
   
 

Colchester Ramblers 
www.colchester-ramblers.co.uk 

 

 
1st October 2016 

 
 

 

PROPOSED CLOSURE OF LEVEL/FOOT CROSSINGS IN COLCHESTER 
 

 
Dear Mr Carne 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
I am writing on behalf of Colchester Ramblers to say, that despite your second round of consultation which 
took place on Friday 30th September providing a lot more information, we wish to express our continuing 
deep concern about your sweeping proposals to close a substantial number of foot crossings in our area. I 
know that colleagues have submitted detailed comments to you on a number of the crossings, but I should 
like to take a broader perspective and I look forward to receiving your reply on a number of specific points as 
set out below please. 
 
HISTORICAL CONNECTION 
 
First of all, it must be remembered that the footpaths we and other members of the public use, have a long 
historical connection sometimes going back centuries and invariably pre-date the coming of the railways. To 
simply cast these aside or amend – divert them for often dubious/financial reasons are simply unacceptable. 
You simply cannot deploy your arguments about “reducing delays to trains”; “improve the safety of level 
crossing users”; and “improve journey time reliability” in respect of the Marks Tey to Sudbury line for 
example. A quieter, slower line could hardly be envisaged!  
 
You repeatedly use the phrase “We fully recognise the importance of rights of way....” but despite your public 
consultation, there is no evidence you have moved away from your pre-prepared position. Again, looking at 
the 5 crossings on the Marks Tey to Sudbury branch line, these were featured in your first round of 
consultation and yet despite many negative comments being made [eg E53 Josselyns showing 91 per cent of 
responses disagreeing with your proposals], they still feature for closure as your preferred options. Is this true 
consultation or is it a “tick box” exercise you are engaged in with the intention of making the changes 
regardless of what people say?  
 
PUBLIC HEALTH and WELL-BEING 
 
Second, it is counter-intuitive to discourage members of the public from engaging in what is a very cost 
effective means of keeping fit and active ie walking. Not only does this help with physical well being (eg 
helping tackling the growing level of obesity in society and warding off heart attacks) but also helping with 
mental illness (eg physical exercise such as walking is one of the tools a GP can “prescribe” to help a patient 
with a mental illness rather than resorting to medication). I recognise that you will argue that your proposed 
diversions are not going to put people off walking but with respect, that is not the case. For example, at 
crossing E51 you are proposing to add 950m to the existing route taking you along a rural, unpaved road and 
E52, you are proposing to add an additional 1.8km as an alternative route by way of the road rather than 
over/along a field as of now. Our members are very uncomfortable with this. Members of the general public 
may be put off from walking completely to their own detriment and that of the wider society. The health of 
the nation will suffer.  



   

 

DANGER OF USING THE ROAD NETWORK 
 
There are three elements you have either chosen not to tackle, simply ignored or deliberately not asked for 
views on:- 

 First is the fact that not only are there more cars on the road these days but as you very well know, 

they are much bigger than they were say 5 years ago, thus leaving even less room to accommodate 

our members they will inevitably encounter on rural roads. 

 Second, with the ever increasing technology, vehicles are capable of going faster and faster. Gone are 

the days when family saloons could only manage up to 60mph with true sports cars being the only 

vehicles that could go faster. These days, even the basic entry-level cars can do 80+ mph. We see this 

all the time when we walk along roads and to be frank, we have had some pretty close shaves. We 

don’t need any more by default! 

 Third, is the fact that no more than 3 of our walkers will actually be crossing a railway line at any one 

time yet you seem quite happy for 40+ of our walkers to be placed in potential danger by forcing us 

to walk along rural roads which are invariably more dangerous than urban roads.  

What we do not need is being forced to use the roads any more than we have to by unwanted diversions 
being put in place by Network Rail.  
 
GENERIC POINTS  
 
Could you let us have your written responses not only to my comments above but also to the following 
please:- 

1. Why are you using the Transport and Works Act to enact the proposed closures rather than the more 

appropriate Highways Act please?  

2. What are the compensation arrangements going to be when one of our members has an accident eg 

being hit by a car, when your proposed arrangements come into effect whereby you have forced us to 

use a road for walking as opposed to the current footpath please? For example, the crossing at E54 

Bures Hamlet should you enact your preferred route which will mean us walking via the existing 

under-bridge with no pavement?  

3. Other examples of the sort of thing we need to know relates to the crossing E52 – Golden Square. For 

your preferred route to the west of the railway line, what is the likelihood, both now and in the 

future, of cattle being placed in the field to the north-west and therefore introducing an additional 

risk to our members? Have you specifically asked the landowner about this? The same applies to E53 

– Josselyns, again, to the west of the railway line? 

When I attended your consultation event on 17th June, your representative said you were proposing to mount 
cameras for 9 days on all the crossings you were proposing to close to monitor usage. I was therefore very 
surprised not to see any mention to this in your latest round of consultations on 30th September. I note 
reference was made to a “three days census” but that begs a number of questions:- 
 

4. What form did this census take? ie via a camera? If by camera, why not the 9 days mentioned in June? 
Or was the census undertaken by a person physically being there? Over what time frame eg the full 24 
hours or say 09.00 to 17.00? Why only on a Monday and not another day in the week or a multiple of 
days such as a Tuesday and a Thursday? Who did you consult about which days to choose?  

 
 
 



   

 

SPECIFIC POINTS 
 
For EACH AND EVERY ONE of the following crossings [E25 Church 2 Stanway Parish - E41 Pagets - E51 
Thornfield Wood – E52 Golden Square – E53 Josselyns - E57 Wivenhoe Park], could you let us have the 
following information please:- 

5. You state that X trains pass through each of these crossings per day, but what is the split between 

weekdays and weekends please? More on the former we presume but we would like to see the 

precise figures please.    

6. Where appropriate, have all your preferred routes been agreed with the respective landowner(s)? 

 
SUMMARY 
 
As you can see, we, as both members of the Ramblers and taxpayers (who provide the funds for your 
organisation!!) need a lot more information than you have provided so far, if we are to make a reasoned case 
or response to your “consultations”.  
 
You should be aware that I am copying my letter to:- 

 our three local MPs, Bernard Jenkin, Will Quince and Priti Patel at the Palace of Westminster, London 

SW1A OAA 

 Janet Davis, Senior Policy Officer (Rights of Way) at Ramblers Central Office – 

janet.davis@ramblers.org.uk  

 the Chairman of the Essex Area of the Ramblers, Alan Goffee at alan@turnbury.plus.com 

and I would be grateful if you would copy your reply to me, to them as well please.  
 
I look forward to your detailed response in writing. These can be sent to me at john.morseminus@tiscali.co.uk  
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
John Allcock 
Chairman, Colchester Ramblers 
 
 
 

mailto:janet.davis@amblers.org.uk
mailto:alan@turnbury.plus.com
mailto:john.morseminus@tiscali.co.uk

