
COMMENTS ON SUBMISSIONS DEADLINE 6. PHILIP WATSON 

Ex�nguishment of rights at Tadcaster East CSEC 

At the CAH2 Mee�ng I was ques�oned about spli�ng my field into two parcels and how I 
needed 2 access points to access either field. I think the planning inspectorate believed what 
I was saying but Na�onal Grid certainly did not. They stated in the writen summary of that 
mee�ng “Na�onal Grid have not seen the evidence that mul�ple crops are grown in that 
field. To Na�onal Grid’s knowledge it is farmed as one block”. Please see the atached file 
called “two parcels”. This is a copy of a Na�onal Grid document clearly showing the 
proposed CSEC West in blue, the underground line in black and the exis�ng overhead line in 
red. There can be no doubt that the field is split into two parcels in this image and the South 
East parcel has only been capable of access through the track in the botom corner. 

The statement in the writen summary at the CAH2 mee�ng Na�onal Grid states that “there 
is a maximum of 3.7 metres between the edge of the embankment and the fence line”. This 
is blatantly untrue and Na�onal Grid are trying to shi� the evidence in order to defeat the 
right of way. I asked for clarifica�on from Na�onal Grid on this who sent me a plan (see the 
“3.7 METRE GAP” file that is atached). This is measured from the edge of the earthworks to 
a piece of rabbit proof fencing recently erected by Mr Ingham. This is nonsense as the 
boundary is marked by the post and rail fencing and Na�onal Grid are fully aware of that. 
The gap then widens considerably a�er that. Even by this plan to say that there is a 
maximum of 3.7 metres is untrue as the gap widens considerably the further East that you 
go. Furthermore, it contradicts with all the other measurements submited previously. 
Please see the “Annex b Rep5-084” file that is atached. This was taken from REP 5 -084 and I 
am using it because it shows the swept path analysis of an agricultural vehicle. Please note 
that running alongside the boundary line shaded yellow is a 6 metre strip for laying the new 
gas pipe. It is clearly marked as being 6 metres wide. Please also note that at the narrowest 
point on the western side of the CSEC there is a further gap of some 2 metres between the 
yellow shaded area and the blue line showing the edge of the embankment. It can therefore 
be extrapolated from this that at it’s narrowest point there is an 8 metre gap between the 
embankment and the fence line. At the eastern end the area widens considerably and there 
appears double the width of the yellow shaded area which will be 12 metres. There clearly is 
enough room to put in an access road for agricultural vehicles. Na�onal Grid have already 
proved it. 

Northern Gas Networks have previously stated that they need a minimum of 6 metres to put 
a new gas pipe in. If there really is going to be only a maximum of 3.7 metres then surely the 
CSEC should be moved elsewhere because there is not enough room to install the pipe. I 
have not seen any approval from Northern Gas Networks yet. Even they do Na�onal Grid 
have clearly demonstrated that there is between 8-12 metres of land available. 

I have heard many excuses claimed to be constraints that prevent the right of way being 
diverted I do not believe any of them to be genuine. 



 The highways agency clearly envisaged agricultural vehicles to be working in the field on the 
other side post and rail fence. They therefore placed it a safe distance away from the A64 so 
farm vehicles could travel at a safe distance away from the A64. The field already slopes 
towards the A64. 

The gas pipe is clearly not an issue. Northern gas networks replace and renew pipes under 
areas that are going to have vehicles passing over them all the �me. They reinstate roads 
a�er the gas pipes have been put in place all the �me without issue. The road could easily 
be reinstated following the gas pipe being put in posi�on. I pass over gas pipes all the �me 
with agricultural machinery in fields without causing any damage. I have to pause there and 
ques�on whether the road needs to be put at such a depth. To dig down over 60 cm to form 
a subbase and then a road surface is excessive. We are talking about farm vehicles here 
which go off road and don’t actually need a hard standing to travel on. The right of way that 
travels from my field up to the pylon is made up largely of compacted soil. I have done work 
on other farm tracks over the years and I am yet to see one that is over 60 cm in depth. In 
fact 30 cm of stone is considered more than adequate for even the heaviest user. I also have 
to point out that an excavator can dig to within 60cm from a gas pipe if a member of 
Northern Gas Networks is present. I am also not sure why the top surface of the road is 
going to be lower than the ground surrounding it. This will just cause water to stand on the 
road? It is common prac�ce to have a road placed higher than the ground surrounding it if 
possible. 

 The right of way that goes from my field up to the pylon is already on a camber which is well 
in excess of the 6% camber of the diverted route that is being proposed. I believe all par�es 
walked over this on the site visit. I would expect if any vehicle were in danger of falling over 
then it would do so on this stretch of the right of way and not next to the A64. I have never 
had any vehicle to have problems on this stretch of the right of way and certainly would not 
expect to have any on a diversion around the CSEC. I men�oned at the CAH2 hearing that all 
tarmac roads have at least a 2.5 % camber and they feel level to any road user. To have a 6% 
camber will feel litle different to any normal road and to any agricultural vehicle that 
comfortably drives over slopes of over 20 % there should be no issues. 

I have asked ques�ons about the telecommunica�ons mast to Na�onal Grid. They refuse to 
discuss this but s�ll put it as a constraint. They have a copy of the lease agreement and so do 
I because I applied to the Land Registry for a copy. EE Limited and Hutchinson 3G UK have no 
rights to stop the removal of the fencing and gate. They have rights to fence around the 
square mast area itself but the fencing and gate can be removed by the landowner. The 
landowner has retained the right to alter the posi�on of the access road in any event. I can 
provide a copy if asked or the planning inspectorate can apply for it’s own copy from the 
land registry. 

In all the constraints above there have been no objec�ons by the par�es that could be 
affected and Na�onal Grid are making problems that are not there. In fact Na�onal Grid 
haven’t even asked any of the other par�es involved for their opinion but have tried to 
insinuate that they would object when they haven’t. 



Summary 

The planning inspectorate obviously has to look at both sides of the argument and draw it’s 
own conclusion. I am not sure if the Planning Inspectorate can simply refuse the applica�on 
for the DCO outright or approve it with the caveat that there should be some altera�ons. 

 I object to Na�onal Grid to placing CSEC East on the right of way not only because of the 
previous court ac�on that took place surrounding the pylon at XC481, but that other areas 
are more suitable and are not near rights of way, gas pipes, dwellings, a dual carriageway or 
a telecommunica�on mast. I would say XC480 would be a much more suitable op�on and 
has none of these problems. It is also on level ground and there would be no need for the 
anchor block solu�on which according to Na�onal Grid causes maintenance issues. 

If the planning inspectorate believes that the CSEC East can be placed in the proposed 
posi�on then I would ask them to do so but on the condi�on that a retaining wall is put in 
place and gap of at least 13.5 metres (see REP 6-061 ac�on point 4) can be maintained 
between the CSEC and the boundary line. The retaining wall would be at least 10 metres 
away from any Gas pipe. Na�onal Grid would also have to ensure that they purchase 
sufficient land to create a right of way for all vehicles and reconnect with the exis�ng right of 
way. This would be the op�on to take if the planning inspectorate agrees with any of the 
constraints put forward by Na�onal Grid. 

If the planning inspectorate has no issues with the constraints put forward by Na�onal Grid 
and does not feel able to propose a retaining wall solu�on then a right of way could be 
placed over the area le� a�er the earthworks are put in place. At it’s narrowest it is 8 metres 
wide and goes to 12 metres at the widest posi�on. This is ample space to put a right of way 
for agricultural vehicles only. See Annex B. Again, Na�onal Grid should have to purchase 
enough land in order provide a new right of way and not leave me in the same posi�on 
when the pylon XC481 was placed over the right of way, leaving court ac�on with Mr Ingham 
as the only op�on. This op�on is against my best interests as it limits the right of way to 
agricultural vehicles only, but it is considerably beter than ex�nguishing the right of way. 

I obviously disagree with the ex�nguishment of the right of way through brickyard farm (D1-
04 REP6-023) and this should not be allowed to happen. This is not necessary to the scheme. 
It is highly unusual for Na�onal Grid to want to ex�nguish any private rights of way because 
they o�en have a great deal of flexibility about where they can put their equipment. I can 
see that if it was new railway or new motorway being proposed then it may be necessary 
but ex�nguishing the right of way through brickyard farm is unnecessary and is not required 
for the scheme to go ahead. 

There is a real need to have a second access point into that field. If there wasn’t I would not 
have spent all that �me going to court to have a diversion put around the pylon. The judge 
a�er all described the right of way as a valuable property right. 

 

SITING OF CSEC WEST 



I have already put forward my proposed alterna�ve placing of CSEC West which would have 
reduced the unnecessary wastage of land and improve �meliness of opera�ons. At the 
moment I will be losing a considerable amount of land to the new CSEC and a much greater 
area than that will be taken up by a series of complicated turns. For example my plough 
turns over 2 metres of soil at a �me so ploughing around a CSEC 40 metres long will involve 
taking the machine out of the ground 20 �mes on one side, twenty �mes on the other side 
and 15 �mes on the shorter 30 meter side. It simply isn’t a mater of the work taking far 
longer to get done and the increase in costs but ge�ng the work done before the weather 
closes in. 

 In the writen submission of oral representa�ons in CAH2 Na�onal Grid claim that I have 
over 300 acres of land. This statement is untrue. I have a total of 168 acres of arable land 
and a further 22 acres of grassland. The main farmhouse has 45 acres surrounding it and is 
over 5 kms from the 28 acre field where the Yorkshire Green project is proposed to take 
place. The nearest field to this is 3 kms away and is 21 acres I have a further 96 acres 5 kms 
away from the A659 field. The farm is my sole source of income and any reduc�on in area 
will have a big impact on profit and make the farm much less viable going forward. Buying 
up farmland is not as easy as buying a house. Land is o�en said to come up for sale every 
hundred years and replacing any land lost will be impossible in my life�me. I have bent over 
backwards to try and accommodate the CSEC West but Na�onal Grid simply refuse to listen. 
The current si�ng of the CSEC West will clearly have a considerable impact on my business 
for years to come. 

I believe that placing CSEC West near XD002 would be much beter. It is on a much smaller 
paddock and I believe is owned by a much bigger landowner. It could be bought outright and 
have it’s own access point for Na�onal Grid to use. 

10 METRE STRIP FOR HEDGEROWS. 

Na�onal Grid has already said that they do need vehicular access for the sowing a wild 
flower mix or to maintain the exis�ng hedgerow in the field to the southwest of CSEC East. I 
would expect therefore that they would be cu�ng the exis�ng hedgerow  in that area by 
hand. There is currently no hedgerow between my field and the land owned by the brewery. 
This will have to be planted by hand and then will not need cu�ng for 10 years. It will 
therefore be completely unnecessary for Na�onal Grid to take 10 metres of land for a tractor 
with a hedgecuter. If they are content to cut the other hedgerow by hand near CSEC East 
they should be content to cut the hedgerow on my land by hand as well. I would expect a 2 
metre strip either side of the centre of the hedgerow would be ample. This would allow for 
the hedgerow to be 2 metres wide and a 1 metre strip either side for personnel to cut the 
hedgerow once a year. I have already said that I would be willing to cut the hedgerow myself 
with a tractor once a year if Na�onal Grid s�pulated what height they required it to be 
maintained at.  

The Hedgerow along the A659 is already established. Again it will only be necessary for 
Na�onal Grid to have a 2 metre strip from the centre of the hedge. The other side and top of 
the hedge could easily be cut by a tractor on the roadside. 



 

ACCESS OFF THE A659 

I have only had limited informa�on about what is going to take place here from Na�onal 
Grid. It is currently an area that suffers from vehicles parking near the gateway and fly 
�pping. This is despite it being a rela�vely small entrance. I need to place boulders in the 
entrance to stop this from happening. 

I have recently received some details from Na�onal Grid (please see A659 Access- Tadcaster 
in the file atached). I understood at the CAH2 mee�ng that Na�onal Grid would be happy to 
reduce the access road into my field from 7 metres to 4 metres but they have clearly failed 
to do this in the atached plan. The plan s�ll shows a road into my field 7 metres wide. They 
also said this would have an impact on the bellmouth and the width would be reduced. I 
don’t think it has though. Clearly Na�onal Grid have created a parking area large enough for 
an ar�culated lorry. It seems very obvious to me that it would be free of any obstruc�ons 
and any vehicle would be able to park in this area whether it is connected with Na�onal Grid 
or otherwise. We seem to be talking about a bellmouth some 65 metres wide which is 5 
�mes wider than the exis�ng entrance. The wider this area is the more chance there will be 
of unwanted visitors. Na�onal Grid claim that they want to own this land in order to 
maintain visibility for vehicles exi�ng the site. They are going to do the complete opposite.  
Any vehicle can park in the area occupied by the ar�culated lorry in ques�on and block the 
view of anyone wishing to leave the site. There is a serious safety issue here if this happens 
and because it is a 60 MPH road the poten�al for a serious collision with oncoming traffic 
due to recuced visibility will be high if any vehicle parks in this area.  A no parking sign is 
hardly going to deter anyone parking here. Na�onal Grid clearly recognise this otherwise 
they would not have suggested bollards in the entrance. 

It seems that Na�onal Grid have created an area so that any vehicle can park in the area to 
the right (Leeds side) and access the site. I presume that Na�onal Grid are expec�ng to 
approach from the Leeds side looking at the plan. However, my farmhouse is situated to the 
le� (Tadcaster side) so I will be accessing the site from the le�. I will have to park on the 
roadside and get out of my car in the road to then unlock the posts. This will be highly 
dangerous to both myself and other road users. Upon leaving the site I will have to park on 
the opposite side of the road and cross the road to lock the posts up.  It won’t simply be a 
mater of driving in with a tractor and picking up a boulder with the tractor in one 
movement as I do at the moment. 

I am not sure what plans Na�onal Grid have submited before deadline 7 but they have been 
very late ge�ng these plans to me and details should have been made available to me much 
sooner. I would have expected consulta�on to have taken place before the Planning 
Inspectorate started it’s examina�on. 

I am not sure what the solu�on could be here but I need to maintain my access point in that 
corner of the field off the A659 without issues and be in sole control of it as I am now. 
Perhaps Na�onal Grid could have a separate access point onto the brewery land to the 



North of my field? They could then access both the pylon and CSEC West. Obviously moving 
CSEC West to pylon XD002 would solve a lot of problems. 

I have been unable to have a mee�ng with Na�onal Grid because of harvest commitments.  
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Geometry has been checked against a bespoke vehicle model shown in the diagram.
This model is generic and does not relate to any specific vehicle suplliers specification.

All swept paths should be verified by the Contractor and their haulage
supplier once appointed prior to detailed design and installation of the access.
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