Anyone who wanted to divert from Bawdsey to visit Sutton Hoo (and it must be assume this

would not be many given it would be a 38 km round trip) could do so on existing footpaths

without using S001 to S004. Between Bawdsey and Sutton Hoo there are many footpaths and circular
walks involving forests, heaths, agricultural land and very long stretches of the Deben estuary. For people
who want to experience the estuary, there are ample options available to them already.

Local people from Melton or Woodbridge have access to excellent walks from the Woodbridge side of the
river (which are vastly superior to those from the Lower track which is

obscured by trees and shrubs for most of its length. For those who want to visit Sutton Hoo

they can (as at present) walk along the road and access the site that way T where the ticketing and
admission facilities are. This route is no longer than using the Lower Track.

/As a result, the absence of the designation of S001 to S004 as part of the coastal path would

have minimal impact on public benefit. There is no fair balance between the public interest and the adverse
impacts of using this section of the track.

Safety

There have been two safety assessments including on the stretches S001-S009:

(i) the Suffolk County Council safety report commissioned by NE (SCC/ NE report)

and

(ii) the Bullard Report, commissioned by the residents. Copies of the Bullard Report

have been provided to you.

The 6SCC/ NE reporto6é is unfit for pur pomieutehavi ng
walk on a quiet day:

A 1t does not include an assessment of the safet
push chairs and those with walking difficulties or instability), an absolute pre-requisite

of any safety assessment, even though NE highlights in other documents the need to

ensure access for this group.

A 1t dackeawledye that local authority guidelines exist for shared vehicle/ pedestrian

access.

A I't has no measurements showing the width of th
A I't contains photographs which clearly show t hal

nowhere to go if a vehicle wants to pass, but the report makes no mention of it.

It is not clear to us that the report even states that the S001 to S004 stretch is safe for the

coastal path. We do not know if this omission is deliberate or whether NE have diligenced

this matter.

[redacted] Associates are a well-established Civil and Traffic Engineering consultancy

specialising in safety assessments. They have worked in the public and private sectors with

welkk nown c¢cl i ent s. The SCC, in the words of t he NBEH
out road safety assessments on private roads. d ©M
guoted, by NE in relation to safety, and other issues, are incorrect or misleading. The only

\valid and credible safety report is the Bullard Report.

The summary conclusions of the Bullard Report are:

The initial 400m section of the Lower Track (FFB4 S001 to S004) from the A 1152,
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currently not a public right of way, is unsafe as a public footpath and should be
rejected.

A It f ai bys lorigwayiinkoeal Highway Authority safety guidelines for access
to 5 properties.

A 1t has many unsafe characteristics and a histo
public was not supposed to use it.

A The safety O6assessmentd by SCC Highways cont ai
disregarded i it is unprofessional, inaccurate and misleading.

This photo shows a vehicle about 60-80m along sec-
tion FFB4 S001-003.

This is claimed to be safe for a public footpath. No
one could be passed by the vehicle safely. Vulner-
able users would be stuck and possibly terrified.

The driver may not be allowed to pass due to his
company’s safety regulations. Services could be cut
off by providers.

In more detail the Bullard report concludes that the first 0.4 km of the Lower Track (S-001

to S-004) fails to meet Local Authority (SCC) guidelines for a shared vehicle/ pedestrian

access to one new house i the track is 10-15% too narrow. It fails to meet the guidelines for

such an access to 5 new properties (the situation on the Lower track) by 40-44%. In measurement terms
the width guideline is 4.5m and the actual is 2.5-2.7m. This report notes that this section (particularly S001)
of track has many other unsafe characteristics and a history of safety incidents even when the public had
no right of access. It also states that the SCC Report should be disregarded as unprofessional, inaccurate
and misleading. This photo shows a vehicle about 60-80m along section FFB4 S001-003. This is claimed
to be safe for a public footpath. No one could be passed by the vehicle safely. Vulnerable users would be
stuck and possibly terrified. The driver may not
Servicescouldbecutoffby providers. Therebs more relevant i
nature of the proposal in the report, a copy of which you have been provided with.

Safety risks to residents i emergency services

The risks to residents from a failure to keep open at all times their legal right of way, and

only access route, are broadly obvious. The track is clearly the lifeline for the properties in

relation to all their needs for services and free movement. To have this access route blocked

for reasons that are not due to extraordinary events, but routine incidents, is unacceptable.

However, a specific concern which the NE has not acknowledged is the impact on timely

access for emergency services. The need is (we hope) unlikely to be frequent. However,

ambulances have been required 7 in emergency T on two occasions within the past 8 months,

and not for the older generation. And in the past 10 years two potential heart attacks have

required ambulances. Access is a major issue for fire engines also (should that be

required at any stage) especially give the absence of mains water supplies.

Safety issues relation to the A1152

As stated, there is insufficient room for walkers to pass vehicles safely (and vice versa) at

stretches S001 to S004 in particular. This is a major concern in its own right. However, in

addition, we are also highly alarmed by the prospect of vehicles accessing the Lower Track

from both the east and westbound carriageways of the A1152, which is a very busy and

fast moving main arterial route with a 60 mph national speed limit designation.

Should this section of Lower Track be adopted for use as part of the coastal path, the presence of
pedestrians in those sections and the limited visibility splays available will very

likely lead to vehicles not being able to safely enter the Lower Track having already commenced a turning
manoeuvre. This poses the prospect of hard braking, collisions with

other vehicles or collisions with or scattering of pedestrians with consequent risk of physical

injury and alarm to drivers, passengers and pedestrians alike. Similarly, reversing back
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onto the A1152 from Lower Track to make way for walkers is potentially lethal given the
visibility splays and traffic volume and speeds.

Alternative Routes

We believe that NEOGs reasons for rejecting a nun
for [redacted] at The Lodge (S001) have shown a lack of willingness to address

their concerns in a fair way. Given the proximity of the proposed route to their front windows

NE should have done everything necessary to facilitate an acceptable solution which

did not result in a footpath being proposed so close to their home.

An alternative route behind The Lodge

A route behind [redacted] cottage to the road was rejected by NE for reasons that are not

a ppar e n attitudeNséetns to be that SO01 would in any event be spreading room however this ignores
the fact that the land could presumably be excluded from that category

given the safety concerns (see above). We are not sure why this was not explored properly

by NE. Although this route involves a gradient, other stretches of the proposed coastal path

also involve gradients 1 indeed at Ferry Cliff far worse ones. There seems to have been an

absence of proper and active consideration of the alternatives suggested in favour of what

often appeared to be that the use of stretches S001 to S004 was a foregone conclusion.

The ferry from Bawdsey to Felixstowe Ferry

\We do not believe there has been a fair and balanced view of the alternative proposed route

of using the ferry from Bawdsey to Felixstowe Ferry as the route of the coastal path, with an

alternative mid- winter route on existing rights of way.

The seasonality of the service was deemed to be unacceptable by NE and we understand they disengaged
from discussions with the Deben Estuary Partnership and others. This was

despite a winter dial-up service having been tested successfully and a consultation process

under way in the local community to seek long term funding support for a longer season,

possibly up to 9 months.

\We would expect coastal path walkers i whether short or long distance i to enjoy the ferry

crossing whilst, for those who want to walk along the Deben estuary, there are plenty of

footpaths already that allow them to do that.

Parallel path to the Lower Track

In discussions with NE, they indicated that they would be willing to see ECP sections

FFB4 S001 to FFB4 S010 designated as a separate path parallel to the

Lower Track on the landward side (which incidentally in various sections would provide

much improved river views). NT also indicated they were amenable to this. We are not

clear why this proposal (which would deal with many of the safety issues by taking pedestrians off the
Lower Track) has not been pursued. It was accepted this would not be a costly proposal.

Natur al Engl andds comment :

[redacted] representation largely mirrors the representation made by [redacted]. To avoid repetition please
refer to NE6s comments on representation MCA/ FFB

Bel ow are NEO6s comments on the el ements of t his
representation MCA/FFB4/R/71/FFB0109.

Safety issues relation to the A1152

[redacted] asserts that on accessing Lower Track from the A1152 drivers may have to brake hard upon
encountering walkers at its entrance which would be highly dangerous. Natural England disagrees. TLT is
owned by the NT and principally forms an access track for the properties along it. The traffic volume is
therefore low and it is already lightly walked by some volunteers and visitors, with permission from the NT.
Therefore it is already the case that drivers entering the track from the A1152 have to be aware of walkers
and wait for them to pass before progressing past the Lodge. Whilst we acknowledge that the A1152 has a
speed limit of 60mph, cars turning onto TLT will have to slow down considerably to negotiate the turn
particularly as they are moving from a dual carriage way to a single lane private track. The track itself has
an advisory speed limit of 15mph so we would not expect them to need to do any dangerous breaking. At
the entrance to the track NE propose to cut back vegetation, clearly sign the 15mph speed limit and that
the track is shared by both drivers and pedestrians. Taken together we believe that these measures will
have the effect of improving access here. In addition to this in our comments on the 2 objections Natural
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England received on Coastal Access Report FFB 4, we also advised the Secretary of State that we would
be happy to work with the NT as landowner, to investigate if speed bumps could be installed on section
FFB-4-S001 to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed if this would give more confidence to residents and
walkers using the track here.

[redacted] further speculates that drivers entering TLT would need to reverse back onto the A1152 from
Lower Track to make way for walkers as due to insufficient narrow visibility splays. Figures 5 and 6 below
show the entrance to the track and that there is ample space for a driver to wait at the entrance without
backing onto the A1152 in order to let a pedestrian pass. Suffolk CC Principle Highways Engineer notes in
his safetyre p o r t It was aoct felt tofbe any different to the numerous such junctions elsewhere in the
county and is felt to be suitable for alignment of the England Coast Patho .

IAn alternative route behind The Lodge

Natur al England thoroughly investigated the poss
bet ween [redacted] and their neighbourds | and. T
it was aligned on his land because he was concerned it would cause biosecurity concerns for his chicken
farm. [redacted] however indicated that they would be willing to dedicate land across their garden for such
a route.

\Within the Scheme at section 4.3.8 there is a presumption that where there is a choice of routes, we will
favour the one that is accessible to the widest range of people. This route rises steeply from the B1083 and
making it accessible for any walker would require the installation of a significant run of steps. Expense
aside, these steps would form a significant barrier to access for less able-bodied users or walkers with
pushchairs.

Under this option TLT would fall into the accessible coastal margin by default under the legislation so
walkers would secure the right walk along it and we feel they would choose to do this in preference to using
the higher route because it is more direct and convenient for them, especially those with mobility issues or
walkers with pushchairs.

It should be noted that Natural England only have powers to exclude access in the specific circumstances
outlined in the enabling legislation, and where we do so this must be supported by evidence that it is
necessary. In line with section 6.3 of the Schemein é . wher e we decide that sp
necessary to address a concern, our policy will be to adopt the least restrictive option on public access that
will strike an appr opr i atnghislinstdnee SC&Pririple HighvwmagsdEngmeel e
did not raise any concerns about walkers using TLT, indeed he advised us that it would be suitable for
walkers because traffic levels are low and that for most of its length there is adequate room for them to step
aside from any passing vehicles. Where the track is at its narrowest in front of The Lodge, the sight lines
are very good so pedestrians and vehicles can see each other well in advance. He advised here it was
reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of pedestrians here and slow their speed. Therefore had Natural
England decided on a more landward alignment which left TLT in the seaward coastal margin, as
[redacted] suggests, there would be no case for restricting access here.

NE therefore feels it would be preferable to implement our proposed option which includes all the
enhancements outlined in SCC Road Safety Assessment to ensure this is a safe, direct and pleasant route
for walkers.

Parallel path to the Lower Track

NE have proposed that, with the exception of crossings, the trail is aligned on verges running parallel to
TLT from FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-S009. This is shown clearly on the on the maps we have provided in
Appendix E.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/101/FFB0092

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: The Lower Track
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Report map reference: FFB 4a and 4b

Route sections on or adjacent to the  [FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-S012
land:

Other reports within stretch to which
this representation also relates
Summary of representation:
[redacted] own Dairy Fari@ottage, Sutton Hoo. Section F#8001 to FFB-S010 of the proposed coastal path
affects land upon which they have unrestricted rights of way to access their property and is the only route of
to it. They also own land upon which Section-BFRE®120f the route is proposed.

They set out the context of their decision to purchase Dairy Farm Cottage and their objection as follows:

Our eldest son who is nearly thirteen years old has cerebral palsy. Consequently, he is unable to walk anc
wheelchair bound for life and requires 24 hour care.

5dzS (G2 020K 2dzNJ a2y Qa OSNE aA3IYyAFAOIYy(d ALISOALIf

| have as his primary carers, we spent a very considerable amount of time waiting for a suitable opportunis
arise to purchase a singdtory property in a safe environment, adaptable for wheelchair use and in proximit
his Special Needs school in Ipswich. Having purchased Dairy Farm Cottage which uniquely fulfilled our cri
5SQPS aAyO0S AYy@SaidSR | GDRARIYARFANBDSNMDY KRY SE( & ddi
access.

\With having a heavily disabled and vulnerable child who requires 24 hour care, his safety is always our ab
priority 365 days a year and it not something that we can compromise on.

This therefore leads us to the following objections, all of which are safety related in particular respect of St
FFB4-S001 to FFB-S004:

1) We include below two photographs of our [redacted] taken at the section of Lower Track just beyond th
residential property known as The Lodge, between-EFE01 and FF&S002. As can be easily seen, there is
room for walkers to pass either sidé the vehicle here safely without the possibility of slipping or causing inji
and potentially without damaging our vehicle.
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and lowered floor. It is the only vehicle that we and his carers can use to transport our son. It is used daily
often over weekend and school holidays when the number of walkers will be at its highest. Furthermore, o
will be in constant daily use a few years from now, when our son leaves school.

\We privately employ carers for our son and have a duty of care to them that when they are using our vehir
transport our son, they have a safe passage to and from our house. In the absence of such a guarantee o
to our carers and to membeid the public, we would not be able to continue employing them, nor in any ev
would they be willing to drive our son along Lower Track. The consequences of this would be devasting a:
leave our son homebound.

In addition to the fact that there is insufficient room for walkers to pass our vehicle at this point of Lower
Track, we are also highly concerned by the proposal about accessing Lower Track from both the east
and westbound carriageways of the A1152, which is a very busy and fast moving main arterial route with
a 60 mph national speed limit designation.

Should this section of Lower Track be adopted for use as a Public Footpath, the consequence of having
to brake hard upon encountering walkers at the point of entrance to Lower Road would be highly
dangerous. Similarly, reversing back onto the A1152 from Lower Track to make way for walkers is lethal
and would very most likely be illegal under the classification of dangerous driving, due to the insufficient
narrow visibility splays.

The Lower Track was never constructed as a Public Highway, but as a private track the consequence of
which means, particularly in relation to its splays, that it does not meet Highways standards. Vehicles and
members of the walking public should therefore most certainly not be encouraged to congregate at this
point.

These safety issues already exist albeit at the moment, on a relatively infrequent basis due to some
members of the public ignoring the existing Ono
based upon a hypothetical future scenario, but an existing reality that will become very much more
serious should the proposal go ahead. If this section of Lower Track should become a Public Footpath, it
will significantly increase the potential likelihood of a very serious or fatal accident.

2) In addition to the use of our aforementioned wheelchair accessible vehicle, our son is also collected
and dropped off daily during term time in a school minibus. This vehicle is significantly bigger than our
own vehicle so the safety issues raised in Point 1 are heightened and of greater concern. Furthermore,
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our son is one of approximately eight heavily disabled and immobile children transported in the same
minibus.

The consequences of a collision involving our s
\vehicular access to Lower Track are catastrophic and clearly the proposal to allow this section to form
part of the proposed route, should be dismissed, particularly where alternative safer options exist. The
transport company who provides our sonébés school
access to our property is unsafe and this would have a devasting impact on our family life. Certainly, they
will not consider reversing on to the A1152 to be a safe option due to the fast moving flow traffic,
inadequate visibility splays and the highly vulnerable nature of the young passengers on board.

One should not assume that walkers are unlikely to use this section of the proposed route out of school hc
are already prevalent at all times of the day.

3) We have recently purchased a motorhome that h
use. Although a leisure vehicle, it will be used frequently as it provides us with vital hygienic facilities for
toileting our son on day trips. Its use day to day will increase greatly once our son leaves school.

This vehicle is 2.35 metres wide and 8.14 metres long. The width of the tarmac section of Lower Track just
beyond The Lodge is approximately 2.60 metres wide meaning it will be physically impossible for walkers
to pass. Due to its length and the insufficient narrow visibility splays where Lower Track meets the A1152,
it simply will not be possible to reverse, let alone reverse safely, out of Lower Track to make way for on-
coming walkers.

Conclusion

Our safety concerns as described above are very real and regardless of any Highways Safety Report that
the proposer might be relying upon that reaches a different conclusion, this route across the Lower Track
will impact upon our family life in a devasting way.

I f we are unable to retain our sondés school mi ni
either their or our own determination, regardless of any Safety Report, that access and egress to our
property is no longer safe, then the reality is we will have to move house.

This will involve re-commencing a process that takes years from finding a suitable property, through to
completing the necessary adaptions, during which time we will have to live in unsuitable accommodation.
Furthermore, we will not be able to recoup the significant cost of the bespoke adaptions we have made to
our property, as they are unique to our particular needs.

\We strongly urge that this route is not adopted.
Natur al Englandds comment :

Natural England fully recognise [redacted] unique family circumstances, which we were so sorry to hear
about. We entirely understand their concerns about how our proposals might impact on their ability to meet
the needs of their disabled son. We appreciate to do so they rely on regular daily access along the track by
wide vehicles either driven by themselves or others caring for their son.

In their representation [redacted] express concern that proposed route sections FFB-4-S001 to FFB-4-
S004 are unsafe because there is no room for walkers to pass vehicles on route sections FFB-4-S001 to
FFB-4-S002. We acknowledge that there is no room for walkers to pass vehicles on route section FFB-4-
S001. We do not agree that this is the case on route section FFB-4-S002, and we address this issue under
the theme of safety in our response to representation MCA/FFB4/R/20/FFB0566 submitted by [redacted].
In those comments we also explain that, with the exception of crossing points, we propose aligning the trail
on verges running parallel to the track and not on the track itself for route sections FFB-4-S002 to FFB-4-
S009. This means that, whilst walkers will also gain a right of access to TLT because it will fall into the
coastal margin, there will be a clearly signed route for walkers along the verges separating them from
\vehicles on the track for these route sections.

Route section FFB-4-S001 extends for approximately 40m. The sight lines along it are extremely good, so
pedestrians and vehicles can see each other well
advised it was reasonable to expect drivers to be aware of pedestrians and slow their speed accordingly.
Pedestrians would also need to wait for vehicles to pass before proceeding along here. NE has advised the
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Secretary of State in our comments on objections that we would be happy to work with the NT to
investigate if speed bumps could be installed here to ensure drivers maintain a slow speed, if this would
give more confidence to residents and walkers using the track.

[redacted] feel accessing TLT from both the east and westbound carriageways of the A1152 would be
dangerous if there were walkers using it as drivers would have to brake hard, or reverse back onto the
A1152. We disagree and have addressed this issue in our response to representation
MCA/FFB4/R/25/FFB0260 submitted by [redacted]. They go on to say that the splays at the entrance to
TLT do not meet highway standards as itdés a priyV
their Principal Highway Engineer states fit was not felt to be any different to the numerous such junctions
elsewhere in the county and is felt to be suitable for alignment of the England Coast Patho .

[ redacted] acknowl edge i n t heiisaverydysy andfasnnodng mann t
arterial route with a 60 mp Hherskott segmert Where wespeoposel i mi
aligning route section FFB-3-S068 FW across Wilford Bridge has both a footway and a verge separating
walkers from traffic. Natural England considered continuing this route along the pavement and then
onwards along the B1083 from Wilford Bridge to the main entrance of the NT Sutton Hoo site.
Unfortunately, we found that in contrast to the section over Wilford Bridge, this section was completely
unsuitable for designation as a National Trail because on the B1083 walkers would be immediately
adjacent to this very busy road on a pavement which is narrow and bound by a steep verge in places. This
would make it hard for walkers to pass each other, particularly users with pushchairs or wheelchairs,
forcing them into this very busy road. Indeed we received 25 representations opposed to this alignment
citing how dangerous and unpleasant it is for walkers.

1. We also investigated to see if we could align the trail on higher ground behind the Lodge, however
the ground here rises steeply from the B1083 and would require the installation of a significant run
of steps. These steps would form a significant barrier to access for less able-bodied users or
walkers with pushchairs. The NT have also informed us that both routes would completely
undermine their pay-for-entry visitor model at Sutton Hoo because much of the estate would fall into
the seaward coastal margin by default under the legislation, and people would therefore gain a right
of coastal access over it negating the need to pay for entry. We considered if informal management
or formal directions could be used to enable Sutton Hoo to continue to function as a paying
attraction under this option, but found that in this instance neither would be practical because of the
scale and open nature of the site.

TLT would be available to the public to use under both options as part of the seaward margin, and we do
not consider TLT would be excepted land under the CROW rules, so we believe people would use it in
preference to either of these two unsuitable routes. We therefore concluded that of the very limited options
open to us, alignment along TLT incorporating all the safety enhancements suggested by SCC Principal
Safety Engineer was the option which best balanced the interests of the public in having rights of access
over coastal land and the interests of owners and occupiers of any land over which any coastal access
rights would be conferred.

Dairy Farm Cottage where [redacted] live is located on a section of TLT which is designated as a public
footpath (route section FFB-4-S010), and route sections FFB-4-S010 to route section FFB-4-S004 form
part of a NT promoted trail and are already well used by visitors to Sutton Hoo, which is a significant
regional tourist attraction. Only the first 300m or so of TLT from The Lodge south is not currently promoted,
however this is also used informally by some visitors, with permission from the NT. [redacted] note in their
representation that walkersiar e al ready preval endnTlaanddik thereforeme s
already the case that they and those caring for their son expect to encounter pedestrians on TLT whenever
they drive along it, and must act accordingly.

Natural England acknowledge however that there is likely to be a large increase in walkers using the TLT if
our proposals are approved, and that other vehicles using the track will need to be aware of pedestrians
and drive accordingly. Our proposals following the proposed parallel route on the adjacent verges and this
is a significant improvement on the current multi-user situation. On route section FFB-4-S001 where we
propose aligning the trail on TLT because there is no verge, the good sightlines enable pedestrians and
\vehicles to see each other in good time and wait for one another to pass. Whilst we fully understand
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[redacted] concerns, we believe that by implementing all the safety enhancements suggested in SCC
safety report our proposals will in practice deliver an improvement on the current situation for [redacted].

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Length Report FFBS5

Ful | representations?
OFul | Repredeneati onso:

Otherr epresentati ons?b

Representation ID: MCA/FFB5/R/15/FFB0465

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ferry Cliff to Ramsholt

Report map reference: Maps FFB5 d and e

Route sections on or adjacent to the land: [FFB-5-S039 and FFB-5-S044 to FFB-5-S055

Other reports within stretch to which this |FFB 6
representation also relates

\We have replicated the representation from [redacted] in full due to its length and complexity.
Please note it refers to the proposals in two Coastal Access Reports, FFB5 and FFB6.

Summary of representation:

[redacted] do not believe that they set a fair balance. In summary:

a) There is no justification for imposing a route across previously undisturbed land as other
more suitable and fairer options are available.

b) Nat ur al Engl andds Access Assessment (not
Nature Conservation Assessment) states that
proposed path across Ramsholt Marshes.

C) The undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow dyke/river wall and saltmarsh represents a
Avery rareodo interconnection which has allow
This undisturbed grouping would be lost if the path were placed at the foot of the sea wall.

d) The compensatory measures indicated in the Habitats Regulations and Nature
Conservation Assessments (fencing, signage, section 26(3)a direction to exclude access,
location of path on landward side of bank) assume public compliance. Evidence, not least from
the events of the past year, shows that public compliance cannot be relied upon, even with clear
and simple explanation of the rationale for certain measures. In the absence of compliance,
those compensatory measures must be considered as null and void, in which event, those same
assessments make clear that there would be significant adverse effects on many conservation
features and species.
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e) The trail should have followed the existing Suffolk Coast Path and made use of the ferry
crossing, as now.

f) Natural England could have proposed enhancing the ferry service, based on the results of
the trial that took place.
0) Al ternatively, Natur al Engl and could hayv

combination with the ferry. Unlike the trail, an alternative route is not constrained by the need to
adhere closely to the coast and could have better avoided currently undisturbed important and
significant wildlife areas.

h) Natural England rejected the oO0ferry with
just one scenario (that the alternative route would be operational solely at the times when the
ferry was not available). This option has been used elsewhere on the coast and has not raised
concerns about o6l egal availabilityd. But i n
alternative route could follow existing highways/public rights of way; or, the alternative route
could be made available forsetper i od(s) of time to avoid an
availabilityd; or sections of new route cou
)] Using an official alternative route enables undisturbed and highly sensitive areas to be
avoided, as, unlike the main trail, the path does not have to be located adjacent to the shore and
does not create management and disturbance issues with margin. The alternative route should
follow existing public rights of way (PROW) inland around the Ramsholt marshes.

)] The impact on the public of such a change would be minimal. The current proposal is for a
contained path, fenced and on the inland side of the bank. There are no views of the river and
therefore no coastal experience. Conversely, with the existing proposal, the potential damage
from disturbance is great. If an inland route complementary to the ferry is deemed to be required,
then aligning an alternative route along existing PROW (see the attached proposal previously
provided to Natural England by the Deben Estuary Partnership) would provide the public with a
route around the river and would also provide a fair balance to the estate.

Introduction

The River Deben is a narrow, long river. It has large undisturbed areas which have enabled
important species to thrive. Its tranquillity is a key and prized characteristic. [redacted] are justly
proud of the environment on the estate, such as the Ramsholt Marshes, which their management
helps maintain and which provides habitat for rare species.

The Suffolk Coast Path currently follows the coast and walkers are able to cross the river using
the ferry between Felixstowe and Bawdsey.

This combination of undisturbed, important habitat and existing river crossing means that
[redacted] do not believe there is justification for extending the coastal trail on a 40km inland
diversion around the estuary.

The legislation does not provide unfettered public access i there must be a fair balance. In the
case of the Est atbeliéve thdtfainbdlance[hasaat lkeentaeh\ed.
Fair balance

The objective of the legislation is to provide coastal access. The policy reason for this must be
that there is deemed to be public benefit from the provision of coastal access.

If there were no requirement for fair balance, proposals for coastal access would seek to extend
access as far as possible to provide as much public benefit as possible (subject, presumably, to
cost-benefit).
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This appears to be the argument for seeking to extend access around the Deben (Option 1). The
Overview states: AOption 1 can be delivered
benefitso.

Setting aside, for a moment, the point that any extension of access up an estuary must satisfy all
the additional criteria under section 301 of the 2009 Act, not just s.301(4)(d), the proposals do
not appear to have taken account of the need for fair balance.

[redacted] have had discussions with Natural England and, from the various proposals it has put
forward to us over the course of those discussions, it has been clear that the starting point for
coastal access proposals has always been from an assumption that the trail would extend
around the estuary. [redacted] understand that Natural England NE had an internal meeting in
November/December 2019 to determine whether they would use their discretionary powers.
[redacted] repeatedly asked for input into this discussion and also for details of the internal
meetings and their assessment of why their powers should be used in this case. [redacted] did
not receive anything. [redacted] feel it is especially relevant that Natural England made this
decision prior to undertaking the Nature Conservation and Habitats Regulations Assessments.

This approach has assumed the use of the discretion from the outset, and necessarily colours
thinking towards that option. Had the legislation not included a requirement for fair balance, this
might be a legitimate approach.

However, the requirement for fair balance means that a different approach should have been
taken.

There must be a fair balance between the interests of the public in having rights of access over
the land and the interests of any person with a relevant interest in the land.

How can that fair balance be assessed?

It is clear that the mere fact of creating coastal access weights the scales for the public interest,
as that is the consequence of the policy decision to create coastal access.

Where that creation aligns with existing access adjacent to the sea, the burden on the landowner
may not be very great.

However, where new access is created, or the access is some way from the sea, there is a much
greater impact to the landowner. The scales weight heavily towards the public interest, and there
IS not a balance.

In that circumstance, the starting point cannot be T we want access to go here. Instead, there
should be different questions:

- What coastal access is there already?

- What other access is available?

- Is there a need for changes?

- If so, how can this be done in a way that will cause least impact to landowners or the
environment?

IApproaching coastal access in this way, by considering the need for access with the intention of
causing least disturbance to landowners, a very different conclusion is reached from that in the
reports.

The questions would be something like this:
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0 Does the ferry crossing provide access? Yes.
0 Is that sufficient? We believe that it is.

At that point [redacted] reach the conclusion that the existing route T as currently used by the
Suffolk Coast Path and crossing the river by the ferry i is legitimate and meets the coastal
access duty. That would be the proposal within these reports.

However, | et us suppose, for a moment, that
the ferry crossing is not sufficient. What alternatives are there?

From a fair balance perspective, which would seek to minimise the impact on landowners
(bearing in mind that landowners bear the burden of access), consideration could be given to a
number of different options. For example,

- making the ferry service more accessible over a longer period, or

- using the very flexible powers in the legislation which allow the creation of an alternative
route. Such alternatives are not uncommon on long distance paths: the proposals offer a short
route across the ferry, or a long route around the river. This type of solution has been proposed
by Natural England for coastal access in other parts of the country (see, for example, the
Secretary of Statebs decision to approve an

As [redacted] explain in more detail below, any of these other outcomes could provide a fair
balance for the estate.

Coastal Access and the River Deben

There are many different options which could have been proposed which would better meet the
requirement for fair balance than the current proposals.

1. Ferry crossing

The Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey proposals relate solely to the extension of coastal access
around the River Deben. In making these proposals, Natural England is therefore relying on the
di scretion available to it under section 30
Act o) .

There is no requirement for the trail to extend up any estuary further than the seaward limits of
the estuarial waters. The coastal access duty (set out under Section 296 of the 2009 Act)
provides for Natural England and the Secretary of State to secure:

) Afone or Jdistanee routesralgng which the public are enabled to make
recreational journeys on foot or by ferryo,
1)) a margin of | and in association with tha
its enjoyment by them in conjunction with that route or otherwise, except to the extent that the
margin of I and is relevant excepted | ando.

Section 296(7) clarifies that #Afor the purp
regarded as enabled to make a journey by ferry even if that journey can be made at certain
ti mes, or during certain periods, onlyo.

The current Suffolk Coast Path uses the ferry.

There is no legitimate reason why the new trail could not also use the existing ferry crossing. The
legislation specifically ensures that any type of ferry service is suitable for the purpose of meeting
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the coastal access duty. The purpose of the legislation is for coastal access, and interactions
with estuaries are only required to the extent that the public is able to make an onward journey.
The ferry enables that.

Cost-benefit

No cost-benefit assessment was published. However, the coastal access scheme notes that the
cost of extending the trail to the first pu
public enjoyment of the coast that would result. The scheme notes that this might not be the case
for example fiwhere the first bridge or tunn
downstream from the bridge or tunnel provides a convenient means for trail users to cross the
estuary on footo.

The Deben estuary already has public access along at least 80% of its length. That will remain
available regardless of any coastal access proposals. Therefore, it is reasonable that any
additional access should be assessed in terms of the additional benefit provided by that extra
20%.

At least half of the proposed new access will be on the landward side of the flood bank on the
Ramsholt Marshes. There will be no views of the river and so any coastal experience will be
extremely limited.

Further, the first bridge is extremely far from the sea, necessitating an inland diversion of 40km.
Finally, there is already a ferry which provides a convenient crossing point.

The cost of providing access around the Deben amounts to £80,400. Applying this cost to the
20% of new access rather than around the entire river (as 80% of access will remain regardless),
half of which will have no views or coastal experience, suggests that the cost-benefit would be
guestionable.

Taking all this together, it would be expected that the trail would simply cross the river at the
ferry.

2. Enhanced ferry services

The current ferry operates a daily seasonal service from May to September, and a weekend
service in April and October.

The Coastal Access Scheme notes that dAit wo
ferry service, for example a plan to enable it to run more regularly or for extra days, weeks or
mont hs for the benefit of trail user so.

The trial winter service cost £7000 in local funding. [redacted] understand that its purpose was to
establish the cost of running such a service and to gauge demand and its success.

Many ferries do not run in the winter simply due to lack of demand. The results from this trial
should inform the need for either an enhanced ferry service, or, alternatively, whether the lack of
winter service is not actually a concern.

Our understanding of this trial and subsequent discussions is that a longer summer service may
well be possible and that options could be explored for a winter service.

60



Should there be demand for ferry services over a longer period, the coastal trail could use the
existing ferry crossing and Natural England could assist in funding an improved service.

Coastal access report Aoption 20
The coastal access report I|ists as fioption
ferry.

Natural England rejected this option on the following grounds:

a) the current service is seasonal

b) when the service is unavailable walkers
trail

C) wal kers would have to Anavigate themselyv
t heir own routeo around the estuary on exi s
d) Existing PROW are not as convenient or ¢
perpetuity as coastal change would under min

These reasons are not valid, as [redacted] explain below.

The legislation specifically permits a seasonal ferry service. The natural consequence of allowing
this I something clearly foreseen and accepted within the legislation i is that this would result in
an interrupted journey at certain times of year or in users finding their own way around an
estuary (or following an existing estuary path). It cannot, therefore, be a reason for rejecting the
ferry route.

The references to existing PROW are those around the estuary. The coastal access proposals
appear to have been approached from a presumption that a continuous route must be available
at all times and that opportunities to extend coastal access as far inland as possible should also
be taken. This is not the case. If it were so, then the legislation would not permit a part time or
seasonal ferry service.

The report acknowledges that there are PROW for around 80% of the estuary. The parts of the
estuary without such PROW are also, in the main, those parts with nationally important sites and
species.

In judging balance, coastal access was not intended to be about taking the opportunity to create
the most access possible. It was intended to allow a flexible approach to enable locally aligned
solutions to be created which would take account of local factors, such as existing ferry services,
important tranquil places and nationally important environments. It is disappointing to see that
flexibility being used to propose a path which is likely to bring a very large increase in people into
a highly sensitive environment, such as the Ramsholt Marshes.

The Overview report refers to the core criteria set out under section 297 of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009. It refers to the need to have regard, among other things, to the
desirability of ensuring that interruptions are kept to a minimum. The Overview does not refer to

t hose other factors. The report does howeve
considerationo and, further, that #Athe whol
delivering continuity of the route so farasreasona bl y practicabl eodo. |t

presence of an estuary would interrupt this continuity of access along the open coast, then this
would constitute a strong prima facie reason for the trail to serve the estuary too, at least to the
extenttoenabl e users to continue their onward jo
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The obvious conclusion to be drawn is that considerable weight has been given in this report to
the question of continuity.

However, the legislation does not emphasise continuity over any other aspect. Indeed, it
specifically allows that a ferry crossing, even if seasonal or part time, is sufficient. Such a
crossing could not, therefore, be considered an interruption to continuity.

Further, the legislation actually gives greater weight to other criteria than continuity. Section 297
states that regard fimusto be had to the saf
Conversely, it is only ndes iamiaimimeand itishasaonly n t
desirable that the route adheres to the periphery of the coast and provides views of the sea.

The question of convenience is not specifically addressed in the report. However, in terms of the
convenience of users making their way along the coast, it is obvious that the most convenient
route for making an onward journey is by way of the ferry. A 40km inland diversion cannot in any

way be described as convenient. The Coast al
route to be convenient, it should be reason
people to make reasonable progressift hei r key aim i s an onward

A trail which diverts 40km inland to arrive at a point some 300m further along the coast cannot be
considered to be convenient or fireasonably

In addition to these over-arching criteria, parliament included additional matters which should be
considered where there is an estuary (section 301 of the Act). There is no obligation to provide
access along an estuary, but Natural England must consider these additional matters (as well as
any others that might be relevant) if it wishes to exercise its discretion to extend access up an
estuary.

The purpose of these additional criteria was to encourage consideration of the character of the
estuary. Parliament recognised that estuaries were different from the coast. There were various
means of crossing estuaries and enabling an onward journey; there would be environmental
considerations; estuaries varied enormously in character with some having a very coastal
character and others being much more river-like. It was not enough to consider safety,
convenience, continuity, proximity and the fair balance. The nature of the land, the topography,
the width of the river, the recreational benefit, the amount of excepted land, physical features and
the existence of a ferry were all matters which were also required to be considered.

The Explanatory Notes to the 2009 Act expl a

Natural England must have regardo. For exam
whet her it bears a greater resemblance to e
the width of the river, which again would contribute to whether it is closer to typically coastal or to
typically riverine | ando.

The explanatory notes make clear that some assessment is required of these additional matters
as to whether the estuary is sufficiently coastal and lacking in crossing points (such as a ferry) to
cause Natural England to exercise its discretion.

The Overview provides some basic facts under each of these additional criteria. The Deben

Estuary is fAgenerally rather narrowo; there
relatively rareo; the estuary s\wdessitywirat setilemenss;
Sutton Hoo, near Woodbridge, is a popular attraction, as are some local pubs; there is the

seasonal ferry which gives Ai mpressive Vview
wildlife and is designated at national , European and internati on g
of excepted |l ando. The recreational benefi't
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80% of the estuary is served by shoreline p
Ramsholt Marshes (the estateds | and) is not

There is no assessment of these factors, nor of the impact that any proposals might have on
affected land. It is therefore difficult to understand what relevance any of these factors had in the
decision to propose the use of the discretion.

From the assessment of the estuary criteria, it is also entirely possible to draw the conclusion
that the ferry service would be sufficient.

One of the reportdos objections to using th
wal kers would have to Ainavigate themselveso
t heir own routeo around the estuary on exi s

(¢

The legislation permits a seasonal or part-time ferry service. Had parliament been concerned to
maintain continuity at all times, or to ensure that walkers did not have to navigate themselves
around an estuary, the legislation would have made it a requirement either that only a permanent
ferry service would be sufficient, or, in the event of a part time ferry service, that a route around
the estuary must be identified so that walkers are able to always follow a defined route.

That it did not do this reflects, not least, that requirement for fair balance.

3. Alternative route in combination with a ferry service.

The Overview lists as Option 3 the use of the seasonal ferry service in conjunction with an
alternative route Af ol | owi segionsofirag (where therérd O W
existing PROW) for when the ferry service is not available. | t notes that #Ath
continuous access along the open coast for walkers in the spring/summer utilising the ferry
service, and a continuous walkedroute al t ernati ve during the al

The Overview rules out option 3 on the following grounds:

) No spreading room would be created.

i) There would be disproportionate cost involved in establishing the trail as it would only be
available for 5 months of the year.

i) New sections of trail (up to 8.2 km) wou
hours or months) when the ferry service was
di fficult to manageo, Afa pot eretrisalangdo prooe ea
securing these rights all year roundo.

iv) It would offer very limited improvements to existing access around the estuary.

[redacted] will deal with each of these in turn.

)] Spreading room

't is true that an alternati ve Howevet [eedadtedenste n
that extensive directions to exclude access along all the estuary are proposed under either s25A
(unsuitable for access due to salt marsh and mud flat) or s.26(3)(a) (exclusion of access for

environmental protection).

There are some small sections where the path is located inland. However, [redacted] note that
where this occurs the land is often arable land and therefore excepted from access rights.
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The extent of any spreading room appears minimal, at best. In terms of this criterion, [redacted]
can therefore see little practical difference for walkers whether the route is a coastal trail or an
alternative route.

1)) Costs

The total cost of establishing the trail around the estuary is £80,400. Of that cost the greater part
is required for Report 2 (£21,500) and Report 6 (£44,300). Both those reports contain sections of
new access.

[redacted] are not able to comment on Report 2.

\With regard to Report 6, the costs relate to particularly to the new fencing, gates and
interpretation deemed necessary to mitigate the environmental impact of placing the path across
the currently undisturbed Ramsholt Marshes.

\While [redacted] have substantial concerns that such measures will be sufficient to prevent
disturbance to protected species (see below), for the purposes of costs [redacted] note that:

| There would be minimal costs if an alternative route were to follow existing public rights of
way.

| An alternative route travelling from Bawdsey via Alderton along PROW/highway would
provide passing trade to businesses there.

: The public will have a very limited coastal experience while using any new path across
Ramsholt Marshes; a more inland route following existing PROW/highway would provide open
views of the marshes with little additional public cost;

| Aligning an alternative route along PROW would enhance those PROW.

| [redacted] also have concerns that the County Council will have the funds or the desire to
maintain all this infrastructure going forward. The owners of the Estate should not have the
burden of repairs and maintenance for the trail placed on them, but the fencing will require
replacing every 101 15 years, which is a significant cost and not one they can foresee the
council wishing to commit to.

1)) Legal availability

The Overview claims that fAwhere new section
rights of way, the gapé&8 pnoandaeldt eonafi Ve
avail able at the times (i.e. the hours or m
It claims this would be fAconfusing for the
source of conflict with | and manager so.

What is confusing is that such concerns have not been raised on other parts of the coast where
an alternative route has been proposed as a diversion to a season/part-time ferry.

The report for the Yealm estuary (Cremyll to Kingswear: Report 3) has just been approved by the
Secretary of State.

This proposes: AAl ternative route: An alter
ordinary route between the landing stage at Warren Point and the steps at Ferry Wood near
Noss Mayo. This oOalternativeod r bwayseanexstihgwalked
permissive route and rights of way including parts of the Plym to Erme Trail and would be
available at times when the ferry service is not running. It would extend to Wapplewell, Brixton
and Yealmpton which are the first public foot crossings over the River Yealm and its tributaries.
See maps CKW 3a to CKW 3j and table 3.3.1 below for more details. 3.2.11 The ferry operates a
seasonal service from 1st April until 30th September and runs every day between 10 am i 4 pm
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daily. The service may be restricted to the core hours of 10 am to 12 noon and 3 pm to 4pm each
day, during bad weather or quieter times. Direct contact (a mobile number) with the ferry is
avail able and well publicisedo.

This quite clearly indicates that an alternative route is considered suitable and satisfactory where
there is a seasonal/part-time ferry, notwithstanding that not all of the route passes along ways
which are highways/public rights of way.

Notwithstanding this precedent, should concerns about legal availability remain, [redacted]
suggest that

a) The alternative route could easily be located along existing PROW/highway (see below).
b) The route could have been made available for set periods/times, for example, October to
April rather than Awhen the ferry 1snot ru
C) Natural England could have explored with all relevant landowners around the estuary the
options for an alternative route where there are no existing PROW, such as permission and
dedication.

iv) Extent of improved access

The Overview says that providing an alterna
access around the estuary. [redacted] assume this refers to the provision of an alternative route
which is limited to times when the ferry is not available.

This assessment ignores the overall context T which is that the provision of coastal access, in
itself, provides improvement in access.

[redacted] note that there is no requirement in the legislation for access to be improved around
estuaries. As noted above, estuarial access must be considered in the context of the ability for
users to make an onward journey around the coast (in this context meaning a path next to the
sea) and taking account of many other estuarial criteria.

However, perhaps the most pertinent point is that the Overview considers only the provision of
an alternative route for when the ferry is not operational. An alternative route situated on PROW
would offer the following benefits:

: It would be permanently available.

! It would offer clarity to users.

: It would provide additional public benefit being a defined alternative route should users not
wish or be able to utilise the ferry. Walkerswouldn ot have to fAnavigate
estuary but could follow a signed alternative route.

: It would provide a fair balance for landowners and environmental interests.

: It would ensure that there was no risk of inadvertent/malicious disturbance to currently
undisturbed marshes and fragile wildlife sites as, unlike the main trail, an alternative route does
not have to be located adjacent to the shore and does not create management and disturbance
issues with margin.

| An alternative route makes sense to users: the England Coast Path follows the ferry. If
users are unable or do not want to use the ferry, then they can follow the 40km alternative route
around the river.

4. Alternative route using PROW

The report does not consider any other options for an alternative route, such as using existing
PROW.
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The report also does not consider the benefits that having an alternative route offers over a main
trail. In particular, an official alternative route enables undisturbed and highly sensitive areas to
be avoided, as, unlike the main trail, the path does not have to be located adjacent to the shore
and does not create management and disturbance issues with margin.

Just by taking an alternative route inland of the Ramsholt Marshes on existing PROW, costs
would be reduced by more than half. Walkers would have a main route across the ferry and an
optional alternative route around the estuary, while important species would remain
undisturbed.

The legislation

[redacted] note that the effect of the current proposals will be to provide two trails between
Bawdsey and Felixstowe.

This is contrary to the legislation and Coastal Access Scheme.
The proposal is that one trail will use the ferry.
A second trail is proposed around the estuary.

[ redacted] note that the coastal access dut
coast, not multiple routes.

That route may enabl e the public to make j o
there to be a trail both by ferry and on foot.

Section 301 of the 2009 Act includes a requirement to consider the existence of a ferry. There is
no provision either there or in the Coastal Access Scheme that indicates that an estuarial route
would be in addition to a main route across the river.

If there is a need to provide an additional route around the estuary, then this can only be by way
of i dentifying an fAalternative routeo.

As an aside, [redacted] note that East Suffolk Council sees the existence of the ferries along the
coast as integral to its character and a key tourist feature. The current proposals undermine
rather than support the ferries.

Impact of coastal access proposals on the Estate
Financial

The current proposal is for an enclosed path of approximately 4.5km. This represents the
enclosure and |l oss of some 3.5 acres of the
estate, in practical terms it will not be accessible, being an entirely fenced path. This loss 1
equivalent to over £26,000 of capital value (assuming a very conservative value of £7500/acre) i
iS uncompensated.

In addition, this land will have to be excluded from single farm payment claims, resulting in
additional annual losses. It will also no longer form part of the coastal grazing land, and that too,
represents a loss.
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The proposed fence along the inland side of the sea wall currently has no provision for gates.
This would mean that a further much greater area of our land, comprising all the land on the
estuary side of the proposed fence, and amounting to 24 acres, would be entirely inaccessible.
Clearly gates will need to be provided within the proposed fence. If such gates are not to be
provided, then access to our own land will have been denied and the financial impact will be
substantially greater.

[redacted] note that the current provision T which is effectively to create an enclosed route across
t he e st aitisend differeng im gractical terms for us, to a public right of way. Indeed, if it
were a right of way, [redacted] would have the ability to seek a diversion or extinguishment of the
route, something not provided for under coastal access. Were the highway authority to propose a
public right of way, it would be required to pay compensation for the loss of the land and impact
caused. Coastal access proposals are supposed to provide a right of access across land without
imposing an undue burden on us, as landowners. Just in terms of the impact on our land and the
loss of our ability to farm and use several acres of land, results in a significant burden which
[redacted] believe is incompatible with the legislation.

The proposal for 4.5km of fencing raises concerns as to whether the County Council will have the
funds or the desire to maintain all this infrastructure in the future. The owners of the Estate
should not have the burden of repairs and maintenance for the trail placed on them. The fencing
will require replacing every 107 15 years. Current costs are around £30,000 which is a
significant cost and not one [redacted] can foresee the council wishing to commit to.

Conservation

The land between Ramsholt and Bawdsey is currently completely undisturbed by public access.

The Overview notesthati Sever al Il ndividual s, (as well a
Estuary Partnership) expressed concern about the potential disturbance of sensitive bird species
on the entire Deben Estuary in particular w

The Nature Conservation Assessment states:

route section i s approxi mately 5km | o
ch in having no existing PRoWs, either

n I

Thi s
tret

The effect of that lack of disturbance is immediately apparent:

AThe absence of &asygdsasurcesofidifturbarce Has enabladda high level of
conservation value to establish on this route section. It is primarily focused on the more-or-less
continuous, 4.5 km long strip of saltmarsh (of variable width), but also applies to the extensive,
low-lying farmland to landward, which reaches as far inland as Alderton (over 3 km from the
shore), and is bisected by numerous wet channels. Most of the land between these channels is
intensively managed arable, so their individual corridors of marginal, wetland vegetation are
narrow, but they jointly comprise a substantial wildlife resource. Birds utilising the saltmarsh
includes such key species as avocet and redshank, while Mason, Excell & Meyer (2014)
recordedthattas wel |l as brent geese, neighbouring
curl ew and, more recently, golden plovero.
year to year, according to the crops being grown and their stage of development.

AThe areas of saltmarsh and farmland are se
borrowdyke, which are only lightly managed and, therefore, support good numbers of passerines,
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small mammals and reptiles, making them attractive to birds of prey such as marsh harriers and
short-e ar ed owl s. O

This site supports species of national and international importance and provides a rare
undisturbed resource. It is baffling that Natural England, a body charged with protecting the
environment, is proposing to allow the public, and their dogs, through this extraordinarily
important site.

Nat ur al Engl andds own Access Assessment (no
Nature Conservation Assessment) states that
proposed path between Ramsholt and Bawdsey.

The consequence of this will be an influx of people onto a site that has previously provided a
tranquil and undisturbed environment.

The Habitats Regulations and Nature Conservations Assessments propose compensatory
measures to mitigate the impact of this new access on this undisturbed site.

These include locating the path on the landward side of the bank, fencing to prevent people from
entering the seaward land (which will be subject to section 26(3)(a) direction to exclude access,
as well as Section 25A directions to exclude access to salt marsh and mud-flat), and explanatory
signage.

The Habitats Regulations Assessment does not assess the likely levels of use of the new access
rights 1 it simply assesses whether the implementation of such rights is likely to have a
significant adverse effect.

In the case of this section of the river, it concludes that dark bellied geese and avocet are indeed
at risk of a likely significant effect. These risks come from a variety of possible sources, including
disturbance from people using the proposed path, damage to or loss of supporting habitat and
damage to functionally linked land.

It appears that there may be no minimum level for such possible disturbance. The assessment
notes that:

AThe | evel of risk will wvary along the rout
likely to bring people close to places on which birds depend, including undisturbed high tide roost
sites and important feeding areas. The risk of disturbance is increased on rising tides when birds
are forced to feed closer to seawalls and t

The appropriate assessment reinforces this concern that any level of disturbance may be
detrimental. It states:

AThe nature, scale, timing and duration of
that is, any human-induced activity sufficient to disrupt normal behaviours and/or distribution of
birds at a level that may substantially affect their behaviour, and consequently affect the long
term viability of the population. Human disturbance associated with this proposal may take a
variety of forms including noise, presence

The Habitats Assessment notes that:

ABirds use the estuary in particular ways,
when the feeding areas are completely covered moving on to surrounding arable land or wet
grazing marshes. The ability to do this is fundamental to their success on the estuary and
ultimately to their survival. Understanding the way that birds use the estuary allows most
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accurate assessments of their susceptibility to disturbance and therefore the potential impact of a
project. Extract from The Deben Estuary and its hinterland: Evaluation of key areas for birds,
recreational disturbance issues and opportunities for mitigati on and enhanceme

The primary favoured roost site for Avocet is along the saltmarsh and mudflat south of Ramsholt,
adjoining the currently undisturbed section of coast through the estate.

The undisturbed estate land south of Ramsholt is similarly a large and significant roost site for
dark-bellied geese.

The assessment states that Alt is i mportant
roosting siteso.

't advises that: @ Ov e rbelliechlireatrgeese@re ainarable to gisuad andl
noise disturbance whilst feeding and roosting on the estuary, with the main causes of
disturbance being walkers, dogs, light aircraft, watersports and nearby shoots. High levels of
disturbance can lead to higher energy expenditure, reduced feeding time and the forced use of
sub-optimal feeding areas [REF 22] Disturbance on the Deben Estuary is currently low and
highly seasonal, with most disturbances occurring during spring and summer when recreational
use of the estuary is high. Recreational usage, and therefore disturbance, is low during winter
when avocet and dark-bellied brent geese are present upon the estuary. Whilst disturbance
levels are currently low, populations of both species could be adversely impacted if recreational
di sturbance increaseso.

The Nature Conservation Assessment suggests there will be little impact on breeding marsh
harriers from the designation of the route in this area. It also suggests that they have not been
present, due to Scottish Powerods cable rout

This is incorrect. Scottish Power have to stop work between April i August in each year on
certain sections of the route. Ecologists have identified nesting marsh harriers being present for
the last 2-3 years. In evidence of this, [redacted] attach a request from them dated 16 April 2020
seeking permission to establish an alternative access because of the Marsh Harrier exclusion
zone (400m) around the nest. [redacted] also have a number of ecologist reports from Scottish
Power showing that marsh harriers are present.

See, for example, the Ecological Mitigation Plan for the Deben estuary SPA contained within the
Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy:
http://content.yudu.com/web/2it8t/0A3zd2u/OutlineLandscapeandE/html/index.html?page=104

This notes the presence of active marsh harrier nests and advises that where ecological surveys
show active nests, Aworks in the area must

scales of the exclusion zone varies according to the activitytobe wundert aken, 4
involve people outside of vehicleso require

Further, should marsh harriers nest closer than this, then Scottish power will explore additional
measures or, as a final backstop, a offericevis nioti e
commi tted of disturbing a Schedule 1 breedi

[redacted] are concerned that, despite providing evidence of this to Natural England, this
information has not been taken into consideration in the Nature Conservation Assessment.

[redacted] note the concerns of the Suffolk Wildlife Trust in respect of the impact of a route
behind the seawall on protected species.
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The SWT has stated:

AA breeding redshank survey in 2018 demonst
area immediately adjacent for this breeding species and SSSI feature. Despite the offshore
windfarm cabling construction site causing disturbance to the upper sections at the time, there
were still 11 pairs of breeding redshanks close to the wall on the saltmarsh there (plus 8 pairs of
oystercatcher, a pair of avocets and ringed plovers).

There are a number of other factors, principally potential and likely disturbance (and then
abandonment) of the high water avocet roost that regularly occurs downstream of Ramsholt
Quay (often they stand in the shallows at high tide just inside the saltings). This would constitute
a detrimental impact to an overwintering SPA-qualifying species. Other SPA wader and
waterfowl species would also be disturbed a

The SWT notes that AThis particular gwaithti on
undisturbed groupings of hinterland, borrow dyke/river wall complex, and saltmarsh

habitats. This is something of a rarity these days, and the sheer number of waders and
waterfowl (as well as notable species such as breeding marsh harrier in Queens Fleet i a
Schedule 1 breeding species) using this region of the estuary is testament to very low levels of
human and canine activity. As the estuary is narrow as well, having a walking route on the wall
crest would create disturbance, especially in winter months, even with low volumes of pedestrian
footfall. The skylining effect of a single person on the wall can be sufficient in pushing birds to
flight, making them move to the opposite side of the estuary, which already has a path. The net
result is increased disturbance and high chance of winter mortality for key species through
energy wastingo.

Key points from this are that the estuary I
groupings of hinterland, borrow dyke/river
Asomet hing of a rarity these dayso.

The Asheer number o of waders and wa thenarfaodvl
canine activityo.

Further, the skylining effect fAof a single
I increasing disturbance and winter mortality.

[redacted] also note that the proposed path is in a very low lying and wet area, next to a borrow
ditch and at the bottom of a river wall.

Taken with the fAlarge increaseodo in people w
winter the track will become damaged and muddy. This will invariably result in people trying to
spread out from the route and at that point people will be further encouraged to either spread on
to the river wall or the arable land.

There is a proposal for fencing adjacent to the sea wall to prevent people spreading. However,
this fencing will need to have gates installed to enable the land to continue to be grazed and
managed by the estate.

Taken together with what would be a natural desire to explore the bank and view the estuary,
and combined with necessary access points, [redacted] think it is highly likely that even small
numbers of people will spread from the proposed path onto the wall. The disturbance effect from
this is known to be substantial.

The conservation assessment recommends a number of mitigating measures. It concludes that
where these are provided, and (it assumes) complied with, the likely significant effects will be
reduced sufficiently to enable the project to go ahead. However, this assessment clearly does
not include the impacts on the breeding Marsh Harriers as that information was not

considered. [redacted] also do not think that it has considered the provision of fencing with gates
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providing access points to the sea wall, which is a different proposition from a single 4.5km run of
fencing.

Further, neither the habitats nor the nature conservation assessments appear to consider:

| The totality of the unusually biodiverse nature of the estuary;

: The very rare interconnection of the undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow dyke/river
all and saltmarsh (and how that results in the unusually biodiverse nature of the estuary);

| The sheer numbers of waders and waterfowl, and how that is a consequence of the very
low levels of human and canine activity;

| That the skylining effect of just one person can be sufficient to cause disturbance; and

| The likelihood that with a significant increase in numbers of people and dogs, their mere
presence will itself be a cause of disturbance.

[redacted] note the following points:

| The Overview acknowl edges that some fdfasp
addressed fully in our proposalso. These in
sea wal l bet ween Ramsholt and Bawdsey. See
| That public compliance with measures cannot be relied upon, however compelling the
rationale (as the last year has demonstrated).

| That both the Suffolk Wi ldlife Trust and
concern about the potential disturbance of sensitive bird species on the entire Deben Estuary in
particular where there is currently no publ
| That important information, for example about nesting Marsh Harriers, has not been
included in the report, or assessed.

| That the undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow dyke/river all and saltmarsh
represents a fver yi anathaewnuld be lbseifrthe pathrwere placed at the
foot of the sea wall.

The compensatory measures indicated in the Habitats Regulations and Nature Conservation
IAssessments (fencing, signage, section 26(3)a direction to exclude access, location of path on
landward side of bank) assume public compliance. Evidence, not least from the events of the
past year, shows that public compliance cannot be relied upon, even with clear and simple
explanation of the rationale for certain measures. In the absence of compliance, those
compensatory measures must be considered as null and void, in which event, those same
assessments make clear that there would be significant adverse effects on many conservation
features and species.

[redacted] request that the current proposals are modified in one of the ways proposed below.

[redacted] also note that Natural England is permitted to make comments on this objection to an
Appointed Person. [redacted] request that we have sight of those comments and an ability to fact
check these. This will ensure transparency and fairness of process.

Proposed Modification Options:

1. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. There is no need to use the estuary
discretion beyond these points. (See sections 296(2)(a) and 296(7)of the 2009 Act).

2. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. Natural England should fund
additional ferry services, for example, over the winter.

3. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. An alternative route could be
provided around the River Deben either while the ferry is not available (see Secretary of State
decision for the River Yealm), or for a specified period of time (e.g. October to April). Should this
option be followed, the proposed route across the Ramsholt Marshes (Sections FFB-6-S001 to
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FFB-5-S006) should be relocated to existing public rights of way. This addresses the point about
cost/benefit of a seasonal alternative route which was raised in the report.

4. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. An alternative route could be
provided around the River Deben solely making use of existing public rights of way or newly
dedicated land. This would enable such a route to be continuously available year-round.

Summary of the objectords key points, with Natural H
1. There are better options than putting the ECP through the previously undisturbed land that
the objectorownsiespecially since the public wonét benef

the flood bank, unable to see the river they are walking around.
1. Although on the objectordéds | and the public wi
out in our report, this part of the proposed trail will connect with others benefiting from spectacular
estuary views that would not be forthcoming from the route options the objector prefers. People using this
part of the route will know this is so and will sense and appreciate the proximity of the estuary, not least
because of the sounds and smells of the coast they experience along the folding and its array of coastal

plants.

2. NE predict a large increase in public use, and this will cause new disturbance to this rare
interconnection of salt marsh, flood bank and hinterland.
1. Along this stretch between Ramsholt and Bawdsey there are no established visitor facilities and no
intersecting public footpaths. There is a pub and car park at Ramsholt and a car park and public toilets at
Bawdsey, as well as a seasonal (April-October) ferry to Felixstowe Ferry. These will attract some
additional walkers who may leave a car at each end and walk this section, but this is not at this stage
thought to be significant.

2. The overall lack of attractors here combined with the length and remote nature of much of this
section means that overall, itdéds likely to be a
opposite bank (between Felixstowe Ferry and Hemley). On the opposite bank we found that although
visitor numbers to both Felixstowe Ferry and Waldringfield are quite high, our observations were that
most people tend to stay within the vicinity of both locations. Aside from the area close to Felixstowe
Ferry and that around Waldringfield, we found this section is relatively lightly used by walkers with the
sections around Hemley and Falkenham Creek particularly quiet.

3. So although we do expect the objectordés | and
its current baseline of zero, we do not expect these visitor numbers to be substantial in absolute terms.

4. Afull assessment of any potential impacts of our proposals on wildlife and habitats of local and
national importance, and also on the sites and designated features of European importance, was
undertaken as part of the preparation of our proposals. Our detailed findings in relation to FFB 5: Ferry
Cliff to Ramsholt were published alongside our proposals in the following documents:

1 Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey Nature Conservation Assessment

1 Felixstowe ferry to Bawdsey Habitats Regulations Assessment

5.  We note in our Nature Conservation Assessment (NCA) for this stretch that the absence of any
significant land-based sources of disturbance has enabled a high level of conservation value to establish
on this route section. This is primarily focused on the more-or-less continuous, 4.5 km long strip of
saltmarsh (of variable width), but also applies to the extensive, low-lying farmland to landward, which
reaches as far inland as Alderton (over 3 km from the shore) and is bisected by numerous wet channels.
Most of the land between these channels is intensively managed arable, so their individual corridors of
marginal, wetland vegetation are narrow, but they jointly comprise a substantial wildlife resource.

6. Accordingly, we designed the route to minimise any disturbance, and to include appropriate
mitigation. For example, we propose that the ECP follows a new access route almost entirely at a low
level along the seawall folding, and adjacent to the borrowdyke. The only exception is the first few
hundred metres, at Ramsholt, which is on the seaward edge of an elevated arable field. We do not
propose any spreading room or accessible areas landward of the trail. The trail will be tightly constrained
between the borrowdyke and a new fence all the way between Ramsholt and Bawdsey, with
management signage raising awareness of the are
to disturbance and asking that dogs are kept under effective control at all times.
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7. Inrespect of local and national sites and features of nature conservation concern, the assessment
found that in developing the new access proposals the appropriate balance has been struck between
Natur al Engl andbés conservation and access objec
conservation objectives of European sites, the assessment found that our proposals are fully compatible
with the relevant European site conservation objectives and that taking into account the measures
summarised above, they will not have an adverse effect on site integrity.

3. Marsh harrier nest on that land and Scottish Power observe a 400 metre exclusion zone at

those times in order to avoid the offence of disturbing a Schedule 1 breeding species. The HRA failed

to address this point.
1. We have taken Marsh Harrier into consideration when making our proposals - they are discussed in
section D.7 of the NCA. Regarding the cabling works having to stop for certain months of the year and
the 400m exclusion zone referred to, this is due to the high levels of disturbance caused by the use of
heavy machinery. This distance is determined by the type of work being undertaken and the season.
There is nothing in law which states what Marsh Marrier exclusion zone should be implemented more
widely.

4. NE mitigation measures relied upon by the HRA/NCA assume a level of public compliance
that candt in fact be assured.
1. Walkers do not like conflict with landowners and consequently a well waymarked path such as the
England Coast Path (ECP) is an attractive prospect. For that reason, we expect that the vast majority of
people using coastal access rights in the area will stick to the line of the trail. Experience on national
trails and other footpaths has shown that careful positioning of waymarker arrows at key locations on the
trail greatly helps walkers to stay on the path and away from areas that they should not venture into.

2. In our experience, the vast majority of people will only deliberately detour from the path if:

1 it is easy;
i they feel that their actions arenodt causi
1 the Il andowner doesnét really mind.

3. As well as waymarkers, we are proposing a combination of stock fencing, lockable gates, and

i nformation signs detailing the importance of t
control dogs. We believe that this combination will be sufficient to ensure public compliance. There are
many examples of this kind of approach working well in practice, with measures carefully designed to suit
the particular circumstances.

5.
5a. NE made up its mind from the outset to go around the Deben instead of weighing up whether the status
guo required any change.
5b. It failed to undertake a cost benefit analysis to test whether an estuary route would be justified.
5c¢. It also gave its continuity objectives undue weight, compared with the other statutory criteriain
2009/s297 and the estuary criteriain s301.
1. It is incorrect to assert that NE made its mind up from the outset that there must be a route around
the Deben. When considering whether any particular estuary should have such an ECP route proposed for
all or part of it, it is by definition necessary for us to consider the sort of route that would be possible, taking
into account the statutory criteria, before deciding whether it in fact makes sense for us to propose such a
route. Otherwise, it would be impossible for us to judge fairly and objectively whether and to what extent use
of the estuary discretion makes sense in all the circumstances.

2. Our deliberations are strongly guided by the helpful and detailed guidance on all of this in the
Coastal Access Scheme. That guidance explains the relationship between the various statutory
considerations, and it seeks to ensure that fair balance is achieved on the ground in all the circumstances.

3. There are several aspects to this balance:
1 the fair balance which section 297(3) of the 2009 Act requires us to aim to strike between the
interests of the public in having rights of access over coastal land (which are considered in chapter 4),
and the interests of owners and occupiers of land over which coastal access rights would be conferred
(considered in chapter 5);
1 the balance between the recreational factors described in chapter 4, which we are required to
consider under section 297(2) of the 2009 Act in determining the route we propose, for example the
balance between its convenience and its proximity to the sea;
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1 the balance between all the recreational factors described in chapter 4 (including the availability of
spreading room and the need for our proposals to be responsive to coastal change), and the
environmental objectives described in section 4.9; and

1 the balance between the various estuary criteria set out in section 301(4) of the 2009 Act. Section
10.2 onwards of the Scheme set out in more det
delivering the Coastal Access programme. It is therefore these sections to which we must have regard
in this respect, alongside the other considerations above.

4, The Scheme does not say that we will do a cost benefit analysis before deciding whether and to
what extent to engage with an estuary. In fact, while the legislation contemplates that at the national scale
there may be some breaks in the trail, it makes clear at 2009/s297(2)(c) that so far as reasonably
practicable, these must be kept to a minimum. It is clear from other fields of law that a duty to do something
so far as reasonably practicable is an exacting one. The classic definition of the term was set out by the
Court of Appeal (in its judgment in Edwards v. National Coal Board, [1949] 1 All ER 743), in a safety at work
case:

Reasonably practicabl e is a narrower term th
the owner in which the quantum of risk is placed on one scale and the sacrifice involved in the measures
necessary for averting the risk (whether in money, time or trouble) is placed in the other, and that, if it be
shown that there is a gross disproportion between them i the risk being insignificant in relation to the
sacrifice i the defendants discharge the onus on them."

5. Applying that principle to the context of an estuary which interrupts the continuity of the open coast,
the duty on NE and the Secretary of State at s297(2)(c) is a duty to avoid the estuary causing a break in the
open coast route unless the cost, time and trouble of securing a viable route around or across the estuary is
grossly disproportionate to the benefit to the public of doing so. We say that in the present situation, that is
clearly not the case.

6. This is fully consistent with parWealwaypgdive caréful 1 .
consideration to extending the trail as far as the first bridge or tunnel with pedestrian public access. This is in
keeping with our duty under the 2009 Act to have regard to the desirability of ensuring, so far as is
reasonably practicable, that interruptions to the trail are kept to a minimum and the additional requirement, in
deciding whether and how to exercise our discretion on estuaries, to consider any other recreational benefits
that would accrue from doing so0 .

7. Itis true that where an estuary is served by afull-t i me f erry service, NE®
propose that ECP users should continue around the coast by using the ferry, and not to propose any route
between the ferry points via the first public foot crossing - even where such an additional route would have
delivered additional public benefit. However, the Deben, to which this objection relates, has only a seasonal
ferry service.

6. Even if some change to the status quo were needed, it could have taken less impactful forms
i for example:

6a. NE could have financed an enhanced ferry service, based on the successful trial some years ago.
1. In developing our proposals for this stretch of coast we explored the trial dial a ride service
undertaken to extend the ferryds operation throu
of our Overview document talks about this and notes the limitations of the service that led us to conclude it
would not resolve the core issue here.

2. Any proposals to extend the service would require the agreement of the highway authority, which is
the holder of the necessary powers to provide or operate a ferry service or make an agreement with a ferry
operator for this kind of purpose. The highway authority supported our conclusion.

6b. NEOSs proposed estuary route could have been cl as
service is not running 1 thereby avoiding creation of seaward coastal margin.
3. We set out in our report Overview on pages 21 and 22 the reasons why we did not classify the

proposed estuary route as an alternative route.

6¢c. As on the River Yealm in Devon, an alternative route intended for use when the ferry service was not
running could have been aligned well away from the river, using existing highways. This would have
reduced i mpacts and cost s, hatamaltermagve mluteis anly dvAitakle fprgartof thet
time.

4, Our adoption of this approach on the Yealm estuary was driven by the particular and unusual
circumstances there. The Yealm has a pronounced
shoreline is characterised by steep gradients and dense tree and scrub coverage on the steeper lower
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sl opes. The lack of existing access and the conv
wooded terrain would make the establishment of a waterside trail challenging and costly. In addition,
detours would be necessary in places where gardens and historic parkland extend to the riverbank and
there would be limited views of the estuary due to the woodland along the shoreline. Given these
constraints it was decided that the creation of a bespoke estuarial trail would not, in this instance, justify the
substantial additional cost to the national implementation programme. Accordingly, we proposed an
alternative route that makes use of existing inland public rights of way.

5. By contrast, the Deben estuary is a key component of the complex of estuaries which largely
defines the fundamental character of the Essex and Suffolk coastline. It is fairly uniform in shape with a
width of circa 500-750m only narrowing significantly in its upper reaches as it passes through Woodbridge.
This width, together with the presence of sizeable areas of saltmarsh and mudflat, all contribute to the
coastal character of the estuary. The estuary valley sides are broad and gently sloping, and while wooded
in places, the estuary has a generally open aspect. There is existing shoreline public access in large part
(though increasingly fragmented by erosion), and no extensive areas of excepted land requiring significant
detours from the shoreline i with the associated loss of coastal feel. For these reasons, we proposed a
continuous walking route around the estuary as the main ECP route, while aligning it past the two ferry
points to allow users to take the ferry if they wish to at times when it is running.

6. [redacted] note that East Suffolk Council sees the existence of ferries as integral to its character and
a key tourist feature and suggest that our proposals undermine this. This is untrue. Whilst we are not
proposing using the ferry crossing, we have indeed connected the ECP to both sides of ferry crossing to
allow users to easily navigate to them, should they wish to cross the estuary in this way. Furthermore,
during the planning stage, we regularly consulted with East Suffolk Council to ensure that they were happy
with our proposal.

7. NE6s proposals would mean there being twoianelu
following the ferry, the other going around the estuary. This is inconsistent with the legislation and
the Coastal Access Scheme.
1. Under our proposals there is a single route for the estuary, which is deliberately aligned past the two
ferry points so that at times when the ferry is running, walkers have the option (which many will take) to
use the ferry and continue on around the open coast.

8. I t 6 s Hirectdnldgonvenient to expect people to walk 40 km around the estuary rather
than using the ferry to continue their walk around the coast.
1. Whenever the ferry service across the Deben is running, ECP users will be able to use it rather than
continue around the estuary, and experience suggests that many will do exactly this. To facilitate this
happening, the proposed route links directly to the ferry quays at Bawdsey and Felixstowe Ferry.

9.
Qa. Thenewly-f enced path area on the objectords | aind woul d
uncompensated, unusable by the objector, and ineligible for Single Farm Payment.
9b. If gates are put in this new fence, the public will then walk along the top of the flood bank i but if there
are no gates for this reason, the objector would lose the use of a further 24 acres of grazing land seaward of
the fence.
9c. The new fence will need regular maintenance, plus replacement every 10 to 15 years. The access
authority will not have the resources to do this.
1. The o6trail l anddé along the folding wild.l remai
fence seaward of it is intended to reinforce the need for walkers to avoid walking along the crest of the
bank. Lockable gates in the fence will equally ensure that the objector can continue to use and manage the
bank, and we are happy to discuss the number and location of gates for this purpose. We will use signage
at these gates to reinforce the public messaging about not walking along the top of the bank.

2. | mpl ementation of the England Coast Path wil!/l
claim basic farm payments.

3. Ongoing management and maintenance of the trail and any infrastructure associated with it,
including the proposed mitigation measures, will be undertaken by Suffolk County Council who are the local
Access Authority. As a National Trail, the England Coast Path will receive a contribution towards this work
from Natural England in accordance with the national funding arrangements in place at the time.
[redacted] have referenced the documents in Appendix A and B. To avoid repetition please refer

to our comments made in response to the representation made by the Deben Estuary
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Partnership in the Whole Stretch representation comments with reference MCA/FFB
Stretch/R/45/FFB0466.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Appendix A: Deben Estuary Partnership response to the consultation

Appendix B: Proposals from the Deben Estuary Partnership 7 in conjunction with Estuary
Landowners

Representation ID: MCA/FFB5/R/20/FFB0566

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ferry Cliff to Ramsholt

Report map reference: Maps FFB5 a1 e

Route sections on or adjacent to the Proposed route on Maps FFB5a/5b/5¢/5d and 5e from points S001 to
land: S050 inclusive

Other reports within stretch to which this |FFB4
representation also relates

Summary of representation:
[redacted] feels that there are some wildlife matters Natural England appear to have missed or
ignored.

[ redacted] is a retired Public Heal th | nspse
working experience in my profession, the last 25 years of which were spent in the employ of
Suffolk Coastal District Council (now part of East Suffolk Council). He has been responsible
during that time for inspections, investigations (including accident investigations) and statutory
enforcement of The Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 (and the health, safety and welfare
provisions of previous legislation including The Factory Act 1961 and Offices, Shops and
Railway Premises Act 1963) and | was also the Trades Union Safety Representative for the

| ocal branch of HAUNI SONO AQyearSsuf f ol k Coast al
He has lived in the Parish of Sutton for over 25 years. As a regular user of existing public
footpaths to the south-west, north-west and north east of the crossing of the River Deben by the
A1152 at Wilford Bridge and other existing public footpaths between Sutton Hoo and Ramsholt,
he is very familiar with the area and of mg

I n addition to Natur al Engl andds sources of
summer visiting Turtle Doves were present on the part of the proposed path between
MapFFB5a/5b/5¢/5d & 5e from reference points S001 to S050, as were Cuckoos and
Nightingales during their breeding seasons; Bullfinches, Marsh Harriers, Barn Owls and Tawny
Owls are present all year round. There are numerous badger setts all along the areas from
Maps FFB4ato FFB5e. The comment s at D6. 2. 5 pefCondeavationr g
Assessment o, states for parts of the patih (
FFB5e, Aln the areas where badger s, and par
we also propose that the trail sticks to existing PRoW, or nearby walked routes, to seaward.
Thi s, combined with the smal.l anticipated i
nocturnal habits, mean that we dondét expect
t h e mSingply not noting their presence in the large areas covered by Maps series 4 & 5, is no
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excuse for ignoring these aniimanecrificallg or beriouslyd s
endangered species amongst them!

Natur al Engl andds comment

\We thank [redacted] for the bird information he provided but can confirm that the designated SPA/SSSI species
have been fully considered in the Habitats Regulations Assessment/Nature Conservation Assessment/ Nature
Conservation Assessment. Some of the other species mentioned (such as cuckoo and barn owl) are of interest
but would be very unlikely to be directly affected/disturbed by the England Coast Path.

Wi th regards to Badgers, as noted in the NCA we hayv
the areas where badgers, and particularly badger setts, are most likely to be found, we also propose that the trail

sticks to existing PRoW, or nearby walked routes, to seaward. This combined with the small, anticipated increase

i n human activity and the badgersé | argely nocturna
measurable effect on themo.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB5/R/38/FFB0008

Organisation/ person making The Disabled Ramblers, [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: 1. Report FFB 5: All route sections generally
2. Map FFB 5a: Route sections FFB-5-S001
and FFB-5-S008

3. Map FFB 5e: Route section FFB-5-S055
Map FFB 5a Ferry Cliff to Methersgate Hall
Map FFB 5b Methersgate Hall to Nettle Hill
Map FFB 5c¢ Nettle Hill to Rockhall Wood

1 Map FFB 5d Rockhall Wood to Cragpit
Plantation

1 Map FFB 5e Cragpit Plantation to Ramsholt

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-5-S001 to FFB5-S055
land:

Report map reference:

= =4 =4

Other reports within stretch to which this
representation also relates

Summary of representation:

Comment 1

Report FFB 5: All route sections generally

There is a significant and steadily increasing number of people with reduced mobility who use
all-terrain mobility scooters and other mobility vehicles to enjoy routes on rugged terrain in the
countryside, including uneven grass, bare soil or rocky paths, foreshore areas and some sea
wal l s and beaches. Sl opes of 1: 4, obstacl es
that users of all-terrain mobility scooters are used to managing. Modern batteries are now
available that allow a range of up to 60 miles on one charge.

Disabled Ramblers is concerned in particular that Natural England may not have considered
that this group of people may want to access sea walls where they are of sufficient width

77




(mobility vehicles being up to 85cm wide and often 173cm in length), so to enable them to do
this Disabled Ramblers requests that slopes/ramps are provided either instead of, or alongside,
steps where the height of the sea wall is not prohibitive (in which case an alternative access
point, or alternative route, should be identified where possible to enable these users to progress
along the route).

Modern mobility vehicles are large, and many man-made barriers that will allow access to a
manual wheelchair are not large enoughforall-t er r ai n mobi |l ity vehig
scooters, and prevent legitimate access even though users of mobility vehicles have the same
rights of access that walkers do.

\Wherever possible man-made infrastructure should be replaced or adapted to enable these
users to have the same, legitimate, use and enjoyment of the main route of the England Coast
Path that walkers have. Suitability of all structures should always be considered with the
assumption that a person with reduced mobility will be going out without more-mobile helpers,
so will need to operate the structure on their own, seated on their mobility vehicle. Man-made
infrastructure should not be a barrier to access.

Disabled Ramblers requests
1 that new structures to be installed should be suitable for those who use large
mobility vehicles, and should comply with British Standard BS5709: 2018 Gaps Gates
and Stiles.
1 that where existing man-made structures are a barrier to those who use mobility
vehicles, these should be reviewed, and where necessary removed and replaced with
suitable structures to allow access to the England Coast Path.
1 compliance with the Equality Act 2010 (and the Public Sector Equality Duty within
this act)
1 compliance with the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000
1 adherence to the advice from Disabled Ramblers in the attached document Man-
made Barriers and Least Restrictive Access

Comment 2

Map FFB 5a: Route sections FFB-5-S001 and FFB-5-S008

There are 2 existing barriers, at section FFB-5-S001 and section FFB-5-S008 , which should be
reconsidered. If they prevent progress by a user of a large mobility vehicle they should be
replaced with a suitable alternative.

Comment 3

Map FFB 5e: Route section FFB-5-S055

The proposed gap in the fence at section FFB-5-S055 should be large enough and suitably
positioned to allow a large all-terrain mobility vehicle to leave the carpark at this point to pass
along the trail.

Nat ur al Engl andds comment :

Comment 1

Natural England welcomes the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may
present as a barrier to many users of the England Coast Path. Natural England 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 and the protection of the flood
defence systems.
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Natural England acknowledges its duties under the Equality Act 2010 and the Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000, and also the extra responsibilities conferred by the Public Sector
Equality Duty, under the former. Section 4.3.8 of the Scheme outlines that Natural England
follow the principles set out in our publid
easy to use as Natural England reasonably can for disabled people and others with reduced
mobility, whilst accepting that such opportunities will often be constrained by practical
limitations, such as the rugged nature of the terrain or the availability of visitor transport and
facilities.

An important element of equality law is that the needs of those with constrained or restricted
mobility are considered throughout the planning, design and implementation processes, and
t hat they are not simply treat e ddeaveuredto achieve d
this as they have developed our proposals for the Bawdsey to Aldeburgh stretch, and, if our
proposals are approved, will continue to do so through the implementation phase, working
alongside Suffolk County Council, which shares the same responsibilities and duties.

Natural England also recognise the importance of satisfying the relevant British Standards, and
the desirability of complying with the advice contained in the Disabled Ramblers Notes on
Infrastructure and will also be focusing on these documents as Natural England work with the
access authorities.

Natural England also note the Disabled Ramblers advice regarding the larger mobility vehicles
and will ensure this is considered.

Comment 2

The two barriers mapped at sections FFB-5-S001 and FFB-5-S008 are both existing wooden
bollards which stand next to the existing Public Right of Way, which we propose adding
waymarker disks to. These should not prevent progress by users of large mobility vehicles.

Comment 3

Natural England propose to work with Suffolk County Council to ensure that the gap created at
FFB-5-S055 is wide enough and suitably positioned to accommodate as wide a range of
different abilities as possible within the constraints of the surrounding terrain.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):
Appendix C: The Disabled Ramblers Document: Man-made Barriers and Least Restrictive
Access

Representation ID:
MCA/FFB5/R/57/FFB0589
Organisation/ person making [redacted]

representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt

Report map reference: FFB 5e

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-5-S047 to FFB-5-S050
land:
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Other reports within stretch to which this [FFB6
representation also relates

Summary of representation:

[redacted] has spent his whole life on the River Deben, most of it at Ramsholt.
He was in the Coastguard for over 30 years and has been a charter skipper for the last 20+ years.

Because of recent publicity, the car park at Ramsholt has been overfull at weekends leading to cars being parked
all along the narrow approach road and on the roadside verge with resulting damage to the verges and making
access more difficult for emergency and other vehicles. having a connecting public footpath to the south will make
this situation worse. This past autumn and winter, increasing numbers of walkers along the paths on the 2 sections
of wall to the north have resulted in these river walls becoming extremely muddy and are being eroded as a result.
The proposed footpath to the south can only add to, and result in, such problems. This once idyllic area could be
spoilt forever.

Nat ur al Engl andds comment
Natural England thanks [redacted] for his comments.

For this section of England Coast Path, which stretches from Ferry Cliff to Ramsholt, we have
proposed the route along existing Public Rights of Way and Walk routes. There is one small
section of roughly 150m where we are creating new, more direct access. But because we are
following a route which has existing access, we anticipate that there will only be a small
increase in access numbers.

The flood walls to the north of Ramsholt becoming muddy in winter is, from our understanding,
a normal occurrence and something which we took into consideration during our decision
making.

The increase in visitor numbers due to recent publicity was not something that we were able to predict in our
access assessment. Section 4.3.12 of the approved Coastal Access Scheme 2013 states that Natural England fi .
are not required to consider additional visitor facilities such as car parks, toilets or public transport as part of our
proposals to the Secretary of State, ééééeéééeéééeé. .
communities to decide what additional visitor facilities are appropriate. These do not form part of the proposals in

our report. o

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Length Report FFBG6

Full representations?

Representation number: MCA/FFB6/R/65/FFB0625

Organisation/ person making representation: [Royal Society for the Protection of Birds

Route section(s) specific to this Reporti FFB 6

representation:
Map i FFB 6a, 6b and 6¢

Other reports within stretch to which this NA
representation also relates:

Representation in full
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This proposed section of the coast path between the picnic area at Bawdsey and the Ramsholt
pub opens up an approx. 3 mile stretch of the Deben Estuary that has not previously been
accessible by the public. The saltmarsh wes
key avocet roost, which is a feature of the Deben Estuary SPA. This stretch also is a stronghold
for saltmarsh-breeding redshank (amber-listed), which are increasingly rare on the Suffolk coast
and undoubtedly have benefitted from lack of disturbance. The fields landward of the borrow
dyke support up to 10,000 lapwing (red-listed) and golden plover, 50+ curlew (red-listed) at high
tide as well as breeding marsh harrier (amber-listed). See Mason, Excell and Meyer (2014) for
further detail on the siteds I mportance.

The RSPB is very reluctant to support opening up this stretch of the Deben Estuary to public
access. It is particularly concerning that either side of the stretch (Bawdsey picnic area and
Ramsholt pub) are hotspots for human activity and it is therefore plausible that this relatively
short stretch could become a hotspot for recreational use.

It is however understood that Natural England have had productive conversations with Suffolk
\Wildlife Trust about this stretch, relocating it from the sea wall, and making steps to minimise
potential impacts, including fencing off access to the sea wall and to the landward fields. It is
also appreciated that alternative routes inland could have the potential to cause greater
disturbance to birds in the landward fields or would need to use narrow roads that would be
unsafe for walkers.

Al t hough the RSPBO6s view is that it would &
not opened up for public access at all, it acknowledges the above considerations and strongly
recommends the following measures should the stretch be opened:

A - That the entire stretch has a 6dogs on | e
of its Section 26(3)(a) exclusion to prevent dogs escaping through fencing into sensitive wildlife
areas

A - That the fencing type and materials used
deter people from climbing over it

A - That considerable effort and necessary fu
Heaths AONB and Suffolk Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (RAMS)
to provide rangers at key times (i.e. weekends) at either side of this stretch where public access
the path from Ramsholt and Bawdsey to educate and inform users about the importance of the
site for wildlife and behaviour that can minimise disturbance. This will be especially important
when the trail is first opened to ensure local and regular users are targeted before becoming
accustomed to using the route in ways that could undermine the conservation value of the

area

A - That monitoring is undertaken to under st g
further actions needed to protect wildlife can be taken quickly and efficiently.

Natural Englandoés comment s

Natural England thanks the RSPB for their comments on the proposals and their broad support
for our choice of route between Bawdsey and Ramsholt.

Natur al Engl andbés statutory purpose is to conserve,
of present and future generations. In keeping with this we aim to strike the right balance in each circumstance
between securing opportunities for the public to enjoy the natural environment and ensuring appropriate protection
of it when developing our proposals for the England Coast Path.

A full assessment of any potential impacts of our proposals on wildlife and habitats of local and national
importance, and also on the sites and designated features of European importance, was undertaken as part of the
preparation of our proposals. Our detailed findings in relation to FFB6: Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay were published
alongside our proposals in the following documents:
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1 Assessment of Coastal Access Proposals between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey on sites and
features of nature conservation and geological importance concern December 2020,

1 Habitats Regulation Assessment of England Coast Path proposals between Felixsrowe Ferry and
Bawdsey on the Deben Estuary Ramsar site December 2020. January 2020.

In respect of local and national sites and features of nature conservation concern, the assessment found that in
devel oping the new access proposals the appropriate
conservation and access objectives, duties and purposes. In respect of the conservation objectives of European
sites, the assessment found that our proposals are fully compatible with the relevant European site conservation
objectives and that taking into account any incorporated avoidance and mitigation measures, will not have an
adverse effect on their integrity.

The measures we have taken to protect the environment between Ramsholt and Bawdsey
Quay are listed in Coastal Access Report FFB 6 at section 6.2.4. In addition to these we have
also proposed to exclude access to the saltmarsh and mudflat as specified in section 6.2.10.

These assessments did not require special measures to be introduced such as a ranger to
educate and inform users or monitoring to understand the change in recreational use in the
area.

Under the coast al access | egislation, a person who
which means they must: keep the dog on a lead; or keep it within sight, remain aware of its actions and have
reason to be confident that the dog will return reliably and promptly to them on command; and in either case, keep
the dog on land with coastal access rights or other land to which the person has a right of access. In addition, we
have also proposed a stock proof fence on the folding between the trail and the flood defence wall (sections FFB-
6-S003 to FFB-6-S008) as a physical barrier to people and dogs, plus gates to prevent dogs accessing the arable
fields | andward of the trail. As a rlefacdsgary. it i s fe

Our proposals also include information signs to ensure that people are aware of the nature
conservation sensitivities of the area and act accordingly. Not only will this identify key species
such as avocet to be protected on the estuary side of the trail but also those species which can
be found feeding on the arable fields landward of the trail such as dark bellied brent geese,
curlew and lapwing. These information signs are to ensure that people are aware of the need to
prevent disturbance to key species such as avocet and dark bellied brent geese by dogs. This
combination the stock proof fencing and information signs was felt to be sufficient to deter
people from accessing the flood wall.

\With respect to the Coast Path, the route will benefit by being managed to National Trail quality standards, that
include regular monitoring of trail condition and associated signage or other new infrastructure. Should wider
circumstances affecting the site change at any time in the future, Coast Path management can be adapted as
necessary to avoid or reduce any possible negative impacts on sensitive sites. A key feature of ongoing National
Trail management is to work closely with relevant landowners and managers to identify and resolve any issues that
might arise at an early stage.

Relevant appended documents (see section 6):

Representation number: MCA/FFB6/R/17/FFB0058
Organisation/ person making representation: [Suffolk County Council, [redacted]
Route section(s) specific to this FFB 6 Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay

representation:

Other reports within stretch to which this FFB4
representation also relates:
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Whole stretch

Representation in full

Suffolk County Council supports the proposed alignment from Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay,
accepting that the trail should be aligned in the folding to protect the sensitive wildlife features
on this part of the estuary.

However, the County Council would like to see those works proposed as mitigation to fulfil the
objectives of the Habitat Regulations, included in the National Trail maintenance funding
formula. These works include 15 gates, 2 interpretive panels and a stock fence of approximately
1000m for controlling dogs and walkers.

In addition, we would like to see this section of the trail (FFB6-002 to FFB6 010) which is
immediately adjacent to SSSIs and not just within the boundary, included in the uplift. It seems
particularly unfortunate the funding formula neither recognises the necessity of ongoing funding
for the

mitigation works that enable the trail to be opened, nor the proximity of the SSSI and SPA which
requires those additional works.

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.

Natural Englandoés comment s

Natural England welcomes the support of Suffolk County Council in the use of estuary
discretion for the proposals and the alignment around the Deben Estuary that improves the
current PRoW provision.

Suffolk County Council mention 1000km of fencing in the representation but for clarity this
fencing is expected to be roughly 4500km.

Natural England funds all the costs associated with the establishment of the trail and any associated mitigation
works identified in both our Habitats Regulation Assessment and Nature Conservation Assessments. Thereafter
we make a regular contribution to the ongoing management and maintenance of the trail and any infrastructure
associated with it. This contribution is made in accordance with the national funding arrangements in place at the
time.

Natur al Engl and dondt o6éspeci fyd how Nat i onthdearlyyearswe
are not expecting newly installed infrastructure to need much maintenance. As the Access Authority, Suffolk
County Council can therefore use their contributions in the early years to stockpile materials that could be used to
replace structures such as this fencing.

The current funding formula is due to be reviewed in the light of the experiences of developing the England Coast
Path and given the need to maintain mitigation works associated with Habitat Regulation Assessments. Natural
England expect this to happen next year which means it would coincide with the completion of England Coast Path
establishment.

In relation to the comments regarding a financial uplift for those sections of the trail that run
immediately adjacent to Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), NE acknowledge that the
Suffolk County Council has concerns in this area. As noted, the current uplift applies only where
the trail runs directly through a SSSI. This is to recognise the potential for additional
maintenance costs to be incurred and this element of the current funding formula was originally
agreed by a stakeholder group representing all the established National Trails in England
following a review of funding that was completed in 2013. A subsequent review by a group
representing all the trails was carried out
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review of the funding formula as the England Coast Path (ECP) is completed so that we can
look to see if there are any changes that should be made. This process will begin later this year
and will be carried out with the involvement of ECP managers. Suffolk County Cou
constructive input will be welcomed as part of this process, although we are not making any
assumptions at this time as to how this review may change the existing formula.

Relevant appended documents (see section 6):

Ot her representations?

Representation ID: MCA/FFB4/R/8/FFB0541

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay
Report map reference: Maps 6a, 6b, 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB 6: Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this|FFB 4
representation also relates

Summary of representation:

The proposals are a very welcome addition to the access and enjoyment of this special environment.

Natural England is to be congratulated on formulating all FFB proposals which will give great benefits to the
enjoyment of the walkers without compromising the essential quality of the precious and fragile environment of the
Deben estuary.

(originator and Autor of OEast Suffolk Line Wal ksbd
between Ipswich, Lowestoft and Felixstowe.)

Nat ur al Engl andds comment

Natural England thanks [redacted] for his praise and support of our proposals.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/4/FFB0449
Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey
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Report map reference: FFB 6C

Route sections on or adjacent to the Between FFB 6-S008 and FFB 6-S010. Close to Bawdsey picnic site
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this |FFB4
representation also relates
Summary of representation:
The new coast path route around the Deben often follows in the lee of a sea wall. the estuary
itself cannot be seen from the path. This is designed to prevent birds from being disturbed.
[redacted] was expecting some raised viewpoints to be incorporated along the route to view the
estuary to be able to study birds with a telescope. It had been suggested that these viewpoints
could be made wheel chair accessible. He has chosen Bawdsey picnic site as a suggested place.
He cannot find any reference to these viewpoints in the reports.

Natur al Englandds comment :
Natural England thanks [redacted] for his comments. Viewing platforms were considered at a very early stage in
t he planning process, however, on balance we felt i

would lead to skylining and bird disturbance and in turn a negative impact on the designated features of the site.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/63/FFB0627

Organisation/ person making Suffolk Wildlife Trust
representation:

Name of site: FFB 6 Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay

Report map reference: FFB 6a, 6b and 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S019
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this|NA
representation also relates
Summary of representation:
)As noted within the Nature Conservation Assessment for Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey, this section does not have
existing PRoW so is vulnerable to increased risk of disturbance to any species that utilise this section of the
estuary. This relative isolation has meant that important species such as avocet use the saltmarsh to roost (Mason,
Excell & Meyer, 2014). Avocet are a qualifying feature of the Deben Estuary SPA and Ramsar. The fields inland of
the path are used by lapwing, curlew and golden plover as well as brent geese. Dark-bellied brent geese are also a
qualifying feature of the Deben Estuary SPA and Ramsar. Short eared owls and marsh harriers are also recorded
within this area. Suffolk Wildlife Trusts understand that it is difficult to avoid this section for use as the coastal path
however, due to the route connecting the picnic area at Bawdsey and the public house at Ramsholt they believe
there is the potential for a large amount of footfall. They believe that there is a high risk of potential disturbance to
qualifying species of the Deben Estuary SPA and Ramsar as well as other important bird species. Consequently, if
coastal access is granted to this part of the route, Suffolk Wildlife Trust request that the following measures are
included:

They welcome proposals to locate the route along the folding, rather than the sea wall and that fencing will be used
along the length of the path to discourage encroachment onto sensitive areas.

They request that in order to fully safeguard these areas, the fence is carefully designed to physically prevent
people from climbing over, should they be inclined to want to access the sensitive areas. Collaboration with the
Suffolk Disturbance Recreational Avoidance Mitigation Strategy (RAMS) and Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB
should be sought for employment of 6ébeducatorsé at p
importance of the area for wildlife and the behaviour that is required to ensure no disturbance. This includes
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accompanying dogs being kept on a short lead in this section to prevent escape through fencing and disturbance
of roost sites and sensitive features.

They request that monitoring of this area is undertaken to ensure possible threats to the sensitivities, including
disturbance is recorded and further measures to protect wildlife that are subsequently required are implemented
quickly.

Natur al Englandés comment :

Natural England thanks Suffolk Wildlife Trust for their comments and their advice given during the planning
process.

Regarding the fencing, page 63 of the Habitats Regulations Assessment proposed a stock proof fence along with
information signs explaining the importance of keeping dogs under close control.

These assessments did not require special measures to be introduced such as a ranger to
educate and inform users or monitoring to understand the change in recreational use in the
area.

'We note the comment from SWT that additional monitoring should be undertaken to check possible threats to the
sensitivities, including disturbance between Ramsholt and Bawdsey that could have an adverse effect on wildlife.

'We sometimes attach specific monitoring conditions to our proposals, however; in this situation, Coastal Access
Rights will be excluded from the saltmarsh and the flood wall and we see no need for additional monitoring.

\With respect to the Coast Path, the route will benefit by being managed to National Trail quality standards, that
include regular monitoring of trail condition and associated signage or other new infrastructure. Should wider
circumstances affecting the site change at any time in the future, Coast Path management can be adapted as
necessary to avoid or reduce any possible negative impacts on sensitive sites. A key feature of ongoing National
Trail management is to work closely with relevant landowners and managers to identify and resolve any issues that
might arise at an early stage.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID:
MCA/FFB6/R/57/FFB0589
Organisation/ person making [redacted]

representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey

Report map reference: Maps FFB 6a, b and c

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S019
land:

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

[redacted] has spent his whole life on the River Deben, most of it at Ramsholt.
He was in the Coastguard for over 30 years and has been a charter skipper for the last 20+ years.

\With respect to the proposed footpath on the river wall Ramsholt to Bawdsey, he feels that in its current state it
would be foolhardy to allow the public anywhere near it. In December 2013 a tidal surge burst through the tidal wall
just north of Ramsholt Quay flooding the meadowland beyond. On this same night the stretch of wall to the south
was overtopped but did not give way. He witnessed this himself.
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IAs a Coastguard he has seen the public flock to see unusually high tides. The wall in question is almost 3 miles
long and there are areas behind where the land is up to eight feet below sea level. He would hate to think
somebody was on it if it did break through. The last time it went it reached Alderton!

IAs a charter boat operator [redacted] took many bird watchers for many river trips particularly during winter. There
is no doubt in his mind that the stretch of river between Ramsholt and Bawdsey held the best variety of birdlife as
well as the most. There is an assortment of birds of prey as well as Avocets, etc.. Last autumn there was a Crane.
having this stretch of river wall open to the public will have an adverse effect on this existing undisturbed area of
natural and unspoilt, wildlife habitat.

Because of recent publicity, the car park at Ramsholt has been overfull at weekends leading to cars being parked
all along the narrow approach road and on the roadside verge with resulting damage to the verges and making
access more difficult for emergency and other vehicles. having a connecting public footpath to the south will make
this situation worse. This past autumn and winter, increasing numbers of walkers along the paths on the 2 sections
of wall to the north have resulted in these river walls becoming extremely muddy and are being eroded as a result.
The proposed footpath to the south can only add to, and result in, such problems. This once idyllic area could be
spoilt forever.

Natur al Englandds comment :
Natural England thanks [redacted] for his comments.

Natural England wants to clarify that the route between Ramsholt and Bawdsey does not follow the top of the flood
wall as [redacted] notes, but instead is aligned along the folding. Access to the sea wall adjacent to the trail in the
coastal margin will be excluded between Ramsholt and Bawdsey all year round, next to route sections FFB-6-
S003to FFB-6-S008. This restriction is to prevent O6skylin
disturbance to breeding and roosting birds such as redshank, oystercatcher, ringed plover, lapwing and avocet on
the sea wall and estuary side of the trail. See map FFB E6 in the Overview, the Habitat Regulations Assessment
and the Nature Conservation Assessment accompanying this report for further detail.

Regarding the safety of this stretch between Ramsholt and Bawdsey, there are existing PRoW along most of the
other flood walls around the estuary, including the opposite side of the estuary where the landscape is similar 1
with a flood wall and low-lying fields behind the flood wall. Natural England have not been made aware of any
occasions when the public have got into difficulty
people already understand that the coast can be a dangerous environment, and are aware of many of the inherent
risks. Our key principle is that visitors should take primary responsibility for their own safety when visiting the coast
and for the safety of any children or other people in their care, and should be able to decide for themselves the

| evel of personal risk they wish to takeo Suffolk C
have the ability in the legislation to close, or temporarily divert a route if it becomes unsafe. Section 6.4.4 of the
Scheme notes thati Some concerns about coast al access rights

infrequently, or only for part of the year. In these circumstances we may:
1 provide a temporary or alternative route for people to use at times when the
6ordinary6é route is unsuitableo.

In Iline with this principle, |l and subject to coasta
known under English law i considerably lower than the duty of care owed towards trespassers on private land, and
this applies to both natural and man-made features. This makes it extremely unlikely in normal circumstances that
an occupier could successfully be sued in relation to injury on land with coastal access rights. However, as
elsewhere, liability still applies in relation to reckless or deliberate acts or omissions by the occupier, and in some
circumstances to injury caused by the condition of physical infrastructure such as gates or steps installed by the
occupier, but in other respects the level of liability is uniquely low. Our approach to risk management on the trail is
therefore light-touch, aiming to minimise any safety measures that would be restrictive on public access or
enjoyment, or that would conflict with land management or environmental objectives. We may monitor safety at
locations where we have specific concerns, normally working through the access authority.

Natur al Enailnadreddé Padut YW of the Marine and Coastal Ag
public access to, and enjoyment of, the English coastline by creating clear and consistent public rights along the
English coast for open-air recreation on foot. It allows existing coastal access to be secured and improved and new
access to be created in coastal places where it did not already exist. Section 296 of the 2009 Act places a duty on
Natural England and the Secretary of State to use their powers to secure twin objectives:
1 The first objective is to secure a route around the whole of the English coast,
which the 2009 Act refers to as fithe E

mapped line, rather than a physical path.
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9 The second objective is to secure an

enjoy, either in conjunction with their access along the route line, or otherwise.
The provision or improvement of facilities, such a car parks, is not within the remit of the Coastal Access Scheme.

The length of path between Ramsholt and Bawdsey is rural and walkers are expected to wear appropriate
footwear and clothing suited to the terrain. We did not observe any areas which were impassable when developing
our proposals and have not therefore proposed any work to improve the path surface. We would however be open
to doing this at implementation stage should it prove necessary, whilst ensuring we retain the essentially rural
nature of the route. Suffolk County Council, will then take on the management and maintenance of the trail
supported Natural England who fund all the costs associated with the establishment of the trail and any associated
mitigation works identified in both our Habitats Regulation Assessment and Nature Conservation Assessments.
Thereafter Natural England make a regular contribution to the ongoing management and maintenance of the trail
and any infrastructure associated with it. This contribution is made in accordance with the national funding
arrangements in place at the time.

The current funding formula is due to be reviewed in the light of the experiences of developing the England Coast
Path and given the need to maintain mitigation works associated with Habitat Regulation Assessments. Natural
England expect this to happen next year which means it would coincide with the completion of England Coast Path
establishment.

Suffolk County Council will monitor the trail and undertake any remedial work necessary in line with our published
National Trail Standards which can be found here National Trails: management standards - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/49/FFB0581

Organisation/ person making [redacted] and [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey

Report map reference: FFB 6a, 6b, 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S019
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this|NA
representation also relates

Summary of representation:

[ redacted] and [redacted] are | ocal residents who h
and continue to follow matters of interest to local walkers.

They are regular walkers and authors of 2 books of local walks in conjunction with Suffolk Coasts and Heaths
IAONB. There is currently no public access to this part of the river bank. The cliffs along the coast between
Bawdsey and Shingle Street are unstable. There are many visitors to the area and the Foot Ferry between
Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey Quay and the sandy beach at Bawdsey are particularly popular. The only access to
Bawdsey Quay is along the narrow, busy B1083. This is unsafe for pedestrians, in particular for families with
children. The proposed path from Ramsholt would provide safe pedestrian access.

Natur al Englandbés comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] and [redacted] for their supportive comments on our proposals.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-trails-management-standards

Pl ease note that the section between Bawdsey and Sh
please go to the web page for Bawdsey to Aldborough https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/england-coast-
path-bawdsey-to-aldeburgh

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):
20 Walks on the Deben Peninsula

20 more walks around the Deben
www.VillageVoices.org.uk

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/41/FFB0575

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt Marshes to Bawdsey

Report map reference: FFB 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S019
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this |[FFB2, Whole stretch
representation also relates

Summary of representation:
The detail is an alternative route.
The reason is less disturbance to birds especially in the winter

This proposal places the path on the landward side of the flood wall between it and the drainage ditch. In order to
prevent disturbance to protected bird species there is an intention to separate the path from the embankment with
a dog proof fence. This solution is considered unsatisfactory by the local community and dissatisfying as a
landscape experience for the visiting public. There is also doubt over how this section will connect with the coastal
stretch along the Bawdsey frontage, since this is an eroding and particularly hazardous location. Initial reflections
on this suggest that this will need reconsideration.

The river wall path from Ramsholt to Bawdsey has not been used for generations so the wildlife has become used
to no people. Developing a path along the river wall will disturb the wintering birds in this area.

The area inland called Queensfleet/ Ramsholt Marshes is an impassable marsh extending 2 miles inland from the
river wall.

EA One built a temporary stone haul road from Bawdsey to Green Point (halfway to Ramsholt) but their website
https://www.scottishpowerrenewables.com/pages/project _update.aspx

indicates this has or is being removed. It says, " We have installed the EA ONE cables and have completed
approximately 60% of reinstatement works along the 37km onshore cable route. Reinstatement includes removing
our temporary stone haul road,..."

The route of this temporary stone haul road is shown on the drawings 1 to 3 of 22 at the link
http://content.yudu.com/web/2it8t/0A3zd2u/LandPlansSheets15/html/index.html

and | would like to suggest the footpath follows as an alternative route the stone haul road from Green Point to
where the stone haul road crosses Queen's Fleet.

Natur al Englandbés comment :

Natural England thanks [redacted] for his comments. Regarding the dog proof fence, [redacted] has stated that

AThis solution is considered unsatisfactory by the
statement.
Natur al Engl and are aware that walking in the foldi

enable them to enjoy views across the estuary. However, it is the route which we believe provides the fair balance
we are required to achieve in law between creating no negative impacts on sensitive features whilst creating
access for the public along a large stretch of land which has previously had no access. Whilst users will not have
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views of the estuary, they will still gain a sense of the coast with the sounds and smells of the coast along with
seeing coastal plants within the folding.

Regarding the Bawdsey frontage and the connecting s
covered in this report. For this information, please go to the web page for Bawdsey to Aldborough section of the
England Coast Path https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/england-coast-path-bawdsey-to-aldeburgh

[ redacted] notes in his representation that HADevel o
t his areabo. Natur al Engl and mai nt ai ns NatlrahEngland pioposeptiab
that the path is aligned in the folding, rather than on top of the flood wall, to limit bird disturbance. The other
proposals to avoid bird disturbance are outlined in table 6.2.4 in Report FFB6. For more information about how we
came to this conclusion; see the following assessments of the access proposals that we have published
separately:

1 Assessment of Coastal Access proposals under regulation 63 of the Habitats
Regul ations 2017 (as amended) (OHabit a
Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey relating to any potential impact on the conservation
objectives of European sites.

1 Nature Conservation Assessment for Coastal Access Proposals between
Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey, in which we document our conclusions in relation to
other potential impacts on nature conservation.

\While we did not consider aligning the route along the EA One haul road we did consider various inland routes
(listed in table 6.3.2 of Report FFB6) and many of the reasons for which they were deemed unsuitable also apply
to [redacted] suggested route. The reasons include:

1 It passes over, and creates spreading room through an important arable area for
over wintering dark bellied brent geese. See our published Habitats Regulation
Assessment.

1 Itis further away from the sea

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/88/FFB0611

Organisation/ person making [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay

Report map reference: FFB 6a, 6b and 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S019
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this [FFB4
representation also relates
Summary of representation:
It gives pedestrians and runners etc convenient and safe access to Ramsholt without the need
to walk the public highways providing a safe, convenient and scenic route.

Natur al Englandés comment :
Natural England thanks [redacted] for his supportive comments of this proposal
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https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/england-coast-path-bawdsey-to-aldeburgh

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/39/FFB0008

Organisation/ person making Disabled Ramblers, [redacted]
representation:

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey

Report map reference: Map FFB 6a Ramsholt to Ramsholt Marshes

Map FFB 6b Ramsholt Marshes

Map FFB 6c Ramsholt Marshes to Bawdsey Quay
Route sections on or adjacent to the IAll route sections

land:

Other reports within stretch to which this
representation also relates

Summary of representation:

Comment 1

The Accessibility statement Report FFB 6: Ramsholt to Bawdsey (atates:

6.2.6 There are few artificial barriers to accessibility on the proposed route and surfaces and access
of the existing paths and footways are generally of a suitable standard for the trail. However, the nat
coastal terrain is often challengjrfor people with reduced mobility and this is the case on sections of
proposed route because:

1 the trail would follow an uneven grass or bare soil path along a field edge
at Ramsholt (map 6a, sections FFB-6-S001 and FFB-6-S002);

T the trail would follow an uneven grass path in places along the folding
between Ramsholt and Bawdsey (maps 6a to 6c, sections FFB-6-S003 to FFB-6-
S008);

1 the trail includes a short road section at Bawdsey Quay (map 6c¢, sections
FFB-6-S014 to FFB-6- S018).

The Disabled Ramblers is concerned that Natural England has not recognised that there is a significant g
steadily increasing number of people with reduced mobility who useeathin mobility scooters and other
mobility vehicles to enjoy routes on rugdjéerrain in the countryside, including uneven grass, bare soil or ro
LJ §Kax FT2NBakK2NB NBlFLa yR az2yvyS$S aSlk gltfta |yR
are all challenges that users of-tdrain mobility scooters are uséd managing. Modern batteries are now
available that allow a range of up to 60 miles on one charge.

Disabled Ramblers is concerned in particular that Natural England may not have considered that this gro
people may want to access sea walls where they are of sufficient width (mobility vehicles being up to 85¢
and often 173cm in length), so taable them to do this Disabled Ramblers requests that slopes/ramps are
provided either instead of, or alongside, steps where the height of the sea wall is not prohibitive (in which
an alternative access point, or alternative route, should be ideutiaere possible to enable these users to
progress along the route).

Modern mobility vehicles are large, and many rraade barriers that will allow access to a manual wheelch
are not large enough forafl SNNJ Ay Y20Af A& OSKAOf SA 2NJ F2NJ az2
access even though users of mobilighicles have the same rights of access that walkers do.
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\Wherever possible mamade infrastructure should be replaced or adapted to enable these users to have {
same, legitimate, use and enjoyment of the main route of the England Coast Path that walkers have. Suit
all structures should always be camered with the assumption that a person with reduced mobility will be g
out without more-mobile helpers, so will need to operate the structure on their own, seated on their mobili
\vehicle. Marmade infrastructure should not be a barrier to access.

Disabled Ramblers requests
1 that new structures to be installed should be suitable for those who use large
mobility vehicles, and should comply with British Standard BS5709: 2018 Gaps Gates
and Stiles.
1 that where existing man-made structures are a barrier to those who use mobility
vehicles, these should be reviewed, and where necessary removed and replaced with
suitable struc-tures to allow access to the England Coast Path.
1 compliance with the Equality Act 2010 (and the Public Sector Equality Duty within
this act)
1 compliance with the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000
1 adherence to the advice from Disabled Ramblers in the attached document Man-
made Bar-riers and Least Restrictive Access

Comment 2
It is anticipated that the terrain along these route sections will be suitable for all-terrain mobility
\vehicles, so the proposed infrastructure should take this into account.

The 13 proposed field gates along these sections need to be reconsidered, and should either
have a pedestrian gate alongside, or be replaced with a York gate to allow progress along the
route by users of all-terrain mobility vehicles.

The proposed footbridge on Map FFB 6a at section@$801 should be sufficiently large for users ofaitain
mobility vehicles and should have ramps, not steps, at either end; and the gap in the fence at the beginni
section FFB-S003 should befsufficient width too.

Natur al Englandds comment :

Comment 1

Natural England welcomes the Disabled Ramblers comments regarding infrastructure that may present as a
barrier to many users of the England Coast Path. Natural England 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
and the protection of the flood defence systems.

Natural England acknowledges its duties under the Equality Act 2010 and the Countryside and Rights of Way Act
2000, and also the extra responsibilities conferred by the Public Sector Equality Duty, under the former. Section
4.3.8 of the Scheme outlinesthat Nat ur al Engl and follow the principl
Reasonabl e Meansd to make the trail as easy to use
others with reduced mobility, whilst accepting that such opportunities will often be constrained by practical
limitations, such as the rugged nature of the terrain or the availability of visitor transport and facilities.

IAn important element of equality law is that the needs of those with constrained or restricted mobility are
considered throughout the planning, design and implementation processes, and that they are not simply treated as
an 6add onbé6. N a t odeaadurecEmaghiewgerthis asthey hawve developed our proposals for the
Bawdsey to Aldeburgh stretch, and, if our proposals are approved, will continue to do so through the
implementation phase, working alongside Suffolk County Council, which shares the same responsibilities and
duties.

Natural England also recognise the importance of satisfying the relevant British Standards, and the desirability of
complying with the advice contained in the Disabled Ramblers Notes on Infrastructure and will also be focusing on
these documents as Natural England work with the access authorities.
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Comment 2
Natural England note the Disabled Ramblers advice regarding all-terrain mobility vehicles and
will ensure this is considered.

The Disabled Ramblers appear to misunderstand the purpose of the 13 field gates proposed
along these sections. These are not aligned on the path nor do they provide public access for
walkers from adjoining paths. They are proposed to stop dogs accessing the fields landward of
the trail across the existing bridges or culverts on the borrowdyke, whilst maintaining access for
the landowners/landmanagers. As such it would not be appropriate for us to add pedestrian
gates alongside them or replace them with York gates.

Natural England will work with Suffolk County Council to ensure that the footbridge on at section FFB-6-S001 and
the gap at FFB-6-S003 can accommodate as wide a range of different abilities as possible within the constraints of
the surrounding terrain.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):
Appendix A: Man-made Barriers & Least Restrictive Access

Representation ID: MCA/FFB6/R/15/FFB0465
Organisation/ person making

representation: [redacted]

Name of site: Ramsholt to Bawdsey Quay
Report map reference: Maps FFB 6a, 6b, 6¢

Route sections on or adjacent to the FFB-6-S001 to FFB-6-S005
land:

Other reports within stretch to which this [FFB5
representation also relates

We have replicated the representation from [redacted] in full due to its length and complexity.
Please note it refers to the proposals in two Coastal Access Reports, FFB5 and FFB6.

Summary of representation:
[redacted] do not believe that they set a fair balance. In summary:

a) There is no justification for imposing a route across previously undisturbed land as other
more suitable and fairer options are available.

b) Natur al Engl andds Access Assessment (
Nature Conservation Assessment) states t
proposed path across Ramsholt Marshes.

C) The undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow dyke/river wall and saltmarsh represents
a fivery rareo interconnection which has all/l
thrive. This undisturbed grouping would be lost if the path were placed at the foot of the sea
wall.

d) The compensatory measures indicated in the Habitats Regulations and Nature
Conservation Assessments (fencing, signage, section 26(3)a direction to exclude access,
location of path on landward side of bank) assume public compliance. Evidence, not least from
the events of the past year, shows that public compliance cannot be relied upon, even with
clear and simple explanation of the rationale for certain measures. In the absence of
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compliance, those compensatory measures must be considered as null and void, in which
event, those same assessments make clear that there would be significant adverse effects on
many conservation features and species.

e) The trail should have followed the existing Suffolk Coast Path and made use of the ferry
crossing, as now.

f) Natural England could have proposed enhancing the ferry service, based on the results
of the trial that took place.
0) Al ternatively, Natur al Engl and coul d ha

combination with the ferry. Unlike the trail, an alternative route is not constrained by the need to
adhere closely to the coast and could have better avoided currently undisturbed important and
significant wildlife areas.

h) Nat ur al England rejected the O0ferry with
just one scenario (that the alternative route would be operational solely at the times when the
ferry was not available). This option has been used elsewhere on the coast and has not raised
concerns about Ol egal availabilityd. But in
alternative route could follow existing highways/public rights of way; or, the alternative route
could be made available forsetper i od(s) of time to avoid ar
availabilityd; or sections of new route co
) Using an official alternative route enables undisturbed and highly sensitive areas to be
avoided, as, unlike the main trail, the path does not have to be located adjacent to the shore
and does not create management and disturbance issues with margin. The alternative route
should follow existing public rights of way (PROW) inland around the Ramsholt marshes.

)] The impact on the public of such a change would be minimal. The current proposal is for
a contained path, fenced and on the inland side of the bank. There are no views of the river and
therefore no coastal experience. Conversely, with the existing proposal, the potential damage
from disturbance is great. If an inland route complementary to the ferry is deemed to be
required, then aligning an alternative route along existing PROW (see the attached proposal
previously provided to Natural England by the Deben Estuary Partnership) would provide the
public with a route around the river and would also provide a fair balance to the estate.

Introduction

The River Deben is a narrow, long river. It has large undisturbed areas which have enabled
important species to thrive. Its tranquillity is a key and prized characteristic. [redacted] are justly
proud of the environment on the estate, such as the Ramsholt Marshes, which their
management helps maintain and which provides habitat for rare species.

The Suffolk Coast Path currently follows the coast and walkers are able to cross the river using
the ferry between Felixstowe and Bawdsey.

This combination of undisturbed, important habitat and existing river crossing means that
[redacted] do not believe there is justification for extending the coastal trail on a 40km inland
diversion around the estuary.

The legislation does not provide unfettered public access i there must be a fair balance. In the
case of the Estatebds | and, [ redacted] bel i€

Fair balance

The objective of the legislation is to provide coastal access. The policy reason for this must be
that there is deemed to be public benefit from the provision of coastal access.
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If there were no requirement for fair balance, proposals for coastal access would seek to extend
access as far as possible to provide as much public benefit as possible (subject, presumably, to
cost-benefit).

This appears to be the argument for seeking to extend access around the Deben (Option
1). The Overview states: AOption 1 can be del
significant wuser benefitso.

Setting aside, for a moment, the point that any extension of access up an estuary must satisfy
all the additional criteria under section 301 of the 2009 Act, not just s.301(4)(d), the proposals
do not appear to have taken account of the need for fair balance.

[redacted] have had discussions with Natural England and, from the various proposals it has put
forward to us over the course of those discussions, it has been clear that the starting point for
coastal access proposals has always been from an assumption that the trail would extend
around the estuary. [redacted] understand that Natural England NE had an internal meeting in
November/December 2019 to determine whether they would use their discretionary powers.
[redacted] repeatedly asked for input into this discussion and also for details of the internal
meetings and their assessment of why their powers should be used in this case. [redacted] did
not receive anything. [redacted] feel it is especially relevant that Natural England made this
decision prior to undertaking the Nature Conservation and Habitats Regulations Assessments.

This approach has assumed the use of the discretion from the outset, and necessarily colours
thinking towards that option. Had the legislation not included a requirement for fair balance, this
might be a legitimate approach.

However, the requirement for fair balance means that a different approach should have been
taken.

There must be a fair balance between the interests of the public in having rights of access over
the land and the interests of any person with a relevant interest in the land.

How can that fair balance be assessed?

It is clear that the mere fact of creating coastal access weights the scales for the public interest,
as that is the consequence of the policy decision to create coastal access.

Where that creation aligns with existing access adjacent to the sea, the burden on the
landowner may not be very great.

However, where new access is created, or the access is some way from the sea, there is a
much greater impact o the landowner. The scales weight heavily towards the public interest,
and there is not a balance.

In that circumstance, the starting point cannot be T we want access to go here. Instead, there
should be different questions:

- What coastal access is there already?

- What other access is available?

- Is there a need for changes?

- If so, how can this be done in a way that will cause least impact to landowners or the
environment?
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IApproaching coastal access in this way, by considering the need for access with the intention of
causing least disturbance to landowners, a very different conclusion is reached from that in the
reports.

The questions would be something like this:
0 Does the ferry crossing provide access? Yes.
0 Is that sufficient? We believe that it is.

At that point [redacted] reach the conclusion that the existing route i as currently used by the
Suffolk Coast Path and crossing the river by the ferry i is legitimate and meets the coastal
access duty. That would be the proposal within these reports.

However, | et us suppose, for a moment, that
the ferry crossing is not sufficient. What alternatives are there?

From a fair balance perspective, which would seek to minimise the impact on landowners
(bearing in mind that landowners bear the burden of access), consideration could be given to a
number of different options. For example,

- making the ferry service more accessible over a longer period, or

- using the very flexible powers in the legislation which allow the creation of an alternative
route. Such alternatives are not uncommon on long distance paths: the proposals offer a short
route across the ferry, or a long route around the river. This type of solution has been proposed
by Natural England for coastal access in other parts of the country (see, for example, the
Secretary of Statebs decision to approve arn

As [redacted] explain in more detail below, any of these other outcomes could provide a fair
balance for the estate.

Coastal Access and the River Deben

There are many different options which could have been proposed which would better meet the
requirement for fair balance than the current proposals.

1. Ferry crossing

The Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey proposals relate solely to the extension of coastal access

around the River Deben. In making these proposals, Natural England is therefore relying on the
di scretion available to it under section 3¢
2009 Acto) .

There is no requirement for the trail to extend up any estuary further than the seaward limits of
the estuarial waters. The coastal access duty (set out under Section 296 of the 2009 Act)
provides for Natural England and the Secretary of State to secure:

) Afone or Jdistanee routesralgng which the public are enabled to make
recreational journeys on foot or by ferryo,
i) a margin of | and in association with thdg
of its enjoyment by them in conjunction with that route or otherwise, except to the extent that the
margin of I and is relevant excepted | ando.
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Section 296(7) <clarifies that #Afor the purng
regarded as enabled to make a journey by ferry even if that journey can be made at certain
ti mes, or during certain periods, onl yo.

The current Suffolk Coast Path uses the ferry.

There is no legitimate reason why the new trail could not also use the existing ferry crossing.
The legislation specifically ensures that any type of ferry service is suitable for the purpose of
meeting the coastal access duty. The purpose of the legislation is for coastal access, and
interactions with estuaries are only required to the extent that the public is able to make an
onward journey. The ferry enables that.

Cost-benefit

No cost-benefit assessment was published. However, the coastal access scheme notes that the
cost of extending the trail to the first public bridge or tunnel should be proportionate to the
Aextrao public enjoyment of t h eotestbhaathis mightmat be
t he case for example Awhere the first bridd
downstream from the bridge or tunnel provides a convenient means for trail users to cross the
estuary on footo.

The Deben estuary already has public access along at least 80% of its length. That will remain
available regardless of any coastal access proposals. Therefore, it is reasonable that any
additional access should be assessed in terms of the additional benefit provided by that extra
20%.

At least half of the proposed new access will be on the landward side of the flood bank on the
Ramsholt Marshes. There will be no views of the river and so any coastal experience will be
extremely limited.

Further, the first bridge is extremely far from the sea, necessitating an inland diversion of
40km.

Finally, there is already a ferry which provides a convenient crossing point.

The cost of providing access around the Deben amounts to £80,400. Applying this cost to the
20% of new access rather than around the entire river (as 80% of access will remain
regardless), half of which will have no views or coastal experience, suggests that the cost-
benefit would be questionable.

Taking all this together, it would be expected that the trail would simply cross the river at the
ferry.
2. Enhanced ferry services

The current ferry operates a daily seasonal service from May to September, and a weekend
service in April and October.

The CoastalAccess Scheme notes that dAit would be
to a ferry service, for example a plan to enable it to run more regularly or for extra days, weeks
or months for the benefit of trail wuserso.
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The trial winter service cost £7000 in local funding. [redacted] understand that its purpose was
to establish the cost of running such a service and to gauge demand and its success.

Many ferries do not run in the winter simply due to lack of demand. The results from this trial
should inform the need for either an enhanced ferry service, or, alternatively, whether the lack
of winter service is not actually a concern.

Our understanding of this trial and subsequent discussions is that a longer summer service may
well be possible and that options could be explored for a winter service.

Should there be demand for ferry services over a longer period, the coastal trail could use the
existing ferry crossing and Natural England could assist in funding an improved service.

Coastal access report fAoption 20
The coastal access report I|ists as fAoption
ferry.

Natural England rejected this option on the following grounds:

a) the current service is seasonal

b) when the service I s unavailable walkers
trail

C) wal kers would have to finavigate themsel
t heir own routeo around the estuary on exi
d) Existing PROW are not as convenient or
perpetuity as coastal change would under mi

S5 0 0n <

These reasons are not valid, as [redacted] explain below.

The legislation specifically permits a seasonal ferry service. The natural consequence of
allowing this i something clearly foreseen and accepted within the legislation T is that this
would result in an interrupted journey at certain times of year or in users finding their own way
around an estuary (or following an existing estuary path). It cannot, therefore, be a reason for
rejecting the ferry route.

The references to existing PROW are those around the estuary. The coastal access proposals
appear to have been approached from a presumption that a continuous route must be available
at all times and that opportunities to extend coastal access as far inland as possible should also
be taken. This is not the case. If it were so, then the legislation would not permit a part time or
seasonal ferry service.

The report acknowledges that there are PROW for around 80% of the estuary. The parts of the
estuary without such PROW are also, in the main, those parts with nationally important sites
and species.

In judging balance, coastal access was not intended to be about taking the opportunity to create
the most access possible. It was intended to allow a flexible approach to enable locally aligned
solutions to be created which would take account of local factors, such as existing ferry
services, important tranquil places and nationally important environments. It is disappointing to
see that flexibility being used to propose a path which is likely to bring a very large increase in
people into a highly sensitive environment, such as the Ramsholt Marshes.

The Overview report refers to the core criteria set out under section 297 of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act 2009. It refers to the need to have regard, among other things, to the
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desirability of ensuring that interruptions are kept to a minimum. The Overview does not refer to

t hose other factors. The report does howeve
considerationo and, further, dGCoastPathreliescon wh ol
delivering continuity of the route so far 4

presence of an estuary would interrupt this continuity of access along the open coast, then this
would constitute a strong prima facie reason for the trail to serve the estuary too, at least to the
extent to enable users to continue their on

The obvious conclusion to be drawn is that considerable weight has been given in this report to
the question of continuity.

However, the legislation does not emphasise continuity over any other aspect. Indeed, it
specifically allows that a ferry crossing, even if seasonal or part time, is sufficient. Such a
crossing could not, therefore, be considered an interruption to continuity.

Further, the legislation actually gives greater weight to other criteria than continuity. Section 297
states that regard fimusto be had to the saf
Conversely, it is only ndes iamiaimimeand itisasaonly n t
desirable that the route adheres to the periphery of the coast and provides views of the sea.

The question of convenience is not specifically addressed in the report. However, in terms of
the convenience of users making their way along the coast, it is obvious that the most
convenient route for making an onward journey is by way of the ferry. A 40km inland diversion
cannot in any way be described as convenient. The Coastal Access Scheme notes (para 4.3.)
that Afor the route to be convenient, it sh
enable people to make reasonable progress if their key aim is an onward walk around the
coasto.

A trail which diverts 40km inland to arrive at a point some 300m further along the coast cannot
be considered to be convenient or Areasonahp

In addition to these over-arching criteria, parliament included additional matters which should be
considered where there is an estuary (section 301 of the Act). There is no obligation to provide
access along an estuary, but Natural England must consider these additional matters (as well
as any others that might be relevant) if it wishes to exercise its discretion to extend access up
an estuary.

The purpose of these additional criteria was to encourage consideration of the character of the
estuary. Parliament recognised that estuaries were different from the coast. There were various
means of crossing estuaries and enabling an onward journey; there would be environmental
considerations; estuaries varied enormously in character with some having a very coastal
character and others being much more river-like. It was not enough to consider safety,
convenience, continuity, proximity and the fair balance. The nature of the land, the topography,
the width of the river, the recreational benefit, the amount of excepted land, physical features
and the existence of a ferry were all matters which were also required to be considered.

The Explanatory Notes to the 2009 Act expl g

Nat ur al Engl and must have regardo. For exan
whether it bears a greater resemblance to either typical costal landort y pi ¢ a l rive
the width of the river, which again would contribute to whether it is closer to typically coastal or
to typically riverine | ando.
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The explanatory notes make clear that some assessment is required of these additional matters
as to whether the estuary is sufficiently coastal and lacking in crossing points (such as a ferry)
to cause Natural England to exercise its discretion.

The Overview provides some basic facts under each of these additional criteria. The Deben
Estuary is fAgenerally rather narrowo; ther€g
relatively rareo; the estuary swdessitymiral hi n 3
settlements; Sutton Hoo, near Woodbridge, is a popular attraction, as are some local pubs;
there is the seasonal ferry which gives fin
important for wildlife and is designated at national, European and international levels; there are
ino | arge areas of excepted |l ando. The recr
t hat approximately 80% of the estuary i s se€
accessacrossRams hol t Mar shes (the estateds | and)

There is no assessment of these factors, nor of the impact that any proposals might have on
affected land. It is therefore difficult to understand what relevance any of these factors had in
the decision to propose the use of the discretion.

From the assessment of the estuary criteria, it is also entirely possible to draw the conclusion
that the ferry service would be sufficient.

@

One of the reportbés objections to using th
wal kers would have to finavigate themsel vesaq
t heir own routeo around the estuary on exi s

The legislation permits a seasonal or part-time ferry service. Had parliament been concerned to
maintain continuity at all times, or to ensure that walkers did not have to navigate themselves
around an estuary, the legislation would have made it a requirement either that only a
permanent ferry service would be sufficient, or, in the event of a part time ferry service, that a
route around the estuary must be identified so that walkers are able to always follow a defined
route.

That it did not do this reflects, not least, that requirement for fair balance.

3. Alternative route in combination with a ferry service.

The Overview lists as Option 3 the use of the seasonal ferry service in conjunction with an
al ternative route Afoll owing existing PROW
existing PROW) for when the ferry service is not available. It notesthatit hi s woul d
continuous access along the open coast for walkers in the spring/summer utilising the ferry
service, and a continuous wal ked route alteg

The Overview rules out option 3 on the following grounds:

) No spreading room would be created.

i) There would be disproportionate cost involved in establishing the trail as it would only be
available for 5 months of the year.

i) New sections of trail (up to 8.2 km) wol
hours or months) when the ferry service was
di fficult to manageo, Afa pot eretrisalangdo prooe ed
securing these rights all year roundo.
iv) It would offer very limited improvements to existing access around the estuary.

[redacted] will deal with each of these in turn.
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)] Spreading room

Itistruethatanal t er nati ve route does Haveverctheg reote that i s
extensive directions to exclude access along all the estuary are proposed under either s25A
(unsuitable for access due to salt marsh and mud flat) or s.26(3)(a) (exclusion of access for
environmental protection).

There are some small sections where the path is located inland. However, they note that where
this occurs the land is often arable land and therefore excepted from access rights.

The extent of any spreading room appears minimal, at best. In terms of this criterion, they can
therefore see little practical difference for walkers whether the route is a coastal trail or an
alternative route.

i) Costs

The total cost of establishing the trail around the estuary is £80,400. Of that cost the greater
part is required for Report 2 (£21,500) and Report 6 (£44,300). Both those reports contain
sections of new access.

[redacted] are not able to comment on Report 2.

\With regard to Report 6, the costs relate to particularly to the new fencing, gates and
interpretation deemed necessary to mitigate the environmental impact of placing the path
across the currently undisturbed Ramsholt Marshes.

\While [redacted] have substantial concerns that such measures will be sufficient to prevent
disturbance to protected species (see below), for the purposes of costs they note that:

: There would be minimal costs if an alternative route were to follow existing public rights
of way.

! An alternative route travelling from Bawdsey via Alderton along PROW/highway would
provide passing trade to businesses there.

| The public will have a very limited coastal experience while using any new path across
Ramsholt Marshes; a more inland route following existing PROW/highway would provide open
views of the marshes with little additional public cost;

! Aligning an alternative route along PROW would enhance those PROW.

: They also have concerns that the County Council will have the funds or the desire to
maintain all this infrastructure going forward. The owners of the Estate should not have the
burden of repairs and maintenance for the trail placed on them, but the fencing will require
replacing every 101 15 years, which is a significant cost and not one they can foresee the
council wishing to commit to.

i) Legal availability

The Overview claims that fAwhere new sectio
rights of way, the paths provided to o6fill
available at the times (i.e. the hours or months) whentheferry ser vi ce was r u
It claims this would be ficonfusing for the
source of conflict with | and manager so.

n

\What is confusing is that such concerns have not been raised on other parts of the coast where
an alternative route has been proposed as a diversion to a season/part-time ferry.
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The report for the Yealm estuary (Cremyll to Kingswear: Report 3) has just been approved by
the Secretary of State.

This proposes: fAAlternative route: An alter
ordinary route between the landing stage at Warren Point and the steps at Ferry Wood near
Noss Mayo. This Oalternatived r bwayseanexistihgl m 3

walked permissive route and rights of way including parts of the Plym to Erme Trail and would
be available at times when the ferry service is not running. It would extend to Wapplewell,
Brixton and Yealmpton which are the first public foot crossings over the River Yealm and its
tributaries. See maps CKW 3a to CKW 3j and table 3.3.1 below for more details. 3.2.11 The
ferry operates a seasonal service from 1st April until 30th September and runs every day
between 10 am i 4 pm daily. The service may be restricted to the core hours of 10 am to 12
noon and 3 pm to 4pm each day, during bad weather or quieter times. Direct contact (a mobile
number) with the ferry is available and wel

This quite clearly indicates that an alternative route is considered suitable and satisfactory
where there is a seasonal/part-time ferry, notwithstanding that not all of the route passes along
ways which are highways/public rights of way.

Notwithstanding this precedent, should concerns about legal availability remain, [redacted]
suggest that

a) The alternative route could easily be located along existing PROW/highway (see below).
b) The route could have been made available for set periods/times, for example, October to
April, rather than Awhen the ferry isndt r
C) Natural England could have explored with all relevant landowners around the estuary the
options for an alternative route where there are no existing PROW, such as permission and
dedication.

V) Extent of improved access

The Overview says that providing an alternsg
to access around the estuary. [redacted] assume this refers to the provision of an alternative
route which is limited to times when the ferry is not available.

This assessment ignores the overall context T which is that the provision of coastal access, in
itself, provides improvement in access.

[redacted] note that there is no requirement in the legislation for access to be improved around
estuaries. As noted above, estuarial access must be considered in the context of the ability for
users to make an onward journey around the coast (in this context meaning a path next to the
sea) and taking account of many other estuarial criteria.

However, perhaps the most pertinent point is that the Overview considers only the provision of
an alternative route for when the ferry is not operational. An alternative route situated on PROW
would offer the following benefits:

: It would be permanently available.

: It would offer clarity to users.

: It would provide additional public benefit being a defined alternative route should users
not wish or be able to utilise the ferry. V
the estuary but could follow a signed alternative route.

! It would provide a fair balance for landowners and environmental interests.

: It would ensure that there was no risk of inadvertent/malicious disturbance to currently
undisturbed marshes and fragile wildlife sites as, unlike the main trail, an alternative route does
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not have to be located adjacent to the shore and does not create management and disturbance
issues with margin.

| An alternative route makes sense to users: the England Coast Path follows the ferry. If
users are unable or do not want to use the ferry, then they can follow the 40km alternative route
around the river.

4. Alternative route using PROW

The report does not consider any other options for an alternative route, such as using existing
PROW.

The report also does not consider the benefits that having an alternative route offers over a
main trail. In particular, an official alternative route enables undisturbed and highly sensitive
areas to be avoided, as, unlike the main trail, the path does not have to be located adjacent to
the shore and does not create management and disturbance issues with margin.

Just by taking an alternative route inland of the Ramsholt Marshes on existing PROW, costs
would be reduced by more than half. Walkers would have a main route across the ferry and an
optional alternative route around the estuary, while important species would remain
undisturbed.

The legislation

[redacted] note that the effect of the current proposals will be to provide two trails between
Bawdsey and Felixstowe.

This is contrary to the legislation and Coastal Access Scheme.
The proposal is that one trail will use the ferry.
A second trail is proposed around the estuary.

[ redact ed] note that the coast al access dut
coast, not multiple routes.

That route may enabl e the public to make | o
for there to be a trail both by ferry and on foot.

Section 301 of the 2009 Act includes a requirement to consider the existence of a ferry. There is
no provision either there or in the Coastal Access Scheme that indicates that an estuarial route
would be in addition to a main route across the river.

If there is a need to provide an additional route around the estuary, then this can only be by way
of identifying an fAdalternative routeo.

As an aside, [redacted] note that East Suffolk Council sees the existence of the ferries along the

coast as integral to its character and a key tourist feature. The current proposals undermine
rather than support the ferries.

Impact of coastal access proposals on the Estate
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Financial

The current proposal is for an enclosed path of approximately 4.5km. This represents the
enclosure and |l oss of some 3.5 acres of theg
estate, in practical terms it will not be accessible, being an entirely fenced path. This loss 1
equivalent to over £26,000 of capital value (assuming a very conservative value of £7500/acre)

I is uncompensated.

In addition, this land will have to be excluded from single farm payment claims, resulting in
additional annual losses. It will also no longer form part of the coastal grazing land, and that too,
represents a loss.

The proposed fence along the inland side of the sea wall currently has no provision for gates.
This would mean that a further much greater area of our land, comprising all the land on the
estuary side of the proposed fence, and amounting to 24 acres, would be entirely inaccessible.
Clearly gates will need to be provided within the proposed fence. If such gates are not to be
provided, then access to our own land will have been denied and the financial impact will be
substantially greater.

[redacted] note that the current provision T which is effectively to create an enclosed route
acrossthee st at e Disnoldifferent, in practical terms for us, to a public right of

way. Indeed, if it were a right of way, they would have the ability to seek a diversion or
extinguishment of the route, something not provided for under coastal access. Were the
highway authority to propose a public right of way, it would be required to pay compensation for
the loss of the land and impact caused. Coastal access proposals are supposed to provide a
right of access across land without imposing an undue burden on us, as landowners. Just in
terms of the impact on our land and the loss of our ability to farm and use several acres of land,
results in a significant burden which they believe is incompatible with the legislation.

The proposal for 4.5km of fencing raises concerns as to whether the County Council will have
the funds or the desire to maintain all this infrastructure in the future. The owners of the Estate
should not have the burden of repairs and maintenance for the trail placed on them. The fencing
will require replacing every 107 15 years. Current costs are around £30,000 which is a
significant cost and not one [redacted] can foresee the council wishing to commit to.

Conservation

The land between Ramsholt and Bawdsey is currently completely undisturbed by public
access.

The Overview notes that ASeveral i ndi vidual
Deben Estuary Partnership) expressed concern about the potential disturbance of sensitive bird
species on the entire Deben Estuary in particular where thereiscurr ent | y no pub

The Nature Conservation Assessment states:

AThis route section is approximately 5km | d
stretch in having no existing PRoWs, eitheront he shoreline or inl an

The effect of that lack of disturbance is immediately apparent:

ARThe absence of dasgdsaurcesofidisturtarcea Has enabladda high level of
conservation value to establish on this route section. It is primarily focused on the more-or-less
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continuous, 4.5 km long strip of saltmarsh (of variable width), but also applies to the extensive,
low-lying farmland to landward, which reaches as far inland as Alderton (over 3 km from the
shore), and is bisected by numerous wet channels. Most of the land between these channels is
intensively managed arable, so their individual corridors of marginal, wetland vegetation are
narrow, but they jointly comprise a substantial wildlife resource. Birds utilising the saltmarsh
includes such key species as avocet and redshank, while Mason, Excell & Meyer (2014)
recorded that, as well as brent geese, neig
| apwing, curlew and, more recently, gol den
varies from year to year, according to the crops being grown and their stage of development.

AThe areas of saltmarsh and farmland are s¢g
borrowdyke, which are only lightly managed and, therefore, support good numbers of
passerines, small mammals and reptiles, making them attractive to birds of prey such as marsh
harriers and short-e ar ed owl s. 0O

This site supports species of national and international importance and provides a rare
undisturbed resource. It is baffling that Natural England, a body charged with protecting the
environment, is proposing to allow the public, and their dogs, through this extraordinarily
important site.

Natur al Engl andds own Access Assessment (no
Nature Conservation Assessment) states that
proposed path between Ramsholt and Bawdsey.

The consequence of this will be an influx of people onto a site that has previously provided a
tranquil and undisturbed environment.

The Habitats Regulations and Nature Conservations Assessments propose compensatory
measures to mitigate the impact of this new access on this undisturbed site.

These include locating the path on the landward side of the bank, fencing to prevent people
from entering the seaward land (which will be subject to section 26(3)(a) direction to exclude
access, as well as Section 25A directions to exclude access to salt marsh and mud-flat), and
explanatory signage.

The Habitats Regulations Assessment does not assess the likely levels of use of the new
access rights 1 it simply assesses whether the implementation of such rights is likely to have a
significant adverse effect.

In the case of this section of the river, it concludes that dark bellied geese and avocet are
indeed at risk of a likely significant effect. These risks come from a variety of possible sources,
including disturbance from people using the proposed path, damage to or loss of supporting
habitat and damage to functionally linked land.

It appears that there may be no minimum level for such possible disturbance. The assessment
notes that:

AThe | evel of risk will wvary along the rout
likely to bring people close to places on which birds depend, including undisturbed high tide
roost sites and important feeding areas. The risk of disturbance is increased on rising tides
when birds are forced to feed closer to sef§d

The appropriate assessment reinforces this concern that any level of disturbance may be
detrimental. It states:
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AThe nature, scale, timing and duration of
that is, any human-induced activity sufficient to disrupt normal behaviours and/or distribution of
birds at a level that may substantially affect their behaviour, and consequently affect the long
term viability of the population. Human disturbance associated with this proposal may take a
variety of forms including noise, presence

The Habitats Assessment notes that:

ABirds use the estuary in particular ways,
or when the feeding areas are completely covered moving on to surrounding arable land or wet
grazing marshes. The ability to do this is fundamental to their success on the estuary and
ultimately to their survival. Understanding the way that birds use the estuary allows most
accurate assessments of their susceptibility to disturbance and therefore the potential impact of
a project. Extract from The Deben Estuary and its hinterland: Evaluation of key areas for birds,
recreational disturbance issues and opportd

The primary favoured roost site for Avocet is along the saltmarsh and mudflat south of
Ramsholt, adjoining the currently undisturbed section of coast through the estate.

The undisturbed estate land south of Ramsholt is similarly a large and significant roost site for
dark-bellied geese.

The assessment states that Alt is important
roosting siteso.

't advises that: @ Ov e rbelliechlireatrgeese@re ainarable to gisuad and
noise disturbance whilst feeding and roosting on the estuary, with the main causes of
disturbance being walkers, dogs, light aircraft, watersports and nearby shoots. High levels of
disturbance can lead to higher energy expenditure, reduced feeding time and the forced use of
sub-optimal feeding areas [REF 22] Disturbance on the Deben Estuary is currently low and
highly seasonal, with most disturbances occurring during spring and summer when recreational
use of the estuary is high. Recreational usage, and therefore disturbance, is low during winter
when avocet and dark-bellied brent geese are present upon the estuary. Whilst disturbance
levels are currently low, populations of both species could be adversely impacted if recreational
di sturbance increaseso.

The Nature Conservation Assessment suggests there will be little impact on breeding marsh
harriers from the designation of the route in this area. It also suggests that they have not been
present, due to Scottish Poweros cable rout

This is incorrect. Scottish Power have to stop work between April i August in each year on
certain sections of the route. Ecologists have identified nesting marsh harriers being present for
the last 2-3 years. In evidence of this, [redacted] attach a request from them dated 16 April
2020 seeking permission to establish an alternative access because of the Marsh Harrier
exclusion zone (400m) around the nest. [redacted] also have a number of ecologist reports from
Scottish Power showing that marsh harriers are present.

See, for example, the Ecological Mitigation Plan for the Deben estuary SPA contained within
the Landscape and Ecological Management Strategy:
http://content.yudu.com/web/2it8t/0A3zd2u/OutlineLandscapeandE/html/index.html?page=104

This notes the presence of active marsh harrier nests and advises that where ecological
surveys show active nest s, Awor ks i n the ar
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established. The scales of the exclusion zone varies according to the activity to be undertaken,
but Aactivities that involve people outsi dge€g

Further, should marsh harriers nest closer than this, then Scottish power will explore additional
measures or, as a final backstop, activitieg
commi tted of disturbing a Schedule 1 breedi

[redacted] are concerned that, despite providing evidence of this to Natural England, this
information has not been taken into consideration in the Nature Conservation Assessment.

[redacted] note the concerns of the Suffolk Wildlife Trust in respect of the impact of a route
behind the seawall on protected species.

The SWT has stated:

AA breeding redshank survey in 2018 demonst
area immediately adjacent for this breeding species and SSSI feature. Despite the offshore
windfarm cabling construction site causing disturbance to the upper sections at the time, there
were still 11 pairs of breeding redshanks close to the wall on the saltmarsh there (plus 8 pairs of
oystercatcher, a pair of avocets and ringed plovers).

There are a number of other factors, principally potential and likely disturbance (and then
abandonment) of the high water avocet roost that regularly occurs downstream of Ramsholt
Quay (often they stand in the shallows at high tide just inside the saltings). This would
constitute a detrimental impact to an overwintering SPA-qualifying species. Other SPA wader
and waterfowl species would also be disturhb

The SWT notes that AThis particul ar $witht i on
undisturbed groupings of hinterland, borrow dyke/river wall complex, and saltmarsh

habitats. This is something of a rarity these days, and the sheer number of waders and
waterfowl! (as well as notable species such as breeding marsh harrier in Queens Fleet i a
Schedule 1 breeding species) using this region of the estuary is testament to very low levels of
human and canine activity. As the estuary is narrow as well, having a walking route on the wall
crest would create disturbance, especially in winter months, even with low volumes of
pedestrian footfall. The skylining effect of a single person on the wall can be sufficient in
pushing birds to flight, making them move to the opposite side of the estuary, which already has
a path. The net result is increased disturbance and high chance of winter mortality for key
species through energy wastingo.

Key points from this are that the estuary i
groupings of hinterl and, borrow dyke/river
Asomet hing of a rarity these dayso.

The Asheer number 0 of waders and waterf owl
canine activityo.

Further, the skylining effect fAof a single
flight i increasing disturbance and winter mortality.

[redacted] also note that the proposed path is in a very low lying and wet area, next to a borrow
ditch and at the bottom of a river wall.

Taken with the fAlarge increaseodo in people v
winter the track will become damaged and muddy. This will invariably result in people trying to
spread out from the route and at that point people will be further encouraged to either spread on
to the river wall or the arable land.
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There is a proposal for fencing adjacent to the sea wall to prevent people spreading. However,
this fencing will need to have gates installed to enable the land to continue to be grazed and
managed by the estate.

Taken together with what would be a natural desire to explore the bank and view the estuary,
and combined with necessary access points, [redacted] think it is highly likely that even small
numbers of people will spread from the proposed path onto the wall. The disturbance effect
from this is known to be substantial.

The conservation assessment recommends a number of mitigating measures. It concludes that
where these are provided, and (it assumes) complied with, the likely significant effects will be
reduced sufficiently to enable the project to go ahead. However, this assessment clearly does
not include the impacts on the breeding Marsh Harriers as that information was not
considered. [redacted] also do not think that it has considered the provision of fencing with
gates providing access points to the sea wall, which is a different proposition from a single
4.5km run of fencing.

Further, neither the habitats nor the nature conservation assessments appear to consider:

: The totality of the unusually biodiverse nature of the estuary;

| The very rare interconnection of the undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow
dyke/river all and saltmarsh (and how that results in the unusually biodiverse nature of the
estuary);

| The sheer numbers of waders and waterfowl, and how that is a consequence of the very
low levels of human and canine activity;

| That the skylining effect of just one person can be sufficient to cause disturbance; and

| The likelihood that with a significant increase in numbers of people and dogs, their mere
presence will itself be a cause of disturbance.

[redacted] note the following points:
| The Overview acknowledges that some Mfdasp
addressed fully in our proposalso. These in
sea wal l bet ween Ramsholt and Bawdsey. See
: That public compliance with measures cannot be relied upon, however compelling the
rationale (as the last year has demonstrated).

: That both the Suffolk Wi ldlife Trust and
concern about the potential disturbance of sensitive bird species on the entire Deben Estuary in
particular where there is currently no publ
: That important information, for example about nesting Marsh Harriers, has not been
included in the report, or assessed.

| That the undisturbed grouping of hinterland, borrow dyke/river all and saltmarsh
represents a fver yi anathaewnuld be lbseifrthe pathrwere placed at the
foot of the sea wall.

The compensatory measures indicated in the Habitats Regulations and Nature Conservation
IAssessments (fencing, signage, section 26(3)a direction to exclude access, location of path on
landward side of bank) assume public compliance. Evidence, not least from the events of the
past year, shows that public compliance cannot be relied upon, even with clear and simple
explanation of the rationale for certain measures. In the absence of compliance, those
compensatory measures must be considered as null and void, in which event, those same
assessments make clear that there would be significant adverse effects on many conservation
features and species.

[redacted] request that the current proposals are modified in one of the ways proposed below.
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[redacted] also note that Natural England is permitted to make comments on this objection to an
Appointed Person. They request that we have sight of those comments and an ability to fact
check these. This will ensure transparency and fairness of process.

Proposed Modification Options:

1. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. There is no need to use the estuary
discretion beyond these points. (See sections 296(2)(a) and 296(7)of the 2009 Act).

2. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. Natural England should fund
additional ferry services, for example, over the winter.

3. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. An alternative route could be
provided around the River Deben either while the ferry is not available (see Secretary of State
decision for the River Yealm), or for a specified period of time (e.g. October to April). Should
this option be followed, the proposed route across the Ramsholt Marshes (Sections FFB-6-
S001 to FFB-5-S006) should be relocated to existing public rights of way. This addresses the
point about cost/benefit of a seasonal alternative route which was raised in the report.

4. The trail should use the Felixstowe to Bawdsey ferry. An alternative route could be
provided around the River Deben solely making use of existing public rights of way or newly
dedicated land. This would enable such a route to be continuously available year-round.

Summary of the objectords key points, with Natur al
9. There are better options than putting the ECP through the previously undisturbed land that
the objectorownsiespecially since the public wonoét bene

the flood bank, unable to see the river they are walking around.
1. Although on the objectordéds | and the public w
out in our report, this part of the proposed trail will connect with others benefiting from spectacular
estuary views that would not be forthcoming from the route options the objector prefers. People using
this part of the route will know this is so and will sense and appreciate the proximity of the estuary, not
least because of the sounds and smells of the coast they experience along the folding and its array of
coastal plants.

10. NE predict a large increase in public use, and this will cause new disturbance to this rare
interconnection of salt marsh, flood bank and hinterland.
1. Along this stretch between Ramsholt and Bawdsey there are no established visitor facilities and no
intersecting public footpaths. There is a pub and car park at Ramsholt and a car park and public toilets
at Bawdsey, as well as a seasonal (April-October) ferry to Felixstowe Ferry. These will attract some
additional walkers who may leave a car at each end and walk this section, but this is not at this stage
thought to be significant.

2. The overall lack of attractors here combined with the length and remote nature of much of this
section means that overall, itdéds I|Iikely to be
opposite bank (between Felixstowe Ferry and Hemley). On the opposite bank we found that although
visitor numbers to both Felixstowe Ferry and Waldringfield are quite high, our observations were that
most people tend to stay within the vicinity of both locations. Aside from the area close to Felixstowe
Ferry and that around Waldringfield, we found this section is relatively lightly used by walkers with the
sections around Hemley and Falkenham Creek particularly quiet.

3. So although we do expect the objectoroés | and
to its current baseline of zero, we do not expect these visitor numbers to be substantial in absolute
terms.

4. Afull assessment of any potential impacts of our proposals on wildlife and habitats of local and
national importance, and also on the sites and designated features of European importance, was
undertaken as part of the preparation of our proposals. Our detailed findings in relation to FFB 5: Ferry
Cliff to Ramsholt were published alongside our proposals in the following documents:

9 Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey Nature Conservation Assessment
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11.

1 Felixstowe ferry to Bawdsey Habitats Regulations Assessment

5.  We note in our Nature Conservation Assessment (NCA) for this stretch that the absence of any
significant land-based sources of disturbance has enabled a high level of conservation value to
establish on this route section. This is primarily focused on the more-or-less continuous, 4.5 km long
strip of saltmarsh (of variable width), but also applies to the extensive, low-lying farmland to landward,
which reaches as far inland as Alderton (over 3 km from the shore) and is bisected by numerous wet
channels. Most of the land between these channels is intensively managed arable, so their individual
corridors of marginal, wetland vegetation are narrow, but they jointly comprise a substantial wildlife
resource.

6. Accordingly, we designed the route to minimise any disturbance, and to include appropriate
mitigation. For example, we propose that the ECP follows a new access route almost entirely at a low
level along the seawall folding, and adjacent to the borrowdyke. The only exception is the first few
hundred metres, at Ramsholt, which is on the seaward edge of an elevated arable field. We do not
propose any spreading room or accessible areas landward of the trail. The trail will be tightly
constrained between the borrowdyke and a new fence all the way between Ramsholt and Bawdsey,
with management signage raising awareness of t
wildlife to disturbance and asking that dogs are kept under effective control at all times.

7. Inrespect of local and national sites and features of nature conservation concern, the assessment
found that in developing the new access proposals the appropriate balance has been struck between
Natural Englandds conservation and access obje
conservation objectives of European sites, the assessment found that our proposals are fully
compatible with the relevant European site conservation objectives and that taking into account the
measures summarised above, they will not have an adverse effect on site integrity.

Marsh harrier nest on that land and Scottish Power observe a 400 metre exclusion zone at

those times in order to avoid the offence of disturbing a Schedule 1 breeding species. The HRA
failed to address this point.

13.

1. We have taken Marsh Harrier into consideration when making our proposals - they are discussed
in section D.7 of the NCA. Regarding the cabling works having to stop for certain months of the year
and the 400m exclusion zone referred to, this is due to the high levels of disturbance caused by the use
of heavy machinery. This distance is determined by the type of work being undertaken and the season.
There is nothing in law which states what Marsh Marrier exclusion zone should be implemented more
widely.

NE mitigation measures relied upon by the HRA/NCA assume a level of public compliance
at candét in fact be assured.
1. Walkers do not like conflict with landowners and consequently a well waymarked path such as the
England Coast Path (ECP) is an attractive prospect. For that reason, we expect that the vast majority of
people using coastal access rights in the area will stick to the line of the trail. Experience on national
trails and other footpaths has shown that careful positioning of waymarker arrows at key locations on
the trail greatly helps walkers to stay on the path and away from areas that they should not venture
into.

2. In our experience, the vast majority of people will only deliberately detour from the path if:

1 it is easy;
i they feel that their actions arendt caus
1 the Il andowner doesnét really mind.

3. As well as waymarkers, we are proposing a combination of stock fencing, lockable gates, and

i nformation signs detailing the importance of
control dogs. We believe that this combination will be sufficient to ensure public compliance. There are
many examples of this kind of approach working well in practice, with measures carefully designed to
suit the particular circumstances.

5a. NE made up its mind from the outset to go around the Deben instead of weighing up whether the status
quo required any change.

5b. It failed to undertake a cost benefit analysis to test whether an estuary route would be justified.

5c¢. It also gave its continuity objectives undue weight, compared with the other statutory criteria in
2009/s297 and the estuary criteriain s301.
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1. It is incorrect to assert that NE made its mind up from the outset that there must be a route around
the Deben. When considering whether any particular estuary should have such an ECP route proposed for
all or part of it, it is by definition necessary for us to consider the sort of route that would be possible, taking
into account the statutory criteria, before deciding whether it in fact makes sense for us to propose such a
route. Otherwise, it would be impossible for us to judge fairly and objectively whether and to what extent
use of the estuary discretion makes sense in all the circumstances.

2. Our deliberations are strongly guided by the helpful and detailed guidance on all of this in the
Coastal Access Scheme. That guidance explains the relationship between the various statutory
considerations, and it seeks to ensure that fair balance is achieved on the ground in all the
circumstances.

3. There are several aspects to this balance:
1 the fair balance which section 297(3) of the 2009 Act requires us to aim to strike between the
interests of the public in having rights of access over coastal land (which are considered in chapter
4), and the interests of owners and occupiers of land over which coastal access rights would be
conferred (considered in chapter 5);
1 the balance between the recreational factors described in chapter 4, which we are required to
consider under section 297(2) of the 2009 Act in determining the route we propose, for example the
balance between its convenience and its proximity to the sea;
1 the balance between all the recreational factors described in chapter 4 (including the availability of
spreading room and the need for our proposals to be responsive to coastal change), and the
environmental objectives described in section 4.9; and
1 the balance between the various estuary criteria set out in section 301(4) of the 2009 Act. Section
10.2 onwards of the Scheme set out in more de
delivering the Coastal Access programme. It is therefore these sections to which we must have
regard in this respect, alongside the other considerations above.

4. The Scheme does not say that we will do a cost benefit analysis before deciding whether and to
what extent to engage with an estuary. In fact, while the legislation contemplates that at the national scale
there may be some breaks in the trail, it makes clear at 2009/s297(2)(c) that so far as reasonably
practicable, these must be kept to a minimum. It is clear from other fields of law that a duty to do
something so far as reasonably practicable is an exacting one. The classic definition of the term was set
out by the Court of Appeal (in its judgment in Edwards v. National Coal Board, [1949] 1 All ER 743), in a
safety at work case:

" 'Reasonably practicabl e’ is a narrower term tH}
the owner in which the quantum of risk is placed on one scale and the sacrifice involved in the measures
necessary for averting the risk (whether in money, time or trouble) is placed in the other, and that, if it be
shown that there is a gross disproportion between them i the risk being insignificant in relation to the
sacrifice i the defendants discharge the onus on them."

5. Applying that principle to the context of an estuary which interrupts the continuity of the open
coast, the duty on NE and the Secretary of State at s297(2)(c) is a duty to avoid the estuary causing a
break in the open coast route unless the cost, time and trouble of securing a viable route around or across
the estuary is grossly disproportionate to the benefit to the public of doing so. We say that in the present
situation, that is clearly not the case.

6. This is fully consistent with parWealwaypgive caréful 1
consideration to extending the trail as far as the first bridge or tunnel with pedestrian public access. This is
in keeping with our duty under the 2009 Act to have regard to the desirability of ensuring, so far as is
reasonably practicable, that interruptions to the trail are kept to a minimum and the additional requirement,
in deciding whether and how to exercise our discretion on estuaries, to consider any other recreational
benefits that would accrue from doing so0 .

7. Itis true that where an estuary is served by afull-t i me f erry service, N E
propose that ECP users should continue around the coast by using the ferry, and not to propose any route
between the ferry points via the first public foot crossing - even where such an additional route would have
delivered additional public benefit. However, the Deben, to which this objection relates, has only a
seasonal ferry service.

14. Even if some change to the status quo were needed, it could have taken less impactful
forms i for example:

6a. NE could have financed an enhanced ferry service, based on the successful trial some years ago.
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1. In developing our proposals for this stretch of coast we explored the trial dial a ride service
undertaken to extend the ferryds operation thr ol
of our Overview document talks about this and notes the limitations of the service that led us to conclude it
would not resolve the core issue here.

2. Any proposals to extend the service would require the agreement of the highway authority, which
is the holder of the necessary powers to provide or operate a ferry service or make an agreement with a
ferry operator for this kind of purpose. The highway authority supported our conclusion.

6b. NEOsSs proposed estuary route could have been cl a
service is not running 1 thereby avoiding creation of seaward coastal margin.
3. We set out in our report Overview on pages 21 and 22 the reasons why we did not classify the

proposed estuary route as an alternative route.

6¢. As on the River Yealm in Devon, an alternative route intended for use when the ferry service was not
running could have been aligned well away from the river, using existing highways. This would have
reduced impacts and cost s, hatamaltermagve muteis ahly Evaitakle fpreartof
the time.

7. Our adoption of this approach on the Yealm estuary was driven by the particular and unusual
circumstances there. The Yealm has a pronounced
shoreline is characterised by steep gradients and dense tree and scrub coverage on the steeper lower
sl opes. The |l ack of existing access and the con

wooded terrain would make the establishment of a waterside trail challenging and costly. In addition,
detours would be necessary in places where gardens and historic parkland extend to the riverbank and
there would be limited views of the estuary due to the woodland along the shoreline. Given these
constraints it was decided that the creation of a bespoke estuarial trail would not, in this instance, justify
the substantial additional cost to the national implementation programme. Accordingly, we proposed an
alternative route that makes use of existing inland public rights of way.

8. By contrast, the Deben estuary is a key component of the complex of estuaries which largely
defines the fundamental character of the Essex and Suffolk coastline. It is fairly uniform in shape with a
width of circa 500-750m only narrowing significantly in its upper reaches as it passes through Woodbridge.
This width, together with the presence of sizeable areas of saltmarsh and mudflat, all contribute to the
coastal character of the estuary. The estuary valley sides are broad and gently sloping, and while wooded
in places, the estuary has a generally open aspect. There is existing shoreline public access in large part
(though increasingly fragmented by erosion), and no extensive areas of excepted land requiring significant
detours from the shoreline i with the associated loss of coastal feel. For these reasons, we proposed a
continuous walking route around the estuary as the main ECP route, while aligning it past the two ferry
points to allow users to take the ferry if they wish to at times when it is running.

9. [redacted] note that East Suffolk Council sees the existence of ferries as integral to its character
and a key tourist feature and suggest that our proposals undermine this. This is untrue. Whilst we are not
proposing using the ferry crossing, we have indeed connected the ECP to both sides of ferry crossing to
allow users to easily navigate to them, should they wish to cross the estuary in this way. Furthermore,
during the planning stage, we regularly consulted with East Suffolk Council to ensure that they were
happy with our proposal.

15. NE6s proposals would mean there being twoione
following the ferry, the other going around the estuary. This is inconsistent with the legislation and
the Coastal Access Scheme.
2. Under our proposals there is a single route for the estuary, which is deliberately aligned past the
two ferry points so that at times when the ferry is running, walkers have the option (which many will
take) to use the ferry and continue on around the open coast.

16. It ds har dl gongenieneto éxpeatmpeople to walk 40 km around the estuary rather
than using the ferry to continue their walk around the coast.
2. Whenever the ferry service across the Deben is running, ECP users will be able to use it rather
than continue around the estuary, and experience suggests that many will do exactly this. To facilitate
this happening, the proposed route links directly to the ferry quays at Bawdsey and Felixstowe Ferry.

9.
Qa. Thenewly-f enced path area on the objectords | aind woul
uncompensated, unusable by the objector, and ineligible for Single Farm Payment.
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9b. If gates are put in this new fence, the public will then walk along the top of the flood bank i but if there
are no gates for this reason, the objector would lose the use of a further 24 acres of grazing land seaward
of the fence.
9c. The new fence will need regular maintenance, plus replacement every 10 to 15 years. The access
authority will not have the resources to do this.
4, The o6trail |l andé along the folding wild.l rema
fence seaward of it is intended to reinforce the need for walkers to avoid walking along the crest of the
bank. Lockable gates in the fence will equally ensure that the objector can continue to use and manage
the bank, and we are happy to discuss the number and location of gates for this purpose. We will use
signage at these gates to reinforce the public messaging about not walking along the top of the bank.

5. | mpl ementation of the England Coast Path wil
claim basic farm payments.

6. Ongoing management and maintenance of the trail and any infrastructure associated with it,

including the proposed mitigation measures, will be undertaken by Suffolk County Council who are the

local Access Authority. As a National Trail, the England Coast Path will receive a contribution towards this

work from Natural England in accordance with the national funding arrangements in place at the time.
[redacted] have referenced the documents in Appendix A and B. To avoid repetition please
refer to our comments made in response to the representation made by the Deben Estuary
Partnership in the Whole Stretch representation comments with reference MCA/FFB
Stretch/R/45/FFB0466.

Relevant appended documents (see Section 6):

Appendix B: Deben Estuary Partnership response to the consultation
Appendix C: Proposals from the Deben Estuary Partnership 1 in conjunction with Estuary Landowners

5. Supporting document

Length FFB1

I LILISY RAEYE RSGal MNASNE FyR SFad NBAGNAOGASS I+ 0084a4ac¢
Ramblers. Links with MCA/FFB1/R/34/FFB0008

ramblers

Disabled Ramblers Ltd

@ disabled

Company registered in England Number 05030316

Registered Office: 7 Drury Lane, Hunsdon, Ware, Herts SG12 8NU
https://disabledramblers.co.uk

Registered Charity Number 1103508

Man-made Barriers & Least Restrictive Access

There are a significant and steadily increasing number of people with reduced mobility who like to get off tarmac
onto natural surfaces and out to wilder areas to enjoy great views and get in touch with nature whenever they are
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https://disabledramblers.co.uk/

able to. There are many ways they achieve this, depending on how rough and steep the terrain is. A determined
pusher of a manual wheelchair can enable access to a disabled person across grass and up steep hitsadAn off
mobility scooter ridercanman3dS NR dzAK GSNNJI Ay X &aAIYyAFAOIYy(d atz2LISaxs
their battery type and the terrain they are on, they can easily run 8 miles or more on one charge. Modern batteries
are now available that allow a range of up to 60 mile®pa charge!

alye Y2NB LIS2L)XS (G422 INB y2¢ dzarAy3d Y2o0AtAde @OSKAOLES
scooters and powerchairs often have very low ground clearance, and some disabilities mean that users are unable
withstand jolts, so well placed dpped kerbs and safe places to cross roads are needed.

Modern mobility vehicles can be very large, and many+meaale barriers that will allow a manual wheelchair
through are not large enough forall SNNJ Ay Y20 Af A& @GSKAOf Saz 2N F2NJ wLI
access.

Users of mobility vehicles have the same rights of access that walkers demit#m structures along walking routes
should not be a barrier to access for users of mobility vehicles. New structures should allow convenient access to
mobility vehicle riders sstandard, and should comply with British Standard BS5709: 2018 Gaps Gates and Stiles
which places the emphasis on Least Restrictive Access. Suitability of structures should always be considered on th
assumption that a person with reduced mobility widl going out without moremobile helpers, so will need to

operate the structure on their own, seated on their mobility vehicle.

When it is impossible to avoid manade structures which are a barrier to mobility vehicles, wherever feasible a
nearby alternative should be provided. For example, a slope adjacent to steps or a signed short diversion.

Whilst BS5709:2018 does not automatically apply retrospectively to most existing structures, Disabled Ramblers
would like to see existing structures removed and replaced if they prevent access to users of mobility vehicles. Somr
a0 NHzO G dzZNB a QO I2yF  Kalih@&idEhle dgririg Eiame if those with limited mobility have to wait this

long before they can be afforded the same access that walkers have to those areas where the terrain is suitable for
mobility vehicles.

Disabled Ramblers campaign for:

A Installation of new structures that are suitable for those who use large mobility vehicles, and that comply
with British Standard BS5709: 2018 Gaps Gates and Stiles.

A Review of existing mamade structures that are a barrier to those who use mobility vehicles, and where
possible removal and replacement with suitable structures to allow access to these people

A compliance with the Equality Act 2010 (and the Public Sector Equality Duty within this act)

A compliance with the Countryside Rights of Way Act 2000

A adherence to the advice from Disabled Ramblers as set out below.

Useful figures

A Mobility Vehicles o Legal Maximum Width of Category 3 mobility vehicles: 85cirhe same width is
needed all the way up to pass through any kind of barrier to allow for handlebars, armrests and other
bodywork.

o Length:Mobility vehicles vary in lengtlout 173cm is a guide minimum length.

Gapsshould be 1.1 minimum width on a footpath (BS5709:2018)

Pedestrian gate§ he minimum clear width should be 1.1m (BS5709:2018)

Manoeuvring spacéneway opening gates need more manoeuvring space thanwag opening ones and
some mobility vehicles may need a three metre diameter space

The groundbefore, through and after any gap or barrier must be flat otherwise the resulting tilt effectively
reduces the width

S S
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Gaps

A Gap is always the preferred solution for access, and the least restrictive gp&an709:2018The
minimum clear width of gaps on footpaths should be 1.1metres (BS 5709:2018).

Bollards

On a footpath, these should be placed to allow a minimum gap of 1.1metres through which large mobility vehicles
can pass.

Pedestrian gates

A two-way, selfclosing gate closing gate with trombone handle and Centrewire EASY LATCH is the asasesf to

well maintained, and if a simple gap is unacceptable. Yellow handles and EASY LATCH allow greater visibility and
assist those with impaired sight tobttps://centrewire.com/products/easylatch-
forhttps://centrewire.com/products/easylatch-for-2-way-gate/2-way-gate/ Oneway opening gates need more
manoeuvring space than twaay and some mobility vehicles may need a three metre diameter space to manoeuvre
around a oneway gate. The minimum clear width of pedestrian gates should be 1.1metres (BS 5709:2018).

Field gates

Field gates (sometimes used across access roads) are too large and heavy for those with limited mobility to use, so
should always be paired with an alternative such as a gap or pedestrian gate. However if this is not possible, a York
in 1 Gatehttps://centrewire.com/products/york2-in-1/ could be an alternative, with a seaifosing, tweway

opening, yellow handles and EASY LATCH.

Bristol gates

(Stepover metal gate within a larger gatetips://centrewire.com/?s=bristo) These are a barrier to mobility

vehicles as well as to pushchairs and so should be replaced with an appropriate structure. If space is limited, and a
pedestrian gate not possible, a York 2 in 1 Gatigs://centrewire.com/products/york
2https://centrewire.com/products/york2-in-1/in-1/ could be an alternative, with a sedfosing, tweway opening,

yellow handle and EASY LATCH for the public access part of the gate.

Kissing gates

A two-way, selfclosing gate is hugely preferable to a kissing gate, but in certain situations a kissing gate might be
needed. Some kissing gates can be used by smaller pushchairs and small wheelchairs, but are impassable by mob
scooters and other madlity vehicles. Unless an existing kissing gate has been specifically designed for access by lart
mobility vehicles, it should be replaced, if possible with a suitable gate (see above). If a kissing gate really must be
used, Disabled Ramblers only recommdehe CentrewireWoodstock Large Mobilitkissing gate. This is fitted with a
RADAR lock which can be used by some users of mobility vehicles. NB this is the only type of kissing gate that is la
enough to be used by akrrain and large mobility vehicles.

Note about RADAR locks on Kissing gates

Often mobility vehicle riders find RADAR locks difficult to use, so they should only be used if there is not a
suitable alternative arrangement. Here are some of the reasons why:

A Rider cannot get off mobility vehicle to reach the lock
A Rider cannot reach lock from mobility vehicle (poor balance, lack of core strength etc.)
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A Position of lock is in a corner so mobility vehicle cannot come alongside lock to reach it, even at an

angle
A RADAR lock has not been well maintained and no longer works properly
A b2G +ttt RAaFrOofSR LIS2LXS NBFtAaS GKFd | w!5!w

kissing gates work. There must be an appropriate, informative, label beside the lock.

Board walks, Footbridges, Quad bike bridges

All of these structures should be designed to be appropriate for use by large mobility vehicles, be sufficiently wide
and strong, and have tekoards (a deck level edge rail) as edge protection. On longer board walks there may also
be a need to provide pédic passing places.

Sleeper bridges

Sleeper bridges are very often 3 sleepers wide, but they need to be at least 4 sleepers wide to allow for use by
mobility vehicles.

Steps

Whenever possible, step free routes should be available to users of mobility vehicles. Existing steps could be
replaced, or supplemented at the side, by a slope or ramp. Where this is not possible, an alternative route should b
provided. Sometimes this it necessitate a short diversion, regaining the main route a little further on, and this
diversion should be signed.

Cycle chicanes and staggered barriers

Cycle chicanes are, in most instances, impassable by mobility vehicles, in which case they should be replaced with
appropriate structure. Other forms of staggered barriers, such as those used to slow people down before a road, ar
very often equally imassable, especially for large mobility vehicles.

Undefined barriers, Motorcycle barriers, A frames, K barriers etc.

Motorcycle barriers are to be avoided. Often they form an intimidating, narrow gap. Frequently put in place to
restrict the illegal access of motorcycle users, they should only ever be used after very careful consideration of the
measured extent of the ntorcycle problem, and after all other solutions have been considered. In some areas
existing motorcycle barriers are no longer necessary as there is no longer a motorcycle problem: in these cases the
barriers should be removed.

If no alternative is possible, the gap in the barrier should be adjusted to allow riders of large mobility vehicles to
pass through. Mobility vehicles can legally be up to 85 cm wide so the gap should be at least this; and the same
width should be allowedll the way up from the ground to enable room for handle bars, arm rests and other
bodywork. The ground beneath should be level otherwise a greater width is needed. K barriers are often less
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intimidating and allow for various options to be chosen, such a shallow squeeze plate which is positioned higher
off the ground:http://www.kbarriers.co.uk/

Stepping stones

Stepping stones are a barrier to users of mobility vehicles, walkers who are less agile, and families with pushchairs.
They should be replaced with a suitable alternative such as a footbridge (which, if not flush with the ground should
have appropriate slpes at either end, not steps). If there are good reasons to retain the stepping stones, such as
being listed by Historic England, a suitable alternative should be provided nearby, in addition to the stepping stones

Stiles

Stiles are a barrier to mobility vehicles, walkers who are less agile, and families with pushchairs. They should be
replaced with a suitable alternative structure. If there are good reasons to retain the stile, such as it being listed by
Historic Englandhen an alternative to the stile, such as a pedestrian gate, should be provided nearby in addition to
the stile.

Urban areas and Kerbs

In urban areas people with reduced mobility may well be using pavement scooters which have low ground clearanc
Where the path follows a footway (e.g. pavement) it should be sufficiently wide for large mobility vehicles, and free
of obstructions. The pngasion and correct positioning of dropped kerbs at suitable places along the footway is
essential. Every time the path passes over a kerb, a dropped kerb should be provided.

Disabled Ramblers March 2020

Length FFB4

Appendix A

Disabled Ramblers
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2 4‘ diSabled Dissbled  Ramblers  Ltd

Company  registered  in England  Number(5030316
ra' I Iblers Registered  Office: 7Drwy Lane, Hunsdon, Ware, Herts SGI2 SNU

hitps:// disabledramblers.co.uk

Registered ~ Charity  Numberl103508

Man -made Barriers & LeastRestrictive Access
There are asignificant and steadily increasing number of people with reduced mobility wholiketoget — off
tarmac  ontonaturalsurfacesand outtowilder  areas to emjoy great viewsand get in touch with nature
whenever  thevare ableto.There  aremany ways theyachieve  this,dependingon how rough and steep the
terrain  1s. A determined  pusherof  a manualwheelchaircan enable accessto  adisabled  person  across

grass and up steep hills. An off -road mobility scooter rider can managerough  terrain,significant slopes,
cross water up to 8” deep, and depending on their battery type and the terrain they are on, they can easily

run 8milesor more on onecharge. Modern ~ batteriesare ~ now available that allow a rangeo fup to 60
mileson  onecharge!

Many  morepeopletoo are nowusing mobility vehiclesin urban areas , both manual and electric
‘Pavement’ s cooters and powerchairs  often havevery low ground clearance, and some disabilitiesmean
that usersare  unabletowi thstand  jolts, sowellplaced dropped  kerbs and safeplacestocrossroadsare
needed.

Modern  mobility ~ vehiclescan ~ bevery largeand many man  -madebarriersthat willallow a manual
wheelchairthrough are not largeenough  forall -terrain mobility vehicles , or for ‘pavement’ scooters  and
prevent  legitimateaccess

Usersof mobility  vehicleshavethe same rightsof accessthat  walkersdo.Man -made  structuresalong
walkingroutesshould not beabarrier  toaccessfor  usersof mobility vehiclesNew  structures should  allow
convenient  accessto  mobility  vehicleridersasstandard ,and shouldcomply ~ with British Standard ~ BS5709:
2018 GapsGatesand ~ Stiles  which placesthe  emphasis  on Least Restrictive  Access.  Suitabilityof — structures
should always be considered on the assumptionthat aperson  with reduced mobility willbe goingout
withoutmore ~ -mobile helpers, so willneed to operatethestructure on theirown,seated on theirmobility
vehicle .

When it is impossible  to avoid man -madestructureswhich area barrier to mobility  vehicles, wherever

feasible anearby  alternative  should beprovided  Forexamplea  slope  adjacent to stepsor a sign ed short
diversion.

Whilst  BS5709:2018doesnot automatically  apply retrospec  ftively tomost  existingstructures, Disabled

Ramblers  would liketo see existingstructures removed and replaced if theyprevent  access to usersof
mobility vehicles. Some structures can have a ‘life” of 15 years it would beacrying shame if those with
limited mobilityhaveto ~ wait thislongbeforethey can be afforded thesameaccessthat walkershaveto

those areas where theterrain  is suitable formobility  vehicles.

Disabled Ramblers campaign  for :

7 Installation  of new structures  that aresuitablefor those who use large mobility vehicles, and that
comply with British Standard  BS5709:2018  GapsGatesand  Stiles.

?  Review of existingman  -madestructures that are abarrier to those whousemobility — vehicles,and
wherepossible  removal and replacement  with s uitable  structurestoallow accesstothese ~ people

?  compliance  with theEquality — Act 2010(and  the Public Sector EqualityDuty  within thisact)
?  compliance  with theCountryside  Rights of WayAct 2000

2 adherenceto theadvicefromDisabled Ramblers as set out below .
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Appendix B: [redacted] critique of the two Road Safety Reports.

My critique of the two Safety Reports and final comments arbews:-

1. 4520dz2YSyid wm FLIJIISYRSRE ONBLIRNI 3IAPSY o6St26 Ay ! LL

ww95!/¢9580{ {!C9¢ w9t hwe¢ ¢h Db! ¢ w![ 9bD[! b5

2 KAfad GKS AN YYIFN 2F GKS aSscheyh&detalls/plipasdll 2K RIFI 8 K$ AT
report, makes it difficult to tell exactly what the brief was, it seems to mean that he was requested by Natural Englan
G2 3IAADBS GOELISNI hLAYA2YE & tNAYOALIE | AJKg|l &dawnay I A
W[ 26SNJ ¢NFO1T QU ¢l a al &FFS NRdAziS 2y 6KAOK G2 |fAdy
Wilford Bridge (that is, at its northeraxtremity) to the point where it joins the public Footpath (at its southern end)
and further included a request for him to identify reasons why this length of track was safe or not and to advise Naturz
England on what work could be done to make safe @&gyiens that were not so.

Beginning with Picture 1 on page2 of [redacted] reppit KA & Of F AvYa GKIFdG GKSNB 41 a «
2yS o6SFado aAARS a2 OFNAR OlFy Ll aa 2y (GKAa aSoOilrazyeés
space on one side of th@ad, restricted by a fence, (presumably the west side) offering refuge to a single pedestrian
but leaving them in very close contact with any passing vehicle. If there were more than one pedestrian involve
such as a parent with child or children gpatticularly if using a pushchair/pram, or a wheelchair user with or without
helper, it would be very difficult and in some cases, impossible for them to get safely out of the way of a passing ce
f SO t2yS | I NBSN gSKNQI DP ¢ aKRS a2 Ui KSNIGENIBS yizy SO
also making any necessary evasive pedestrian manoeuvres difficult or impossible. Any impatience, lack
concentration or anything above a very slow speed from the driver, or a pedestriarbalance problems, visual,
hearing, or walking difficulties, would make this passing even more hazacd®en on this seemingly clear stretch

of the track.

This track, if opened as a public footpath, would without doubt be used by many local peopdelf included! The
abovementioned difficulties and no doubt, many others, must be expected considering the local demography.
Elderly, less able and peopiéth physical or other forms of disability will use this track if it is opened. Parents or
other carers of children will use the path. Schools and other organisations may use the path with large numbers
peoplec and all will have varied degrees©2 Yy OSY G N> G A2y FyR NBIFOGA2Yy NI {iSao
situation, must be taken into account when assessing relevant safety factors. It must also be expected that vehicl
will not be driven slowly, or even brought to a halt to alloedpstrians to pass, but will be subjected to declining
standards as the number and nature of pedestrian obstructions increase.

Pictures 2, 3, 4 & 5 also show walkers on the traiicluding 2 very young children. Such children would take some
considerable organising to stay safe on the narrow verge where they were. with a vehicle passing close, especiall?
large tanker vehiclas shown in the later pictures with all its projecting parts.

The track is also used by farm vehicles and machinery. These often have more projecting and/or trailing parts al
are less stable (thereby more hazardous) than other road vehicles when driving along a track like this. Needless
say, they are almosthaays attractive to young children!

t AQGdzZNBA n 9 ¢ AyOfdzZRS | adladSYSyid GKIG GKSNB core |

2F GKS 0SyRa FtNBFRe KFE@GAY3I | aLINIEfSE LIGKE Faaz
for the safe us by the expected usersnot just the comparatively low numbers of people undertaking the Coastal
Path walk, either in total or a section. Leaving an uneven, overgrown verge for people to agilely leap into whe
threatened is not in any way suitable t@ lzonsidered safe. Absolutely no account has been taken of pedestrians
general inability to take into account hazards that they are not prepared for. To encounter a vehicle, perhaps travellir
at speed does not give pedestrians time to evaluate theasibn and react, especially when they are on a part of the
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track they thought was within National Trust property and would not be expected to have vehicles there at all. Many
people in general as well as those high numbers visiting Sutton Hoo, have hearing difficulties and are not necessal
aware of vehiclesgproaching them.

Picture 7 shows a nestandard sign, purporting to warn drivers to be aware of pedestrians. It is unlikely that a driver
would be able to read and assimilate such a sign in the time taken to pass it whilst concentrating of driving along
narrow and hazalous track! This picture and also picture 9, also clearly shows how unsuitable it is for pedestrian:
and vehicles to share this space as there is no facility to allow either to take evasive action when they meet. Tl
length of track between picture # the point where it joins the A1152 public highway, is some 350m long and as
aK2gy Ay LAOGIZNBAE T 9 ¢ Ad dzyadzidloftS G2 ONBILIGS |

[ 2R3IS¢ @ CKAA LIRAYG ¢ KS DBy raakvsth admigh Rationd@ Speed &imitl) ks Barticukany p |
hazardous when vehicles enter and leave it. Even a small number of walkers will make this stretch of the track ve
hazardous when vehicles pass and without major remedial works to create pahigay for walkers to separate
GKSY FTNRBY ff (KS&aS OSKAOf Sazr aSNAr2dza I OOARSyda Ydz
SELISOG RNAOGSNE (G2 06S gl NB 2F LISRSAGNAI ya AyquiedsdK O
of touch with reality. It has to be accepted that the Lower Track is not a highway, or Bywagven a Road used

as a Public Path (RUPP): it is a private driveway only recently metalled to a reasonable sjatttiantyh upkeep to

that stardard is not enforceable. Consequently, standards that we all accept as being essential for Highways atr
Byways to ensure they remain capable of being driven over at speeds within certain limits do not apply to this tracl
There is no requirement to ket free of surface detritusand in an area where high levels of blown sand are often
approaching and surpassing dangerous levels on adopted A and B Class public highways, this and other import
FILOG2NER Ylye GF1S T2N INRY (BRI AJIBDOK § &NFIK SH R 25/3  12C
affect braking conditions very severely. It has to be accepted by Natural England that vehicles using this stretch
GNF O1 YlI& y24 0SS lofS (2 a02L) gKSyY syh&BikyBR. @ It is not dalg
unenforceable but also, in some places too high to achieve safety standards needed. Speed limits as low as 10m
or even lower, are not able to be adhered to by drivers because of vehicle speedometers inaccuracy\ag|foankd

the high level of control and discipline needed by a driver to attempt to keep to them. Parts of this track need a O
mph speed limit when passing pedestriarthat it is, stopped; and that is just never going to happen! There should
also bea need to take into account the access needed by emergency vehialigb these, speed is often essential
YR S@Sy 6KSyYy g NYyAy3a fA3IKGA yR az2dzyRa I NB (GKSNB:
very narrow track.

¢CKS nanY 2N a2z 2F WOSNE yINNRBgQ GNIF O]l Ofz2alsS G2 ¢KS |
the difficult to see hazards along its length. Where pedestrians are involved, 40m is a long stretch of track to wa
and 350m very mch more so, even for the agile and able bodied. The delay caused by not being able to pas
pedestrians on this stretch of The Lower Track will test the patience of most drivers, particularly those delivering to
tight schedule. For drivers, any ohsttion to being able to turn into the track off the A1152 freely, will cause
considerable congestion as is often currently withessed even with the limited vehicular access encountered at
present.

The effect of poor weather or lighting conditions, including unexpecteddarzle when driving, add to the hazards.
{AYAT I NI & GKS O2yRAGAZ2Y 2F GKS ¢N¥ Ol Qa adaNFIF OS Aa
of ice or kaf/blossom fall. Assessing the effects of an-@tontrol vehicle on this track have not even been
considered by Natural England.

The assessments made with regard to all these pictures need to be carefelaluated and amended accordingly

to fully reflect the risk factors, including several made by [redacted] that have been completely discounted by Nationg
England, in spite of their protestations that they have complied with all the safety issuestgdfemised This is
especially so with regard to the first section of The Lower Track from the point where it joins with the AMH?
FFB4a points SO@1S002. [redacted] clearly implies that it is not possible to provide ANY mitigating safety works
here and glibly suggests that vehicles will see people on the track and drive slowly. Even if vehicles were to stop
this section of the track, it would not mitigate the safety of pedestrians trying to pass them as there is clearly
insufficient spacdo do so. No County Council Highways woekson would be allowed to walk or work along a
highway so close to moving traffic! This section of The Lower Track has been dangerously and negligently overlool
from the Safety aspect.
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¢ KS O2 y RdadiBafety Recammendatiohs T Af (G2 | ROA&S 2y GKS ail Sz
I RGA &2 NE andl hBybeaBiSnind the impact of these, not only in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, but
with the very real and dangerous distraction factor in a driver havirigytto read and assimilate the content of such
aA3dya ogKAfald ol AGAYy3a G2 SYydSNI GKS GNI O]l 2N RNA Qaty 3
permit this.

Another suggestion made by [redacted], is to cut back vegetation (trees and bushes): this may slightly improve visibili
short term, but is a minor factor compared to the other points mentioned above and under some circumstances sucl
as sundazzle situatins, may even make the matter worse!.

The recommendation of Natural England creating some lengths of a parallel path does not go nearly far enoug
Specifically, for this section of the Coastal Track, there is a need to create a suitably structured and surfaced pal
able to completely sepate pedestrians from vehicles, of sufficient dimensions and position either along the
entire length of The Lower Track or, preferably, taking a completely separate route. This should be seen as t
absolute minimum precaution needed to reduce the riglserious injury or death on this length of track. With
vision, Natural England could link with other bodies (statutory andstatutory) to create/improve the existing
public footpath and even separate cyclists from traffic (another major local hagayd) 6§ KS . mny o @2
|l AJKgl e d ¢KS OdzNNByid LINRLIRZalfa FNB O2YLX SGSte& A

[REDACTED] & ASSOCIATES

This report was commissioned by the owners/occupiers of the 5 residential properties who rely on the Track for acce:
and services.

Much of the report refers to nosafety matters on which | make no comment.
page 4:

Point 5 The photographs and comments clearly show why the track is not suitable for use as a public footpatt
at this point near thgunction with the A1152. | am not familiar with County Council Highway standards for safety to
comment, but the conclusions drawn in this part of the report seem reasonable to me.

Point 7 This introduces the possibility of using alternative routes to that proposed. Tipaur3 of point 7
however, misses out what | consider to be two major and one lesser factor when proposing vehicles and pedestriat
share this space:

Children: Where children are concerned (and especially young children and toddlers) their actions are, to say th
least unpredictable and can be at a speed that adults do not always anticipate. Their supervision and control t
responsible persons are often ineguate and notices warning of dangers are seldom understood or remembered
when the excitement of play overrules all elsagain, this is especially so in areas of open space such as the National
Trust Land through which the proposed footpath /eThower Track traverses. Safeguarding Children is a difficult
matter for all of us and none can ignore their responsibilities to Children when proposing changes like the ones beir
considered here. Not all users of the footpath are responsible, sénsidl Rdzf 64 6AGK Yl ye @
FaaSaairay3a tAFSQa KFITFNRao

Dogs: Wherever dogs are permitted there will always be control problems. Natural England go as far as making son
lengths of their proposed path on the west side of the estuary, to require dogs to be on leads and/or under close
control. ItiswelldocuméhSR Ay GKAa t20Ff &/ 2dzyiNBé | NBIF GKIFG R2
often than not, not kept on leads whilst walking. The length of track being considered here, known as The Low
Track, has not even been considered by Ndtkragland for any controls to be required for dogs and as such, dog/dog
(or any other animal), dog/person or dog/vehicle incidents will happen. Drivers of vehicles tend to swerve to avoid
dog and on a narrow track whose surface may not reach Highwiayysstandards, doing so could have serious
consequences.
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BadgersThere are at least 2 Badger Setts adjacent to The Lower @k immediately abutting it, the other very
close to it. These will undoubtable become attractive to people that recognise what they are and also to any doc
passing. Both will be distriad from approaching vehicles. As badgers are active at dusk anetimghtpeople are

likely to visit the area to see them when they are active. These are veryiskgtonditions for the track to be used

by vehicles and pedestrians.

Page 13

Point 6 The footfall comments are valiggmost users of the part of the track proposed to be used as part of
the Natural England footpath will be either local shalkers or visitors to the area especially to Sutton Hoo, often
travelling by train to Melton Statih or by public bus service stopping at the station. These visitors are frequently
seen, often in large numbers, walking up the side of the very busy B1083 from Wilford Rise roundabout to Sutton Hc
Drive on a footpath that is narrow and partialbbstructed by progressive land slippage down the steep slope into
which it has been cut. This is not a pleasant walk and given an alternate public footpath to gain access to Sutton Hq
almost all would take it. This B1083 footpath is another fotitghat needs to be totally separated from the traffic

and could include a cycle lane to reduce yet another hazard. Natural England claims a vision for great things, t
LINE RdzOAYy 3 | @SNE 3If2aaesxs akKlft2g NBLR2NI 2F Ylye (K2

Pages 13; 15
Point 6b pag& 14¢a DSy dzAyS @GA&AG2NAR (2 GKS b¢ oblkdAz2ylf ¢ NHz

The current, existing public footpath meets the proposed coastal path route and crosses the NT land at Sutton Hoc
directly past the Visitor Centre. The NT could not therefore, prohibit entry to the site from the public footpath route.
Giving public ecess to the NT site by creating a public footpath on Lower Track from the A1152 will simply open the
route for the many pedestrian visitors to the Sutton Hoo site. The suggested estimate of 50+ pedestrian visitors pe
hour to the NT Site is not incongable. As a site of international importance, Sutton Hoo would also be a factor
encouraging walkers travelling the Coastal Path to take the Deben Estuary detour and visit the site in passing.

Point 6cg other pedestrians (local walkers). This point has already been covered and is a significant factor in assess
numbers. The figures quoted here in this report for pedestrians passing through the existing footpath from the south
west side othe river/A1152 are not unreasonable.

Pages 1518

Point 7¢NBt I 6 Sa G2 GKS & ONBRI OG Svitigh | weSd ageddyavered 5 F SNNE R G 2
Pages 18 24

Point 8 & 9¢ Assessment of Safety on the Lower Track

The comments and photographs expand on the safety implications of mixing pedestrians and vehicles on a narrc
GNF O]l 6A0GK LI22N) OAaAAOAfAGE FYR fAGGES aSall LIS NR2Y:
transport) reinforces the ungdictability factor of a Risk Assessment. Similarly, the comments on Suffolk County
Councils standards for widths of drives and other access roads to single and multiple properties are also relevant a
should not be airily dismissed as Natural Englaehsto have done.

Pages 25 29
Point 12¢ Assessment of alternative routes.

The availability of alternative routes that minimise or remove the problem of mixing vehicles and pedestrians has bee
GO02yaAARSNBRE | YR NE JHISIE S BRAVE MISTAREIdIShi$s many, SignificArik shfety factors
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length of an approximately 38 km walk by at most, about 1km, or even on cost factpos ghould be- criminally
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routes should be reconsidered, this time, by people suitably qualified to undertake such an assessment.

In conclusion: Natural England have failed in their duty of care to assess this proposal, both in line with their ow
standards and in particular with regard to the safety of all users of the proposed path.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

1. The ECP route between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey should be the ferry:

This route meets all the statutory criteria stated in the Coastal Access Duty section of the Marine
and Coastal Act - the Estuarine Path fails all of them.

Choosing the estuarine path will not be ‘pursuant to, and for the purpose of discharging, the
coastal access duty’— as defined in the Act.

Any suggestion that the ferry will not provide an adequate service is unsupportable.

2. The Ferry Route will be used by most ECP walkers by default anyway:

NE'’s recommendation is likely to be ‘academic’.

Common sense suggests that over 90+% of coastal walkers will arrive at the mouth of the Deben
when a ferry is available - and use it.

The alternative is a 2 day, 38km walk — and not by the sea. An ECP sign showing a 38km detour
when the destination is 250 metres away and there is a ferry sitting at the pontoon is nonsense.

3. The Estuarine Path proposal has nothing to do with the ECP:

It fails to meet all coastal access duty criteria for the coastal path — adhering to the periphery/
views of the sea/ minimum interruptions — and cannot be justified when the ferry route meets them
all and will work.

It will pass through a uniquely unspoilt area that is environmentally sensitive, with gold standard
environmental accreditations, the implications on which need to be considered with a greater
emphasis on ‘striking a balance’ and not driven by the Coastal Access legislation powers.

The route chosen through the Sutton Hoo estate makes no sense from the perspective of coastal
path walkers - it only makes sense if the underlying objective is to open access to local walkers.
The route chosen through the Sutton Hoo estate mixes vehicles and walkers for the entire length,
includes an unsafe section of the Lower Track, and will increase risk, conflict and right of way
issues on the sections of the Lower Track already shared by walkers and vehicles. It also
callously destroys the amenity of the residents of the Lodge.

There are alternatives which are simple, safe, avoid vehicle/pedestrian conflicts and in some
cases provide better views and a shorter distance. The choice of route, even given the powers
of the coastal path legislation, suggest a total lack of interest in striking a fair balance between
conflicting interests. And these powers should not be relevant anyway.

4. The main negative impacts of the Estuarine Path arise from local walkers:

The Deben Estuary Partnership submission clearly points out the potential serious impact on the
environment of people taking short walks from the Bawdsey end of the route — and provides
evidence in support of the potential number of such walkers.

This assessment shows that the same is true at the Sutton Hoo end of the route. NE have not
acknowledged, let alone taken account of, the impact of local walkers disgorging onto the
Estuarine Route from the public footpath that arrives on the northern side of the Wilford Bridge.
Our analysis shows that the potential numbers are material and will have an unacceptable impact
along the entire length of the Lower Track.

Under the guise of a Coastal Path the proposed route will impact on environment, safety, rights of
way and amenity by encouraging local walkers to use inappropriate routes through the Sutton Hoo
estate. The route has nothing to do with the needs of coastal path walkers.

The assessment shows that genuine coastal path walkers choosing to use the Estuarine Path would

be better served by the proposed alternative routes through Sutton Hoo.
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5. The initial 400m section of the Lower Track from the A 1152, currently not a public right of way, is
unsafe as a public footpath and should be rejected.

SCC Highways consider there is room for pedestrians with prams or
wheelchairs. See larger versions and more photos in main body of
document and Appendices.

It fails to meet - by a long way — Local Highway Authority safety guidelines for access to 5
properties.

It has many unsafe characteristics and a history of safety related incidents even when the public
was not supposed to use it.

The safety ‘assessment’ by SCC Highways contained in the proposal should be disregarded — it
is unprofessional, inaccurate and misleading.

6. The massive amenity impact on the residents of The Lodge of opening this initial section of the
Lower Track cannot be justified given the alternatives available. Itis callous.

7. The route proposed using the rest of the Lower Track should be rejected.

NE'’s proposed route chooses to mix walkers with vehicles for the entire length — with alternatives
available this contradicts S297 (2) (a) of the Coastal Access Duty section of the Marine and
Coastal Act: ‘... with regard to the safety of those using the English Coastal Route.

There are alternative and in some cases better routes that avoid this dangerous mix, provide
better views and are in some cases shorter. NE have stated that most genuine coastal path
walkers would visit the NT Visitor Centre and yet the proposed routes do not go there — the
alternatives do.

Any material footfall increases on the public footpath and NT Permissive path sections of the
Lower Track — with prams, wheelchairs and dogs — will increase safety risks, conflicts and right of
way issues.

In summary:

. the ECP route should be via the ferry;

an Estuarine Path should not be subject to Coastal Path legislation,

. The Estuarine Path should avoid mixing walkers and vehicles and use sensible and
available alternatives to the route proposed.

. NE should pay more attention to ‘striking a fair balance’ between conflicting interests.
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TERMINOLOGY

In this document the following terms have specific meanings:

e The Lower Track: the 1.7km long tarmac track (paid for by the residents) that leads
from the A1152 at Wilford Bridge to Little Sutton Hoo.

e NE: Natural England

e ECP: England Coastal Path

¢ NT: National Trust

e NTVC: NT Visitor Centre: the front office, exhibition and café area

e DEP: Deben Estuary Partnership

e The Coastal Path: route using ferry between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey Quay
e An Estuarine Path: route around the Deben estuary

e Genuine Coastal Path Walkers: those undertaking a serious walk along the England
Coastal Path (say, 1 day or more in duration), including those who may also choose to
walk an Estuarine Path

e Local Walkers: those undertaking short walks on local paths
e NT Walkers/ Visitors: those who are bona fide visitors to the NT
e The Residents: the clients of this report

e SCC: Suffolk County Council
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SubiuiBaiiaueb and Associates

The Practice of @R & Associates was formed in 1987.  Since then it has
developed to be able to offer Civil Engineering solutions to a client base of local and
il < o

national pers, and Local
Authorities, as well as private non-engineering businesses.

The author of this report is is a Chartered Engineer with over
50 years' ience in Highway Engineering. Before forming the Practice of GEEESu——

& Associates he worked for over 20 years for Suffolk County Council, leading teams in
the Highways department giving consultation advice to Suffolk Local Planning Authorities
on the highway and safety implicati of prop il i
and vehicular traffic. He has also lead teams carrying out accident investigation and has
represented Suffolk County Council, District Councils in Suffolk and private clients at
numerous Planning Inquiries.

The author has visited the site on four recent occasions and has observed the practical
issues on the ground which underly the concerns of the Residents. He has a detailed
knowledge of the Deben estuary based on many years of sailing, often from Felixstowe
Ferry, birdwatching and working on projects in the area.

THE CLIENTS
The Practice has the i igation and prep this report at the request of T ECE=TE—=t—
SURRES® on behalf of all the resi (the i living ide the Lower Track at Sutton

Hoo. This track is owned by the National Trust (NT) and runs for 1.7 km alongside the River Deben
from the A1152 at Wilford Bridge to Little Sutton Hoo House.

The Residents own 5 properties. There is one property — The Lodge - adjacent to the A1152. The
other 4 properties are at the other end of the track, one of which has a second house in the grounds
which historically has been used as a sepa i The i have unlimited rights of
way on the track which is the only vehicular access to their properties. Waring Farms also have an
unlimited right of way which provides a secondary access for agricultural vehicles and equipment to
extensive farmland at Sutton Hoo.

In addition to use by their own and visitor's vehicles, the Residents rely on vehicles using the track to
deliver services, i ing refuse collection, oil deliveries, septic tank guzzlers, postal services, parcel
deliveries, garden contractors and so on.

The clients of the Practice are:
SRS, Dairy Farm
TTICNREREM, Little Sutton Hoo
‘@B, Dairy Farm Cottage
S ni— Litle Haugh
I, The Lodge
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THE BRIEF

Natural England (NE) are implementing the English Coastal Path (ECP) in Suffolk. To cross the River
Deben, they are considering two broad options: the first is to use the ferry at the river mouth between
Bawdsey Quay and Felixstowe Ferry and the second is an estuarine route around the Deben estuary.

The Residents have made it clear to NE that the use of the ferry is in their view outstandingly the best
option, for reasons associated with broader environmental issues and not just the impact on them.
The ferry option is also supported by other landowners, environmental organisations and the Deben
Estuary Partnership (DEP) which has submitted a detailed case in support of the ferry option. The
Deben Estuary Partnership is supported by the Environment Agency and the Suffolk Coast and
Heaths AONB. The Lower Track Residents share the concerns of these other stakeholders in terms
of the inevitable negative impact of the route through an environmentally sensitive area that has world
class environmental accreditation. The benefits that might be associated with adopting the estuarine
route are materially outweighed by its negative impact. Section 4 covers this issue in more detail.
It argues that the estuarine route does not meet any of the criteria set in the Coastal Access section
of the Marine and Coastal Access Act whereas the Ferry route meets all the criteria.

The Residents will provide the Secretary of State with their views on the rejection of the ferry option
and the choice of route for the Estuarine Path. This document does cover the first point but does
not attempt to restate the arguments, fully supported by the residents, already put forward by the DEP.
It focuses more on the specific choice of the estuary route and the impact that will have on both
Residents and pedestrian users of the lower track.

The proposed route of the estuarine path chooses to mix pedestrians and vehicles on the total length
of the Lower Track — its entire route within the Sutton Hoo estate. The Residents are concerned
that this will not only increase footfall on the sections of the track already used by pedestrians and
vehicles but also — for the first time - mix pedestrians and vehicles on a narrow section of track that is
not currently a right of way. This is the section that opens out onto the busy A1152.

The Deben Estuary Partnership submission identifies that the proposal will materially increase the
number of local walkers, unrelated to the purpose of the coastal path, with a negative impact on the
environment at the Bawdsey Quay end of the proposed ECP.

The proposal for the Estuarine Path route to use the full length of the Lower Track at Sutton Hoo will
create a similar situation. By opening public access directly on to the A1152, there will be a massive
increase in the fooffall of pedestrians coming in that entrance and taking short walks. This increase
in footfall will be unrelated to the coastal walk — it is probable that very few will choose to go further
than the Little Sutton Hoo end of the track.

The Residents consider that the increased footfall generated by local walkers and, to a lesser extent,
genuine coastal path walkers on the sections of the Lower Track already used by pedestrians will
have material implications on safety and rights of way.

However, the proposal to open the currently private section of the track on to the A1152 is of most
concern to the Residents. They regard it as a reckless decision, mixing vehicles and pedestrians in
an unsafe environment, and showing no duty of care to the pedestrians that NE will be directing onto
the path. The proposal shows no consideration for the Residents, putting them into a high-risk
position. It is also very likely on occasions to lead to conflict, interference with their rights of way,
possibly necessitating costly legal action, and will have an appalling and heartless impact on the
residential amenity of the residents of the house alongside this section of the track.
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The Residents have expressed all these concerns to NE during the consultation process, group
meetings and individual meetings, supported by photos, dash cam film and examples of previous
incidents. Despite these numerous safety examples NE have indicated that they have no intention
to reconsider the proposal.

The Residents have also presented the obvious safer alternative routes, on existing footpaths or NT
paths, avoiding conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians, and providing direct access to the NT
Visitor Centre (NTVC) which NE have stated that all coastal path walkers — if they use the estuarine
path - will want to visit.

There are existing routes that avoid vehicles completely, lead the walkers to and from the NT Visitor
Centre (NTVC) and have views of the river that are equal to those from the Lower Track. To the
extent that there are any advantages associated with the proposed route they do not justify taking the
safety risks associated with mixing vehicles and pedestrians, the impact on the Residents right of way
and the devastating amenity impact on the residents of the property adjacent to the A1152.

The Practice has been asked to assess the safety risks of opening the Lower Track to the A1152, and
all other relevant issues associated with the NE proposal.

OVERVIEW OF COASTAL PATH ROUTE

Prior to focusing on the impact of the proposed route of the estuarine path this section provides some
more thoughts on the overall project and the use of the ferry route.

The England Coast Path is due to be completed in 2020. NE are at present working on the proposed
route around the Suffolk coast. The three local routes under consideration are: (i) Shotley Gate to
Felixstowe Ferry; (ii) Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey Quay and (iii) Bawdsey to Aldeburgh. The section
relevant to this report is Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey Quay, the route of a foot ferry crossing. Walkers
on the coastal path from Aldeburgh will arrive at Bawdsey Quay and from Shotley Gate at Felixstowe
Ferry - no detours are required to get to the ferry.

The NE sourced map (see Exhibit 1 below) — larger version in Appendices — shows this section and
the Deben estuary. The stated aim as reproduced on this map is:

“Natural England is working on proposals to improve public access to the coast between Felixstowe
Ferry and Bawdsey’.

The Coastal Access Act clearly defines the coast: ‘... the coast of England adjacent to the sea’. |t
does not include river estuaries in its definition of the coast. One look at the map shows that the
obvious coastal route is 250m across the mouth of the Deben not approximately 38 km around the
estuary.

The ferry has been regularly used by walkers for decades (plus their bikes, prams and other items
that they might bring with them on a walk). During the Spring to Autumn period the ferry runs —
without subsidy — an ‘on demand’ service, 7 days per week, averaging 7 hours per day, carrying 12
passengers per crossing and, as needed, runs 3 trips each way per hour

As documented in the Deben Estuary Partnership (DEP) submission to NE an all year service has
been tested successfully and funded locally. The benefits to the local communities of Bawdsey Quay
and Felixstowe Ferry are also documented by the DEP. There is strong local support to make it work.
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Exhibit 1

Coastal Access in the East: Felixstowe Ferry to Bawdsey

Natural England is working on proposals to improve public access to the coast
between Felixstowe Ferry and Bawdsey.
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For the latest information on the project, visit the England Coast Path website:
www.gov.uk/englandcoastpath

The benefits to the local communities of Bawdsey Quay and Felixstowe Ferry are also documented
by the DEP. The ferry crossing is about 250m across and takes less than 10 minutes. It has provided
a reliable service for as long as most people can remember. To the extent that the ferry might not be
available for a few days due to adverse conditions, this is likely to happen at a time of year when few
people are walking and fits comfortably with the Coastal Access duty description of an acceptable
ferry alternative.

Taking account of seasonality, it is probably no exaggeration to suggest that 90-95% of coastal path
walkers will arrive when a ferry is available. It is also realistic to assume that 90% of these walkers
will choose the ferry. It is a delightful trip, a bonus for walkers and links to cafes and toilets on both
sides. A great rest-stop. The alternative is about 38km and 2 days around the estuary.
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The ferry also meets precisely the criterial laid down in the Coastal access section of the Marine and
Coastal Access Act. The key extracts are in italics:

e The first objective is that there is a route for the whole of the English coast which consists of one
or more long distance routes along which the public are enabled to make recreational journeys
on foot or by ferry. [S296 (2)(a).

e _...aperson is to be regarded as enabled to make a journey by ferry even if that journey can be
made at certain time, or during certain period, only. S296(7)

e ...must have regard to ... adhering to the periphery of the coast and providing views of the sea
S297(b)

e ...must have regard to .... ensuring that so far as reasonably practical interruptions to that route

are kept to a minimum. S297(c)

...the English coast means the coast of England adjacent to the sea. S300(1)

What is clear is that every aspect of the ferry crossing meets these criteria. Establishing a
new route around the estuary fails all these criteria.

In section 301 the Act covers the interruption of continuity by a river. Specifically, S301(2) refers to
NE being able to exercise its functions ‘including relevant upstream waters’. But S301(4)b makes it
clear that NE must have regard to the existence of a ferry by which the public may cross a river.

However, S301(5) states that anything done pursuant to sub-section (2) is to be regarded ‘as done
pursuant to, and for the purpose of discharging, the coastal access duty’.

Whilst the use of the words ‘is to be regarded’ are ambiguous it appears that the exercise of discretion
to adopt the estuarine route cannot be justified under the Coastal Access Act because it is not being
done ‘pursuant to or discharging the coastal access duty’. The estuarine route fails to meet any of
the criteria stated in that duty. The ferry meets all of them — perfecily.

For most people the Coastal Path will be via the ferry whatever NE decide. It is perverse even to
suggest that a 38km detour is the recommended route when a 250m ferry crossing delivers the
solution.

It Is recommended that the Secretary of State rejects the proposal to define the coastal path
as an estuarine route around the Deben — it fails the statutory criteria

Should NE continue to recommend an estuarine path around the Deben then it should not be
assessed in the context of the Coastal Access Act and more attention paid to the views of all
stakeholders, particularly in relation to the environmental impact already explained in the Deben
Estuary Partnership submission, other submissions and this assessment.

The rest of this document will focus mainly on the route proposed for the estuarine path.
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5 THE SITE AND CURRENT USE OF LOWER TRACK

A plan of the Sutton Hoo section of the Deben estuary, as it is it is today, is below — Exhibit 2 with a
larger version in Appendices. It shows the Lower Track, currently divided into 3 sections: (i) public
footpath; (ii) NT permissive track; (iii) private — no public right of way. It also shows adjoining public
footpaths, NT Permissive Paths and the new NT path about to be constructed.

Exhibit 2
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Starting from the A1152 at Wilford Bridge, the track has 3 sections:

e The initial 0.4km from Wilford Bridge road junction is not currently a public right of way or a
National Trust permissive path and is reserved only for use by the residents, their bona fide
visitors, Waring Farms and any pedestrians specifically authorised by the National Trust. The
Residents have reported a number of ‘near misses’ and conflicts over many years both when used
by unauthorised pedestrians and between authorised and unauthorised vehicles. The
characteristics of this section of the track are assessed later but the Residents regard the proposal
to open the track as reckless and counter to any sensible principles of ‘duty of care’.

e The next 0.9km of track is a National Trust permissive path. The Residents objected to the use
of this track, on safety grounds, at the time of the original planning application for the NT site.
Since the NT opened the Sutton Hoo site, they have always acknowledged that they share the
concerns of the Residents about the mix of pedestrians and vehicles on this section of track.
There have been many “near-misses” on the NT permissive path.

e The final 0.4km is a public footpath and as such the Residents accept that it is ‘inviolate’. Whilst
not ideal, to date the short length of track involved and the topography have meant that few
problems have arisen. The track was surfaced approximately 3 years ago with bitumen bound
material at the expense (well over £100,000) of the residents living along the track. It replaced a
rough crag path and whilst not built for this reason it has enabled NT visitors to use wheel chairs
and prams with associated conflicts and safety issues. The condition of the track prior to this
investment was barely suitable for walkers as shown in the photograph below — Exhibit 3 with
larger version in Appendices.

Condition of Lower Track prior to Residents
investing over £120k in new surface

NT's lack of interest at the time in helping to fund these improvements was consistent
with their view that eventually they would like to remove pedestrians from the Lower
Track — see later.

134



6

THE FOOTFALL IMPACT OF NE’s PROPOSAL

NE will not or have not provided any forecast numbers for potential coastal path walkers based on
their experience of the completed sections of the ECP. At a presentation in Woodbridge by NE it
was stated that the existence of a coastal path did not necessarily produce a material increase in
numbers, an exception being when the coastal path also opened links between other local footpaths.

The most significant impact of the proposed route at Sutton Hoo will be caused by opening a link to
another footpath — see later. The Residents have seen no evidence that NE have assessed any data
on the potential, non- coastal walker, users of the track, namely NT visitors and local walkers taking
advantage of the access to the A1152..

In the absence of any data the Residents have had to make their own assessment which the Practice
has reviewed for common sense.

The proposed route for the ECP will increase pedestrian footfall in 3 ways:

a. Genuine ECP walkers (i.e. not local people just walking a short section) who have
chosen to take a38km diversion alongside the Deben Estuary.

The ECP will arrive/ depart at the location of the ferry pontoons between Bawdsey Quay and
Felixstowe Ferry. No detour up the Deben estuary will be required to reach them as the ferry provides
a perfect continuation of the coastal path. The reliability, frequency, capacity and all year capability
of the ferry were explained in detail in Section 2.

Given that NE have suggested that the number of genuine ECP walkers will not be overwhelming it
seems clear that most of them will arrive when a ferry is available. Even if there is a queue
occasionally it seems unlikely that a 2 day, 40km walk and a night in a hotel will be preferred to a 30-
minute wait and a 5-minute ferry crossing. The few days on which the ferry may not be working will
coincide with the time of year when few people are walking.

In summary:

e The number of genuine coastal path walkers who chose the estuarine path because the ferry isn't
working will probably be so small as to be irrelevant in terms of impact on Lower Track residents.

e |tis unlikely that many genuine coastal path walkers will choose the estuarine route if the ferry is
working. However, if the ECP is sighposted around the Estuarine Path then some may choose
it because of the understandable desire to ‘do the full route’. This might add substantially to
numbers on the Lower Track, in direct contradiction to the statutory criteria for the coastal
path

e The working assumption is that probably 80-90% of genuine coastal path walkers will use
the ferry unless the estuarine route is conspicuously signed as the Coastal Path — a large
caveat

The impact assessment of those genuine coastal path walkers who choose the Estuarine Path Route
is summarised below:

e Coming from Bawdsey Quay, once the coastal path reaches the Little Sutton Hoo end of the
track it is assumed that most genuine coastal path walkers will want to take the shortest route to
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the National Trust Visitor Centre (as advised by NE and logical).  This is not achieved by the
proposed route of the Estuarine Path which does not lead to the NTVC. There are alternative
routes which will take them to the NTVC - see full assessment and maps of alternative Routes in
Section 12.

If the Coastal Path walkers follow the proposed Estuarine Route they will contribute to increased
footfall on the Lower Track — see impact assessment later. If the public footpaths and NT
Permissive path signs are clear many will use the alternative route anyway. This route has not
been proposed for the benefit of coastal walkers.

Coming from Felixstowe ferry, the proposed route is the Lower Track exit/ entrance on to the
A1152. This is dangerous — see later assessment — and should not be used. There is already
a perfectly safe path to the main entrance of the NT Exhibition. A very short alternative route
could be constructed at minimal cost. The alternative routes have minimal, if any, downsides for
genuine coastal path walkers. See full assessment and maps of alternative Routes in Section 12.

Overall, the impact of genuine coastal path walkers footfall on the sections of the Lower Track
currently used by pedestrians is difficult to assess, not least due to the irrelevance of the route to
them.

However, any increase in footfall on these sections must increase risks associated with mixing
vehicles and pedestrians and ultimately interfere with the Residents right of way. If the ‘do the
full route’ mentality prevails the numbers could be material. If NE signpost the Coastal Route as
via the Ferry but with ‘an alternative route’ the impact would probably be reduced — but then why
create an estuarine route for so few anyway?

b. Genuine visitors to the NT entering the Lower Track from the A1152

This would depend on NT's policy. If the NT permit authorised entry from that point it is
reasonable to assume that visitors on foot would use it for both entry and exit. Even if the NT
directed foot visitors to the main entrance on arrival it is reasonable to assume they would all leave
by the A1152 exit.

There are currently 100,000+ NT visitors per annum and the recent investment and planned new
activities are clearly aimed at increasing visitor numbers. Past data suggests 120,000 p.a. post
investment is not unrealistic. It is assumed that most arrive by car and would not use the last
section of track to the A1152. In the absence of information, and to attempt some quantification,
the Residents have made a range of assumptions about the % that arrive on foot and choose to
walk on the lower track. Assuming that May-September is the busiest period and that walkers are
concentrated into weekends and a short period of the day, it is estimated conservatively that about
50+ NT visitors per hour could use the A 1152 exit at busy periods.

The Residents intend to collect more data once the NT re-opens.

c. Pedestrians entering the Lower Track from the A1152 (primarily with no intention to
visit the NT but just to go for a walk)

It is common knowledge that a lot of people would like a stroll along the lower track from the A1152
entrance. The recent closure of the NT has — for the first time — enabled the Residents to be
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confident that the signs pointing out that it is not a public right of way are broadly effective. There
are exceptions but very few people have been on the Lower Track whilst the NT is closed.

NE have made no attempt to estimate the number of people who are likely to use this entrance
under their proposal. The residents have attempted to make a sensible estimate.

The public footpath on the other bank of the Deben also exits at Wilford Bridge. The car park
mainly used by walkers is accessible just 300m along the A1152. Observations by Residents
on several days in September 2018 — not the height of the holiday season - indicated that, for
around 3-4 hours, 125 people per hour walked in or out of the Wilford Bridge exit.

There is no reason why that would not be a good guide to the additional footfall on the Lower
Track just from local short walks not involving any view of the coast. The impact of that is of
huge concern to residents in terms of pedestrian safety, rights of way and the impact on privacy
and amenity for the residents of the adjacent property. On the section near the A1152 this is
totally unsafe.

Under the remit of Coastal Path legislation, NE are planning to implement the establishment of a
new estuarine footpath, unrelated to both the needs of genuine coastal path walkers and unlikely
to attract more than a handful of those walkers. The main impact at Sutton Hoo will be from local
walkers, most taking a short stroll up and down the Residents right of way, because it will then
have Public Footpath status.

NATURAL ENGLAND’s SAFETY ASSESSMENT

The NE proposal contains the following report on the safety implications of creating a public right of
way on the Lower Track to the A1152. The Residents were advised that the site inspection took
place on 6 2018 and was by:

“ (AR) Area Rights of Way Manager, Suffolk County Council
ST, (GT) Principal Engineer, Suffolk Highways

@R, (GM) Coast Path team, Natural England

The content is copied below together with the map attached to it:
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SCC Highways visit — NE’s Report/ Notes

“The proposed route at Sutton Hoo is shown on Map 2 below.

Natural England have provided “Notes of road assessments” for each stretch
visited and their notes for Sutton Hoo are as follows; -

A possible alignment for the England Coast Path (highlighted in red below), could take the trail south
from Wilford Bridge along a private tarmac lane owned by the National Trust for some 1500m (sic)
The final 200m or so is also a public footpath. The lane is narrow with passing spaces for vehicles. It
is used for access by the National Trust as well as by residents of the 5 or 6 properties along it with
associated deliveries/ post etc.

It is lightly used by vehicles and we passed some walkers using the route.

GT considers the lane fo be quiet and although narrow, there is space for walkers to step aside
when vehicles approach. (The National Trust have put in a parallel path at one point for 100m or
so). There is also plenty of signage to warn drivers of pedestrian’s presence. A 15mph speed limit
sign is in in place.

GT considered that the road here would be suitable for the England Coast Path.”

The Residents, who use the track almost every day, were extremely concerned when they read these notes
bearing in mind their experiences over years.

The report implies that there is space for walkers to ‘step aside’— the photos below suggest this is not an accurate
statement. The track is the width indicated in these photos for 280m from the A1152 to the first passing place.
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