
IP Chris Gates, Deadline 4 written submission of oral statement with further notes

My name is Chris Gates, I am a Burlingham resident, I am Chair of community group Burlingham Cottage Gardeners and 
on this occasion I’ve also been asked to represent Lingwood Parish Council. I have three points I would like to make:

1) 
When North Burlingham was by-passed in 1969, the then Authority acknowledged the importance of maintaining the 
north/south village access HE now propose to sever by leaving a pedestrian crossing point on the northern roadside at the 
site of Lingwood Lane. I have found no reference to this crossing in HE submissions, it is possible they are unaware of it, but 
the WCHAR author could advise.
The fact that this o�cial crossing point is well used to this day - despite Highways England’s failure to capture it  - demon-
strates continuing need. 
I have statements from daily commuters Lingwood to Burlingham and a leisure walker Burlingham to Lingwood to support 
this and photographic evidence of the well-used state of the crossing point which I can supply.
Local knowledge would demonstrate that Lingwood Lane emerges on to Acle Road (not White House Lane as HE call it)  
beyond the point where heavy commercial tra�c turns left to Cantley. If Burlingham walkers and cyclists are denied a central 
crossing and instead have to use the proposed White House overbridge, they will be forced to mingle with heavy goods 
vehicles until The Cantley turning is reached. There are no roadside paths along Acle Road. They will walk or cycle in the 
carriageway with tra�c - and the Parish Council has established the Cantley sugarbeet factory alone can generate 1400 HGV 
movements daily.
I would respectfully suggest that the author of the WCHAR, keen cyclist as claimed, would rather not mix it with sugarbeet 
lorries along the B1140 and neither do our residents, whether they be adults or children. 
It is directly at odds with Highways England's stated aim ‘to provide an accessible and integrated network ensuring the 
proposals take into account local communities and access to the road network providing a safer route between communities 
for cyclists, pedestrians, equestrians and other non-motorised groups.’
I’m quoting from Highways England’s  “Improving the A47, March 2017” 
Note, it’s titled  “improving the A47“, not “improving life around the A47”. 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
photo 1) the approach to the crossing from Main Road
photo 2) the pedestrian access to the side of the vehicular gate
photo 3) approaching the A47
photo 4) kerbside, looking across towards Lingwood Lane

I have since learned that the large, functional, vehicular gate at this site was installed for the use of North Burlingham 
farmer David Morton, in order he might continue to access Lingwood Lane. 
‘Standing Orders’ are that he should drive onto the carriageway when safe with a tractor/trailer, stop in the carriageway to 
halt tra�c and safely leave his cab to close the gate, then regain the cab and complete the crossing. Mr Morton has not 
been seen by Highways England to discuss the impact dualling will have on this arrangement.
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………



2)
It's a matter of record that at a meeting with replacement Team Leader Gemma Malone and her team here at Burlingham in 
August 2019 they revealed their initial application to the ‘Designated Fund’ for the Acle path and Burlingham crossing had 
failed - but they would be re applying. There was a reluctance from the start to provide from within the main budget, but not 
the slightest suggestion these would not be provided. Jonathan Donlevy was Ms Malone’s predecessor as Team Leader and 
�rst suggested the Designated Fund as a source at a Lingwood Village Hall public meeting.
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
I now know from another IP that the ‘Designated Fund’ is wholly controlled by HE and that it’s not available for the 
funding of such as the Acle path and Burlingham crossing. That being the case, why did Team Leaders Jonathan Donlevy 
and Gemma Malone allow the Lingwood and Burlingham Community to believe not only that application had been made 
to it -  shortage of 2019 funds failing the application - but that a second application in 2020 could be more successful? 
I would like HE to explain this apparent misinformation.

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

3)
The refusal to include the central Burlingham crossing and pathway to Acle goes against current policy from the likes of 
Sustrans and Cycling UK which is all about extending the cycle network, it is contrary to the Ramblers ‘Walking for health’ and 
Government exercise initiatives like ‘walk, cycle, scoot to school’. 
It’s also quite contrary to Highways England’s own promises to extend and improve local connectivity contained in their 
publicity. It’s contrary to common sense.
Surrounding Parish Councils, Broadland District Council, Norfolk County Council and our local MP Jerome Mayhew all support 
a Burlingham crossing and the Acle pathway.

The Blo�eld crossing is an unwelcome detour, the White House crossing positively dangerous.
Since Highways England choose to make so much of it,  I will �nally and once again refer to the keen cyclist author of their 
WCHAR report and his assurances that all has been taken into account. 
I venture to suggest that if he lived in North Burlingham he would not �nd the provisions suggested remotely acceptable 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

FURTHER INFORMATION
The HE representative attempted to portray the prospect of horses dunging in the proposed underpass a health hazard, 
particularly if pumped out into a nearby ditch or soakaway following rain. I would respectfully point out that horses, 
being vegetarian, present little  ‘threat by e�uence‘ to humans and that here in Norfolk horse dung and urine have been 
spread on �elds for centuries. Just at this moment (post-harvest) we have the annual spreading of human sewage 
fertiliser on �elds - many alongside HE’s network.

HE were most assertive that should a rider have to dismount to lead their horse through an underpass, that horse is less 
under control than if ridden. This presumably to support an argument that the headroom suggested in Create Consulting 
Engineer’s design (2.7m) makes passage through impracticable when mounted.
This is not the experience of the British Horse Society and to the contrary, it remains their advice that a rider should 
dismount to have maximum control when any circumstance demands it. It may well be possible to ride through a 2.7m 
headroom, but if not, dismount and lead.
A rider will introduce the underpass to their horse, mounted or unmounted, at a quiet time and not persist with use 
should it react badly.

The proposed overbridge crossings to east and west provide no alternative. No horse rider asked locally will use the White 
House or Blo�eld crossings, involving as they do additional road-riding distance and citing tra�c proximity and lack of 
safety screens on the crossings themselves.
I would respectfully direct the Examining Authority to provision of the A11 ‘Elveden Monument’ underpass. There was 
little demonstrable demand at the time of its construction but with foresight it was provided and it’s been much used 
since by mounted horse riders, cyclists and ramblers - sometimes at the same time.

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………



EMAIL from the British Horse Society 
regarding the use of underpasses and the safety of leading horses:

From: Helen Chester 
Date: 7 September 2021 at 12:31:02 BST
To: Chris Gates 
Subject: Re:  Burlingham underpass

Dear Chris

Thanks for taking the time to contact me as the BHS Norfolk County Access O�cer regarding the issues and proposals for the site and the 
concerns raised by Highways England regarding horses. 

In response to the question regarding height and width of an underpass, please follow this link to The British Horse Society guidance on 
dimensions which clearly includes under passes:

https://www.bhs.org.uk/~/media/documents/access/access-lea�ets/dimensions-0720.ashx?la=en

As you will see the recommended height is 3.4m and 5m width, which allows equestrians to ride through whilst leaving su�cient room 
for others to pass safely alongside.  However it is also evident in this guidance that if a lower height underpass is agreed locally that it is 
perfectly acceptable for this to be used by horses, although riders are encouraged to dismount and lead their horses through. Where this 
is required the BHS recommend that mounting blocks are provided at either end of the underpass to allow riders to safely remount. These 
dimensions provide ample headroom for even the largest of horses to safely pass without the need for a rider to dismount. 

In the case of this underpass if the height is 2.7m this is lower than the recommended height of 3.4m so mounting blocks would be 
required to enable riders to dismount and lead their horses through the underpass. 

I would also recommend mounting blocks regardless as some riders may prefer to safely lead their horse through anyway. 

Regarding the assertion made by Highways England that dismounting and leading a horse is far more dangerous than riding it, this is not 
something I have heard before so I am unsure where this assertion has come from and it is incorrect. 

As a horse rider, if a horse is frightened or unwilling to pass an obstacle, it would be normal practice to dismount and lead them past the 
‘danger’ before remounting. Horses are �ight animals and often the reassurance of having their owner walking at their head is all that is 
required to over come their fear of an obstacle. It is also often much safer for the rider to be on the ground as it means that should the 
horse not be able to overcome their fear there is zero chance of the rider sustaining injury from a fall if they are already walking on the 
ground. 

In the attached lea�et it refers to mounting blocks, the BHS recommend these as standard for many types of crossing, underpasses 
included, as they enable riders to easily dismount and remount either side of the obstacle. The lea�et also refers to the fact that with 
practice horses will adapt to the lower underpass height and will walk calmly through this with their handlers. I myself have walked my 
horse under very low bridges and underpasses quite successfully and if canal towpath bridges are anything to go by horses have proven 
themselves quite capable of going through low bridges and tunnels for centuries!

All horses begin work in-hand and are used to being led by their owners from the time they are born. Groundwork is the basis of all horse 
training. There is a very old fashioned school of thought that getting o� your horse to pass an obstacle teaches the horse that they have 
‘won’ and that they were right to be afraid. This outmoded way of thinking has been replaced with the knowledge that leading a horse 
past an obstacle creates con�dence for both horse and rider, that it creates a safe means for horses to learn that they do not need to be 
afraid and enables the handler to remain calm and in control. 

I guess that to sum this up it is often safer for a rider to dismount and lead their horse rather than stay on board - the complete opposite of 
the assertion made by Highways England. 

Kind Regards

Helen

Helen Chester 
BHS Norfolk County Access O�cer
Norfolk Historic Research Lead
BHS Nottinghamshire: Rushcli�e Access & Bridleways O�cer.  




