
 

 

  

  

  

 18th February 2021. 

Dear Sharon Berry. 

I am writing to you regarding the proposed diversion of Maria Marten’s Footpath, Footpath 35. 

 I object in the strongest possible way to this diversion.  

About twenty years ago, the same owners proposed a similar diversion .  

There was a 2 day public enquiry regarding the diversion. An inspector from the planning 

inspectorate at the Department of the Environment attended. 

 They the Village Hall was packed, such was the strength of feeling within the village. 

 The application to divert the footpath was turned down. 

 I believe that this application should also be refused. 

 There has been little advertisement of the application, due mainly to the spread of Covid-19. 

I only heard about it by a chance comment about it from a friend who had heard about it on 

facebook. 

 I may be being unduly judgmental, but I believe that this may be an attempt to get this diversion 

through under the radar whilst the Covid-12 restrictions are preventing full communications taking 

place within the community. 

Polstead has its place in history and the claim to fame of being the village that it is where the 

Murder at the Red Barn took place. 

 The footpath is called Maria Marten’s Footpath. 

 Maria Martens Cottage, in Marten’s Lane, still stands. 

Maria Martens body was found in the Red Barn, sadly destroyed but on the spot of the new 

development now taking place. 

Maria Marten is buried in Polstead church yard. 

 The Murder at The Red Barn was Turned into an old English play. 

 It has gone world wide and even translated into Japanese. 

 It has been reported, in normal times, that somewhere in the world Maria Marten and The murder 

at The Red Barn is being performed as a play every night of the year. 

 The footpath is part of the history and tradition of the village. 

Vistors, throught the year, come to see where it all took place. 

 For people to come into the village and want to alter it, to suit themselves after all that went before 

beggars belief.  

 I do not believe that because the footpath on it’s present route will cause loss of privacy or security. 

If that is the case do not carry out the development. Do not divert the footpath. 

There is a temporary footpath diversion in place. Apparently for health & safety purposes whilst 

work is being carried out on the new dwelling. I sincerely hope that this has been approved and 

sanctioned before being carried out and that it will be restored to the original route when it safe to 

do so. 

 My wife and I have been property owners in Polstead for about fifty years and live in the village 

for forty six years. 

Maxine Smith
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 Yours sincerely. 
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Sharon Berry (MSDC)

From:
Sent: 20 March 2021 00:26
To: Sharon Berry (MSDC)
Subject: RE: Polstead FP35

 EXTERNAL EMAIL: Don't click any links or open attachments unless you trust the sender and know the 

content is safe. Click here for more information or help from Suffolk IT

Dear Sharon Berry. 

I still wish to object to the footpath diversion. 

I am very well aware that the The Red Barn is long gone & not on the site of the barn being converted into a 
dwelling. 

The footpath is still a very historic part of the village in its original route. 

The current owners may not be newcomers to the village, but I have never met them. I have lived in the village fo 46 
years. 
I am surprised however that they, knowing the facts about the footpath, would seek to divert it, given all of the 
controversy of the original diversion proposal. 
I still believe that the original proposal may have been to close it. 
The village organized a footpath working committee at the time and a definitive map was drawn up. 
My next door neighbor was on that committee. He and several other members of it have since passed away. 
They would be horrified at this proposal. 
The ‘some discussions’ about the diversion / closure was a full 2 day public meeting. With an inspector from London. 
Held in the village hall, it was packed with standing room only. 

Publicity was scant to say the least within the village. Covid-19 restrictions and lockdown saw to that. 
Had the publicity been better this time I feel sure that the would have been a much bigger response. 
I am  years old. I am not on social media of any sort. I have not ventured out needing exercise & have met very 
few people within the village since last March because of the pandemic. The notices put up mean very little if people 
are nor going out to read them, or to discuss with others about something as big as this within the village. 
How would I, or others like me, have known even to look on the Websites mentioned. 

 I do not wish to make any 
statements as to the current parish council, except that I do not believe that any of them lived in the village at the 
time of the last proposals to divert / close this footpath. 

I repeat that this is an attempt to get it passed under the cover of Covid. 
Yours sincerely 

 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 



1

Sharon Berry (MSDC)

From:
Sent: 21 May 2021 15:42
To: Sharon Berry (MSDC)
Subject: RE: Highways Act1980 s119

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 EXTERNAL EMAIL: Don't click any links or open attachments unless you trust the sender and know the 

content is safe. Click here for more information or help from Suffolk IT

Good morning Sharon. 

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you on site on the 11th. May 2021. It was nice to put a face to the name. 

Thank you for you email regarding the legal tests in section 119 of the highways act. 

I would like to raise the following points with you regarding the existing diversion. 
With regard to the act:- 

1. I do not see the diversion to be in the ‘interests of the public' .
A. It diverts a fair amount, adding extra to the route.
B. The route is a fairly steep climb both up & down through the wood.

2. I do not see how given the steep part of the diversion that it can be described as ‘substantially less
convenient to the public as a consequence of the diversion’.

Under Section 29 of the act ‘an authority must have due regard to the needs of agriculture and forestry and 
the desirability of conserving flora, fauna and geological and physiographical features. ‘ 

3. The diversion is through a very pretty bluebell wooded area. The damage done to the flora can only be
described as ‘desecration to the flora’. The bluebells and other plants have been trampled flat over the
whole length of the proposed diversion  and the added hardcore spread at the top of the hill  can only be
described as vandalism. Given that it is 'An Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty’, I am astonished that this
order is even being considered

In addition the cutting back of mature oak trees in the way that it has been done, without the thought for the 
regrowth to regain any form of shape is very saddening. 
I would suspect that this is a forerunner of the complete felling of at least some of these trees. 

The woodland area would really need some forestry management. It appears that little, if any has been carried out 
in recent years. Shame on you . 

The security aspect of the proposal for the diversion is nothing more than a joke. Situated as it is, the new dwelling 
(It is not a barn conversion) is at the bottom of a very secluded dip in the ground. The diversion will do nothing to 
distract any would be people of ill intent. Given the higher ground it may even encourage people to look down, from 
the path, into the dwelling. 

In spite of your protestations that this proposal has been done in the covert procedural manner. I would like to take 
this opportunity to stress yet again that there was little or no common knowledge of this. There was / is a pandemic 
going on. We were told to stay indoors. And most people did. Notices being posted at the site would not be seen by 
any locals unless specifically looking for them. There was nothing in the parish magazines as far as I can see. I still 
believe that this was a very cynical attempt to divert a historic part of the village fabric.  
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Also as I have previously said, the ‘Footpath 35’ on the application , means little , or nothing to the local population. 
Maria Marten’s Footpath or The Red Barn Footpath, would have grabbed a lot more attention if it had been 
publicised effectively.. 

Best regards.. 
 




