
 
 
 

 

 

BRANTHAM  
Parish Council 

Transport and Works Act 1992 
The proposed Network Rail (Suffolk Level Crossing Reduction Order) 
Statement of Case submitted on behalf of Brantham Parish Council 

 
Introduction 
 
This document sets out Brantham Parish Council’s (BPC) response to the Network Rail 
(Suffolk Level Crossing Reduction) Order.  The response has been drawn up by members of 
the BPC Footpaths Sub-committee and approved by the full council. 
 
BPC recognises Network Rail’s aims to improve safety at its crossings and improve the 
service for rail users but believes other solutions have not been fully considered and the 
views of affected landowners and the suitability of some of the proposed diversion routes 
have not been given adequate consideration. 
 
This document relates to the two level crossings and associated public rights of way within 
the parish, namely S01 Sea Wall and S02 Brantham High Bridge. 
 
Background 
 
BPC was originally consulted about the proposals and members of the council attended two 
stakeholder meetings during 2016 at which there was an opportunity to comment on the 
planned closures and alternative routes for diverting rights of way.  
BPC gave considerable input to the consultations. 
 
At the time BPC did not lodge a formal objection to the selected proposed route diversion 
but it has subsequently become aware of significant environmental and landowner concerns 
specifically regarding the proposed alternative route.  BPC is now of the opinion that 
insufficient diligence has been carried out in the evaluation and proposal of the alternative 
routes making them unviable, which is outlined in this document.  
 
Additionally in the case of S01 Sea Wall, BPC has concerns about census information 
gathering regarding usage of this crossing which may suggest that it is less frequently used 
than is the actual case.  BPC is also aware of relevant conditions affecting this footpath that 
have been made in the granting of planning permission for two major local developments. 
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S01 – Sea Wall, Public Footpath 13, Brantham 
 
Overview 
 

 
 
 
Brantham Parish Council objects to this proposal for the following reasons: 
 

1. Viability - Network Rail’s agent Mott MacDonald commissioned Tracsis Traffic and 

Data Services to carry out a video census over nine days at the end of 

June/beginning of July 2016 on all of the Suffolk Level Crossings it proposed to close.  

For a reason which remains unclear Level Crossing S01 Sea Wall was not included in 

the census.  Network Rail suggests a census was carried out in January 2017 showing 

7 people per day using the crossing.  The detailed census report has not been 

published with the other census data and BPC considers the submitted data to be 

fundamentally flawed.  It does not match BPC’s own survey findings from September 

and October 2015 where from 114 unique user responses - 84% of those questioned 

said they do use the railway foot crossing.  72% of the total number questioned said 

they would be concerned or extremely concerned if the railway crossing was closed. 

   

Almost everyone who was questioned said if the crossing did close they would want 

to see an alternative means of crossing the railway provided such as a new bridge or 

making use of the foot tunnel in the current factory site and building a new footpath 

from the tunnel to join the riverbank path that goes to the level crossing. 
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2.   Safety - The crossing has good visibility as the attached photographs show.  

       
 
It has an excellent safety record.   
 
While BPC acknowledges the risks involved where trains are travelling at speeds of up to 
100mph it does not consider the long-term aspiration to increase the line speed to 
110mph to make a significant difference. Network Rail further suggests that the “noise 
of standing trains and works” from the Greater Anglia Depot under construction close to 
this level crossing might distract users of the level crossing from their natural duty of 
care in crossing what has proven to be an entirely safe crossing.   
 
The crossing is in broad open space with high visibility with natural sound attenuation 
and has been sited next to what was a noisy factory and subsequently a demolition and 
construction site with no consideration or evidence to suggest that safety has been 
affected by site noise. 
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3. Alternative Route – environmental and loss of amenity concerns.  
On the south side of the railway the sea wall/river path is well used by local bird watchers, 
has excellent views and this council objects to any part of that path being extinguished.   
 
It is also the route of the recognised long-distance path The Stour and Orwell Walk and re-
routing this path would be a loss of local heritage. Network Rail’s proposal states that the 
diverted route adds around 400m to the route.  BPC believes this to be a conservative 
estimate and notes that the proposed diversion includes two steep inclines on either side of 
the railway in contrast to the current flat sea wall path, deeming this neither suitable nor 
convenient.   
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BPC is also concerned about the impact the diversion would have on reed bed habitat 
(pictured)  
 

 
 
which the council understands was cultivated for environmental reasons.   
 
BPC fears that sections of the proposed new right of way from P161 to P162, which are low-
lying could be boggy or even subject to flooding.  There is significant and established tree 
growth along the proposed alternative route.  It appears impossible to provide a pathway 
without damaging cut back to these trees, which presently provide a natural screening to 
the railway.  
These trees could also encroach onto the proposed path and thus force walkers to divert 
away from the line of the path onto agricultural land at a cost and inconvenience to the 
farm.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Alternative Route : Planning constraints -  Public Footpath 13 to the north of the 
railway is currently the subject of condition 14 in planning permission granted by Babergh 
District Council to Abellio East Anglia for the Greater Anglia Rail Depot – application 
B/17/00441 – and states that Footpath 13 shall be safeguarded and remain unobstructed 
during the entire development phase.  Furthermore a planning condition in respect of 
Footpath 13 has also been made in the granting of outline permission on application 
B/15/00263/FUL/SMC – a mixed use development of approximately 320 dwellings.  
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Condition 27 of this planning permission states (in summary) that prior to the 
commencement of the residential development an application to widen footpath 13 to two 
metres must be approved in writing by the planning authority.   
 
The reason for this is to ensure that the public right of way is maintained to an appropriate 
standard. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Cost -  The upkeep/maintenance costs of this crossing appear, from figures 
suggested by Network Rail, relatively low and without doubt, less than the upkeep costs 
associated with the proposed route, which requires the additional maintenance of around 
600m of additional footpath in addition to the upkeep of associated footbridges.  The cost 
of vegetation maintenance is minimal and has been borne by Network Rail for decades.   
 
With the development of a neighbouring Greater Anglia Depot, allocated budget for basic 
vegetation growth control for traffic into and out of this must already exist. The National 
Rail proposed alternative route places an additional unnecessary and disproportional 
burden and cost on the local landowner and farm business, for the maintenance of the 
alternative footpath, vegetation and timber footbridges.   
 
 
 
These costs will clearly exceed those required to maintain the present stile and pathway.  
BPC considers this an unfair transference of current legal obligations and costs onto a 
private individual/farm business. Network Rail's cost viability argument depends upon 
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transferring current legal and cost obligations, without choice, onto a private individual and 
is therefore unacceptable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

 



8 
 

S02 Brantham High Bridge 
 
Brantham Parish Council objects to this proposal for the following reason: 
 

1. Alternative route.  BPC understands an original alternative route had been proposed 

to follow the existing FP06 East of the woodland to the railway at the point of the 

current crossing then head south next to the railway, crossing the railway at the 

existing road bridge before turning north next to the railway to join the original 

route of the path.  BPC considers this an appropriate route.  The current proposed 

diversion means a loss of amenity and a less pleasant walk along the A137.  BPC also 

understands that some issues regarding viability of the diversion routes proposed 

have not been given due consideration and there are concerns about erosion, 

instability and the loss of some mature trees to create the new path.    

 

However BPC does accept the safety concerns regarding this level crossing and 

welcomes the proposal to create a footway on the A137 at the point where FP06 

joins the road to allow a better connection to FP001 Bentley and FP34 Tattingstone.  

 
 
 
 


