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I have reviewed Proofs of Evidence submitted in support of the objections made to the 
proposals for S25 Cattishall.   I have the following comments on the evidence as presented: 
 
Proof of Evidence of Jenny Bradin (Obj/36/W5/1) on behalf of the Ramblers’ (Obj/36) 
 

1. At paragraphs 5-10 of her Proof, Ms Bradin discusses the need for a footbridge at this 
location, and makes reference to a footbridge constructed at Great Barton in 2015. 

 
2. As I set out in my Proof of Evidence (section 22) (NR30/1), Network Rail is in discussions with 

the Berkeley Group regarding Berkeley Group’s proposal for a new footbridge at this location 
to be taken forward as part of its application for planning permission for a new housing 
development to the north west of the level crossing.   
 

3. Whilst Network Rail has no objection to the construction of a footbridge (funded by the 
developments) at this location, Network Rail does not consider it can justify financing the 
construction of a footbridge, having regard to its obligations under Managing Public Money.   
Network Rail does not agree, as Ms Bradin suggests, that a footbridge must be provided 
“without delay” or that the crossing should not be closed until the footbridge is built.  Network 
Rail considers that the proposed diversion, via the existing underbridge, provides a suitable 
and convenient alternative route for current users of the level crossing, and as I set out in my 
proof, the proposals contained in the Order would not affect or prevent the footbridge being 
brought forward as part of the Berkeley Group development  t.  

 
4. Ms Bradin makes reference to a footbridge constructed by Network Rail at Great Barton in 
2015 which she says is a “precedent” which should be repeated at S25.  A completely 
different set of circumstances apply here to those which justified the construction of a 
footbridge at the Great Barton level crossing.  Great Barton level crossing had no nearby 
alternative diversionary infrastructure. It also had a bridleway & national cycle route routed 
over the level crossing, as well as being in close proximity to Thurston railway station. All 
these factors taken together justified Network Rail constructing the new footbridge at Network 
Rail’s cost. The sequence of legal changes were carried out at the request of Suffolk 
highways authority, which did result (for a short period of time) in the level crossing being 
open in tandem with the bridge being open. 
 

Proof of Evidence of Peter White on behalf of St Edmundsbury Borough Council (OBJ/28) 
 

5. In his Proof of Evidence, Mr White appears to place reliance on the fact that Network Rail did 
not object to the policy allocating Moreton Hall in the St Edmundsbury Borough Council Core 
Strategy (2010) – Policy CS11. 

 
6. I understand that local plans are consulted in line with The Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012/767, although I am advised that at the time when the 
policies mentioned in Mr White’s proof of evidence were published (2010), the relevant 
Regulations would have been (Local Development) (England) Regulations 2004 (as 
amended) (the 2004 Regulations).  

 
7. It appears from Mr White’s proof that Network Rail had been consulted on the preparation of 
St Edmundsbury Borough Council’s Core Strategy (2010), which contains Policy CS11 to 
which Mr White refers. 

 
8. Mr White quotes various parts of policy CS11 and states in relation to all quoted extracts that 
“Network Rail did not object to the policy wording when Network Rail were consulted”. 

 
9.  He emphasises 2 parts of the policy in his proof of evidence: 

• Providing improved public transport, foot and cycle links to the town centre and 
other locally significant leisure, employment and service destinations; 

• Enabling potential transport links to the north of the railway. 



 

 

 
 

 
10. At no point in the above quoted policy is there a direct reference to the level crossing and the 

need to keep it open for the purpose of the Morton Hall development or any other 
development.  Network Rail would have no reason to object to a policy which requires 
developers to “provide improved public transport, foot and cycle lines to the town centre” etc.  
However, it would comment and/or object to a policy which placed reliance on the use of the 
level crossing as an integral part of the proposed development.  It would be wrong to rely on 
Network Rail not having objected to a proposed Core Strategy policy as meaning that 
Network Rail agrees that the crossing should remain open. 
 

11. Although I am not a planner, I also do not consider that Network Rail’s proposal to divert the 
users to the nearby underpass would contravene the policy as suggested by Mr White, 
although others may be better placed to speak to this point.    
  

12. In respect of planning applications, I understand that Network Rail (where it is the relevant 
network operator) and the Secretary of State for Transport are statutory consultees for 
“Development which is likely to result in a material increase in the volume or a material 
change in the character of traffic using a level crossing over a railway”.  It is clear that risk that 
exists, and can exist, at level crossings is recognised at the highest level. 
  

13. The application for the 500 houses and other facilities south of Cattishall level crossing (the 
Moreton Hall development), referred to paragraph 37 of Mr White’s proof has reference 
DC/14/1881/HYB. Network Rail’s Town Planning department was not consulted on this 
application.  
  

14. In respect of the potential development by Berkeley Group, and potential footbridge over the 
railway, I have set out earlier in this rebuttal proof, and in my proof of evidence, Network 
Rail’s position in respect of the same. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Witness declaration 

  

I hereby declare as follows: 

 

(i) This proof of evidence includes all facts which I regard as being relevant to the opinions 

that I have expressed and that the Inquiry’s attention has been drawn to any matter 

which would affect the validity of that opinion. 

(ii) I believe the facts that I have stated in this proof of evidence are true and that the 

opinions expressed are correct. 

(iii) I understand my duty to the Inquiry to help it with matters within my expertise and I have 

complied with that duty. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  


