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specifically pointed out my concern that, as a new operator to the site, our activities and
techniques might change as we go along and you agreed that it would be sensible to
implement a materiality threshold of activities (as opposed to halting the operation pending a
meeting/assessment each time). If NE feel that I have exceeded that materiality level by
installing these trestles, then why did you or Kevan not pick up the phone and discuss your
concerns as opposed to sending a letter of this nature with no previous consultation or
warning?

18. The order for the “immediate removal of all racks and associated oyster sacks” is a draconian
measure which seems disproportionate to any impact they may have.

19. Mr Cook’s letter is copied to a Mr Powlesand who, as far as I am aware, has no professional
connection with Natural England. Mr Powlesand has complained about the trestles for a
number of reasons connected to his enjoyment of his property. He has threatened legal
action against the Duchy of Cornwall in relation to an ownership or access dispute over the
fundus in question. Please provide details of any correspondence or conversations which
Natural England has had with Mr Powlesand in relation to the trestles.

20. In your opinion, has NE’s response to or treatment of the use of trestles by the oyster farm
been influenced in any way by any comments or correspondence from Mr Powlesand?

21. My concern is that Natural England has been used by Mr Powlesand in his attempt to block
or restrict the oyster farm’s activities and that Mr Powlesand may have had some undue

influence on NE’s assessment of the risk and their action (the letter of 30th June). Please can
you comment on that.

22. I am also very concerned that Mr Cook’s letter plays directly into Mr Powlesand’s hands and
I strongly suspect that Mr Powlesand will use this letter to discredit the oyster farm’s
activities and reputation very publicly. The allegations of “causing significant damage to the
SSSI”, “physical damage” and “pollution to the site” are a PR disaster of the highest order
which will not easily be rectified and do not reflect either the activities we have undertaken,
nor the way in which we operate. If (I fear it is a matter of “when”) made public, this letter
will shed a negative light not only the Helford oysterage but also, perhaps, the whole
industry?

23. Has George Brew of Natural England been involved in any way in any discussion about the
trestles and their impact — either with Greg Powlesand, Mr Cook or you?

24. What are the real impacts of the trestles?

a. One man walks alongéide each table / bag once every set of spring tides as he turns
each bag. This generally means once every month. Our footprints are confined to a
reasonably narrow area alongside the tables.

b. People have been walking down onto their oyster beds both in the Helford and the Fal
for centuries. Why is there this sudden concern and why am I being singled out for
such criticism and sanction? Is there any new evidence of damage or deterioration to
the SAC due to this practice?

c. People and dog walking is a very common, daily activity, involving much higher
numbers of people, much higher frequency than our table inspections on spring tides
and is not restricted either to specific areas of the foreshore nor to spring tides. Why
is the oysterage being singled out for different treatment to these walkers which
presumably have a higher impact and who have not presumably received letters of
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