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INTRODUCTION
1. These are the Written Representations of William George Topham (“WGT”) to the application
for a Development Consent Order by the Secretary of State for Transport identified as the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Development Consent Order 201 [...] (“the
DCO”).

2. WGT farms with his son, George William Topham, in excess of 9870 acres (3994 ha) within
Cambridgeshire under the agri- farming and haulage enterprise G W Topham and Sons. There
are two holdings farmed by G W Topham and Sons directly affected by this proposed
development and further farms and holdings within their control indirectly affected by this
project. This Written Representation concerns matters affecting Weybridge Farm.

3. The matters raised in these Representations are matters not only of concern to the farming
owners of agricultural land affected by the DCO, but also of concern to, and raise points of
principle that will affect, WGT having a large agri-business and haulage company, with
dispersed farm holdings that may be affected by similar highway schemes.

4. WGT has worked closely with the A14 Agent’s Association and has co-ordinated issues of
common concern culminating in the instruction of Mr Barry Denyer-Green (Barrister) to
represent the affected parties on points of law. WGT is also working alongside the National
Farmers Union, as the farmers’ and landowners’ trade association in the matter.
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SUBMISSION
The draft Development Consent Order and the generic response issued by Highways England
dated 1st June 2015 has been reviewed and WGT submits for consideration the Written
Representation below:
1

COMPULSORY ACQUISITION OF LAND
After working closely with the NFU and Barrister, Mr Barry Denyer Green, your attention is drawn
to the relevant appendices included with this submission including the submissions from the
Barrister at Appendix 3 and the submissions from the NFU at Appendix 2. The locations of the
borrow pits can be identified in Appendix 6.b
We fully support the NFU and the Barrister in furthering the points laid out in Appendix 2 and 3 and
below and look forward to actively contributing to this discussion at a future opportunity.

1.1

Ecological Areas and Landscaping
WGT is in full agreement with the assertions made in section 2 (on page 4) by Barry Denyer Green
in the NFU’s written statement (Appendix 3). WGT would not like to see the areas identified for
landscaping and ecological mitigation compulsorily acquired. It is not believed that there is a
compelling case to do so, and WGT would enter into an agreement with Highways England to
manage these areas on an ongoing basis.
Highways England has not commenced these discussions with WGT.

1.2

Compelling Case Requirements
Section 3 (page 4) of the NFU’s written submission (Appendix 3) sets out the Barrister’s argument
that Highways England does not have a compelling case to compulsorily take land it intends to
offer back to the landowner.

1.3

Scale of land required for the flood compensation areas
WGT is in full agreement with the argument put forward in section 4 (page 5) of the NFU’s written
submission (Appendix 3). We agree that the land should remain in the landowner’s ownership and
without prejudice to any concerns had with the design and placement of these areas (section 3 and
Section 4 of this written representation) WGT would consider entering into an agreement with
Highways England if these areas would remain in hand.
We fully agree with the report that Louise Staples of the NFU has submitted (Appendix 2) that
states these areas are excessive, please see section 3 of this Written Representation for our full
comment on that matter.

1.4

Borrow Pits
WGT is in full agreement with the case put forward in section 5 of the NFU’s Written Submission
(page 6 of Appendix 3). As can be seen from the Wardell Armstrong Report (Appendix 4) there are
a number of other quarries available in the local area where the required material can be obtained.
Opening new borrow pits has further impacts that have not been addressed by Highways England,
and would require extra works to make good at the end of their useful life. Due to these points it is
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not believed that there is a compelling case made by Highways England for the compulsory
acquisition of the borrow pits at Weybridge Farm.
WGT has previously asserted that he would be prepared to negotiate with Highways England to
allow them to take the minerals from the identified borrow pits but these discussions have not
taken place.
1.5

Incorporation of the Mining Code
WGT wholeheartedly supports the argument put forward in section 6 of the NFU Written
Submissions (Appendix 3).
Highways England have unofficially asserted that they would be willing to purchase the minerals
held within the Borrow Pits. WGT would be prepared to enter into these discussions, however
Highways England have not commenced these negotiations yet.

2
2.1

BORROW PITS
Breakdown of Land Required
In the Outline Representations the comment was raised that the areas of land take has not been
quantified for the Borrow Pits, potential landscaping and habitat areas. In table 5-1 of the
Response to Representations, page 31 it asserts that this information will be provided during
discussions with the landowners. This has not happened and it would be appreciated if this
information could be made available.

3
3.1

FLOOD ALLEVIATION/ COMPENSATION AREAS/ BALANCING PONDS
Background
A number of balancing ponds and a large flood compensation area have been designed into the
scheme (As seen on appendix 6.a). The consultation that has taken place with WGT in regard to
the location of these balancing ponds and floodplain compensation storage areas has been
tantamount to highlighting areas on the plan and justifying their locations with the assertion that
they are a requirement. There has been a comment that WGT may be able to sit down with a
designer in the future so the angle of the northern most balancing pond can make better use of the
space it sits in, however in section 4, below, there is some dispute as to whether these balancing
ponds should be implemented at all.
No explanation has been given in regard to the number of balancing ponds located alongside the
proposed road improvement scheme and further clarification is required on the areas that have
been taken for floodplain storage. The land in question is good arable land and this should not be
taken out of arable production unless it is absolutely necessary.

3.2

Suggested Remedy
WGT fully supports the NFU’s assertions (as made in section 2 of Appendix 2).
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The Non-Technical Summary states the increase in the volume of road drainage is due to an
increase in road and pavement area. This would be mitigated by designing attenuation into the
drainage system to mimic the natural response of the catchment area. There are no actual figures
given to explain that for the increase in pavement area required, or how that would relate to the
m²/hectares of flood storage or on the actual number of balancing ponds required. This should be
addressed by HE.
In the HE Response (page 25 and 26) it has been highlighted that in accordance with Defra
guidance the baseline flood event to assess the with the scheme flood risk against is the 1% (1 in
100 years) annual exceedance probability plus 20% for climate change. The example given still
does not explain the area of land that is needed to achieve this or how that is calculated.
In the ES at Chapter 17 para 17.5.2 it is stated how floodplain compensation would be
implemented but again no figures as to what is necessary, at 17.5.20 it states how balancing
ponds will be used to attenuate in the proposed drainage design.
Further detail is also required on the stated level-for-level floodplain compensation storage.
There should be a requirement that WGT will be consulted about the location and number of
balancing ponds and the location and extent of floodplain compensation storage. In doing this
consultation exercise HE should have to take into account and implement any reasonable
requirements for the protection of the farming business.
It is not clear how the water held in the balancing ponds will leave the ponds. Further clarification
on this would be appreciated, as would the potential pollution impact on the groundwater and
surrounding water bodies.
3.3

Excessive area of the Flood Plain Compensation Area at Weybridge Farm
Please see Appendix 6.a. for the proposed location of the large area of flood plain compensation.
The area proposed for Flood Plain Compensation at this location extends to a large area of this
field. It is believed this is disproportionate to the area that has been lost from the flood plain due to
the project on this farm.
This field is used to grow combinable crops and is classed as land grade 2 on the Natural England
Agricultural Land Classification Plans. Creating a Flood Plain Compensation area of the size and
scale will have an number of impacts on the farm.

• The remainder of this field would be left uneconomical to cultivate
• There is an impact on the viability of the surrounding smaller fields as these are block cultivated
• The removal of some of the best and most versatile land from the farm will have a knock on effect
to the remainder of the Agri-business.
WGT agrees with the comments from NFU and the Barrister on all aspects relating to the loss of
land for flood plain compensation and makes a further assertion that the flood compensation area
should be proportionate to the amount of land lost to the flood plain on the farm.
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There has been a progressive loss of agricultural land in an area where a majority of the land are
highly productive versatile soils growing a range of arable crops. The Cambridgeshire area has
encroached upon the amount of agricultural land available for food production with demand for
housing in the south east of the county. The extra areas being removed from food production for
this scheme and the associated areas of flood alleviation and mitigation areas are exacerbating
this problem.

4

HYDROLOGY
Please refer to Appendix 5: Preliminary Overview of the Flood Risk Assessment

4.1

Flood Plain
In the “Functional Flood Plain” section of the table the hydrologist has identified a number of areas
that have not been addressed adequately including one breach of recommended policy and 4
identified bullet points which need further exploration before finalising any designs that might affect
the flood plain.
Highways England has not proposed to address these points. We would request that before any
design is finalised it is proved that any design for flood storage, alleviation or compensation area
have had these points analysed and the results made available in the public domain for rigorous
third party assessment.

4.2

Summary of Detailed Assessment Approach
There are a number of instances where hydraulic models have not been provided. These should
be made available, or the assumptions should be disclosed into the public domain for third party
consideration.

4.3

Surface Water Attenuation Features
The hydrologist has stated that it is not best practise to locate structures such as balancing ponds,
and other water management facilities designed to facilitate adequate drainage, in areas of high
flood risk. These should be located outside of the flood plain area or their location justified.

4.4

Location of Flood Compensation Areas
Areas identified for the location of flood compensation and flood alleviation areas should be
adjacent, or as close as possible, to the area of flood plain loss. Some areas these are remote
from the A14 and flood plain loss, drawing your attention to Appendix 6.a. the area proposed to be
taken for flood plain compensation on Weybridge farm and the surrounding areas is excessive
compared to the amount of flood plain taken for the adjacent road. This needs to be examined
closely and we would like to see the design amended accordingly.

4.5

Ground Water
Consideration of the effect on groundwater should have taken place. We would like to see this
addressed and the information released for third party consideration.
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5

RIGHT OF ACCESS THROUGH THE FARM
Please see Appendices 6.a and 6.b: General Arrangement Plans showing the main farm drive
running north- south from the Woolley Road to the area proposed for use as borrow pits.
1) Appendix 7: a Plan of the properties and the farm yard affected by this proposed use.

5.1

Background
The proposed route at Weybridge farm utilising the farm access road runs past a number of
residential properties owned by our clients and third party owners respectively. Initially Highways
England had proposed to use this access route for accessing the proposed areas of borrow pits
and as a route to remove the aggregate from said area. Following discussions it has been agreed
that HE would only require the use for the initial survey and set up works. Another access point has
been suggested to Highways England at Hylands Farm off the A14 Eastbound carriage way.

5.2

Impact on properties and the agri-business
We have three main concerns regarding the use of the road as an access route for the initial
survey works and set up of the proposed borrow pits.
1) The Health and Safety issue relating to a greater number of vehicles using farm access
tracks cannot be underrated. Noise, lights from the traffic, vibration, dust and inconvenience
and the danger posed to the farm staff and families that live here cannot be
underestimated.
2) Security concerns relating to third parties using the farm road. Third parties using the farm
road poses a risk to the security of the farm including the risk of contamination of the
produce in store as well as the increased risk of theft resulting from the farm staff not
knowing who should be on the road and who is simply using it as an opportunity to look
around the farm yard.
3) Potential disruption to the Agri-Farm business. As you can see from Appendix 8 G W
Topham and Sons farms over a large area. Any potential distruption to the agriculture or
haulage company at Weybridge Farm will have ramifications on other land holdings.

5.3

Suggested Alternatives
Highways England have suggested using the old farm track which runs east-west (as identified at
‘X’ on Appendix 6a) however it is still believed that opening this track up will cause a security risk.
Third parties could gain access to the farm unseen. It would be preferred if Highways England
used the alternative access route through Hylands Farm (also owned by WGT) from the A14
eastbound carriage way, or use the road they are proposing to install to access the borrow pits
from the new Woolley Road, close to the new Brampton Hut junction (as shown at ‘X’ and ‘Y’ on
Appendix 6b).
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6
6.1

RIGHTS OF WAY FOR NON-MOTORISED USERS (NMUs)
Background
On Appendix 9 it is possible to see the 130m of bridleway proposed to the south of our clients land.
Non- Motorised Users have been allocated a net gain of access routes of over 15km over the
whole scheme. The Right of Way Plan shows 130m of bridleway planned on north side of A14
opposite Brampton Hut. This Bridleway runs to a dead end. There are no existing rights of way
located in the vicinity. The newly proposed bridleway increases the risk of trespass on to the
working farm area.
There is no access to this proposed bridleway except for crossing the A14. The proposed
bridleway is unsafe; it encourages pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders to cross the A14 to use a
superfluous path that reaches a dead end.

6.2

Highways Response to this point
Table 13-4, page 122 of the Response to Relevant Representations (June 2015) suggests that
access to this from the south will be via a signalised crossing over the A14 from Brampton Hut and
from the north it will be down the New Woolley Road either on the verge, or in the carriageway
itself.

6.3

Potential conflicts and suggested remedies
This bridleway is not in a safe location. The risk potential accessing it is unfathomable. Not only are
Highways England expecting traffic to stop for a red light on the A14, which would allow
pedestrians, cyclists and horses to cross up to 6 lanes of traffic, they are also encouraging people
to walk, cycle and ride down the new Woolley Road which is tantamount to a slipway for the A14
carrying an estimated 2,500 cars per day (table 13-2 page 117). It is believed to be safer not to
have this NMU here at all. If it is deemed to be necessary, a bridge should be constructed over the
A14 to remove the signalised crossing and allow safe access over this major road. Some thought
should be given by Highways England to how NMUs can safely use the new Woolley Road and
prevent conflict between the NMU’s and haulage and agricultural vehicles and normal road traffic,
as well as dissuading trespass on to his farm holding, WGT would not encourage any promotion of
this route to NMUs and would prefer the bridle path to be removed from the plans altogether.

7
7.1

SOILS AND PROTECTION OF SOILS
Background
There is a significant risk that soils will be damaged during the construction period. Mitigation
needs to be set out clearly by the Highways Agency and agreed with the landowners to show how
the valuable and productive soil will be protected during the construction period

7.2

Identification of soil types
There has not been any formal identification of the differing land grades. This needs to take place
to ensure that a minimum of the best and most versatile agricultural land is taken for the scheme,
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and to guide how these areas can be protected. The land grade plans that appear to be used by
HE for the purpose of identifying land quality should only be used as a guide and further
investigations should be carried out on the ground by a professional.
7.3

Protection of Soils During Construction
Bringing soils back to agricultural use after the construction of a major infrastructure project is very
difficult. Therefore the way soils are stripped and stored is very important, as is the method of decompaction of tracked areas. Soils will take many years to recover from this sort of treatment and it
can take a very long time before combinable crops are able to be grown to the same yield and
quality as before.
Highways England (and their appointed contractor) should be required to
•
•
•

•

8

Fund an aftercare period to ensure full soil restoration, structure and fertility
Take soil samples to record the base line of agricultural soils disturbed
Survey and Sample soils after construction and reinstatement and continue to do so
annually until the soil is back in a condition capable of providing a similar yield to that
provided before construction
Improve the condition of the soil structure through the application of organic content and
muck through mole ploughing and field drainage as appropriate,

LANDSCAPE ECOLOGY AND HABITAT
On Weybridge Farm the landscaping areas are focussed around the proposed Borrow Pits, along
the New Woolley Road and surrounds the proposed balancing ponds. These areas can be seen on
appendix 6.a and 6.b

8.1

Net Habitat Gain
The NFU’s comments (appendix 2) are whole heartedly agreed with. There should be no net
habitat loss on the farm land.
The habitat and landscape areas identified should be considered with WGT, not imposed upon the
landowner.

8.2

Compulsory Acquisition of these Areas
WGT is in full agreement with the assertions made in section 2 (on page 4) of Barry Denyer
Green’s comments in the NFU’s written statement (Appendix 3). WGT would not like to see the
areas identified for landscaping and ecological mitigation compulsorily acquired. It is not believed
that there is a compelling case to do so, and WGT would enter into an agreement with Highways
England to manage these areas on an ongoing basis.
Highways England has not commenced these discussions with WGT.
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9
9.1

COMMUNICATIONS
Background
As stated in the Outline Representations, communications from Highways England has been poor.
There have been very few meetings with Highways England over the period of the DCO procedure.
Highways England appear reluctant to commence detailed negotiations on any of the above points
and none of the meetings have been followed up with minutes or a summary from Highways
England.
Subsequent to the meetings listed in the Outline Representations there has been another meeting
with Highways England to introduce the District Valuer and try to discuss the Statements of
Common Ground.
The NFU comment that there has been a serious lack of engagement by HE, is maintained by
WGT. See in particular paragraphs 6.1 to 6.2 of the reports of Louise Staples MRICS, FAAV at
Appendix 2.

9.2

Statements of Common Ground
In the HE Response it states HE is committed to working with landowners on the preparation of
Statements of Common Ground. To date the Statement of Common Ground for both Weybridge
Farm and Debden Top Farm is not completed.

10
10.1

IMPACT ON THE AGRI-BUSINESS
Accessing other land areas
Appendix 8 shows the locations of the other holdings owned by WGT and farmed by his agribusiness G W Topham and Sons. Weybridge Farm is used as one of the main commodity store
areas for G W Topham and Son and access needs to be maintained at all times. Consideration of
this needs to be taken into account during the design of any diversion throughout the construction
period, the construction of the New Woolley Road and especially during the movement of any
aggregate from the borrow pits at Weybridge Farm (without prejudice to the points made above
and attached).

10.2

Use of Huntingdon and the Permit Scheme
It is understood that Highways England want to introduce a permit scheme for agricultural vehicles
who need access through Huntingdon (Table 5-3 (page 35) of the HE Response). WGT fully
supports the NFU in their comments on this issue and agrees that there should be a blanket
exemption for the need of a licence for all agricultural vehicles and machinery. If a licence is
required this will prove to be unnecessarily burdensome for the agri-business who require access
on these roads just as other businesses do. The grant of a licence annually implies the licence can
be either subject to conditions or even revoked in the future which would impact the entire agribusiness.
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10.3

Dust on the Crops and Open Water
Within the Construction Code of Practice it should be set out how Highways England (or their
appointed contractor) intends to prevent damage to the photosynthesis of growing crops and
contamination of open water by dust from the construction process.
There should be a section on procedure that states

• A method on how full watering of the roads under construction will take place at times when the
dust levels are anticipated to be high. To be agreed with the land owner/ occupier.
• How the monitoring of dust levels will be performed.
• Identification of all areas susceptible to impact from dust prior to construction, to include full
discussions with the owner/ occupier of the land.
• During and after construction of the road, monitoring of any water bodies that may have been at
risk of contamination from the construction dust, and appropriate action taken to rectify any
damage.
10.4

Alternative Access for the farm and properties during construction
Access must be maintained to the farm throughout the construction period for all vehicles. WGT
would not like to see the old farm access track (point ‘X’ on appendix 6a) to be opened up (see
section 5 above). Highways England will need to work closely with the farm to ensure constant
access is maintained.

11
11.1

LAND DRAINS
Background
Field drainage will be effected during the construction of the road and during the creation of the
various mitigation areas Highways England have proposed to be included on the land at
Weybridge Farm. At no point to date have Highways England enquired into the field drainage
provisions at Weybridge Farm.

11.2

Suggested Remedy
The nominated undertaker should be required to repair, reinstate or reconnect field drainage as
appropriate, or if necessary install a new system. There should be a section on procedure within
the Code of Construction Practise that states the following:
•

•
•

The methods to be employed in repairing damage to field drainage systems or any
additional drainage works that may be required shall be agreed with the owner (or
occupier) and failing agreement will be referred to an expert witness acceptable to both
parties (at the undertaker’s expense).
Where possible, plans of any existing drainage schemes should be made available
If Highways England believe it necessary they should install header drains prior to
construction
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•
•
•
•

12
12.1

Highways England should ensure that suitable competent drainage sub-contractors are
employed prior to any drainage scheme being designed.
The position of all land drains should be identified prior to construction commences. These
locations should be plotted on and should be prominently marked.
Any land drains cut or damaged during construction should be marked, plotted and repaired
accordingly with full disclosure to the landowner
After the construction of the road scheme Highways England will undertake to carry out all
remedial and new drainage works as agreed between themselves (or their appointed
contractor) and the occupier or owner of the land. The extent and timings of these works to
be discussed and agreed between Highways and WGT.

MISCELLANEOUS
Documents not yet submitted by Highways England
A number of documents have not been submitted, although these have been referred to
throughout the initial DCO submissions and within the Response Document from June. These are
as follows:

•
•
•
•

The Construction Code of Practice
Construction Traffic Management
Surface Water Drainage
Soil Management Plan
It is requested that these documents are made publicly available for full consideration of the impact
they will have on the agri-business and haulage company Highways England Response on the
Outline Representations

12.2

Book Of Reference
WGT agrees with the assertions made by the A14 Agent’s Association (appendix 1).
There are a number of parcels of land which have not been correctly identified. Weybridge Farm is
shown as owned by Jean Mary Papworth, Paul Robert Turney and William Henry Turney. This is
not the case. The owners of Weybridge Farm are Jean Mary Papworth and William George
Topham as the Weybridge Farm Partnership.
There are a number of areas show under the existing A1, A14 and Woolley Road shown as being
owned by the Secretary of State for Transport. Typically the landowner either side of the road will
own up to the middle of the road, with the secretary of state owning the road structure. This should
be rectified

12.3

Incorrect Information in the Response Document dated June 2015
There are a number of areas in the Response document where WGTs name has been excluded
from points made, or added in adjacent to points which were not made on his behalf. For example:
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1) Table 6-1 page 42; neither WGT or agent have expressed concerns about alternative
schemes not being considered. This has been referenced as a comment made by the
agent.
2) Table 13-4, page 122 the comment in the Key Issues on the location of the bridlepath at
Brampton Hut was word for word what was included in the Outline Representation by WGT.
It has been referenced to Boxworth Parish Meeting.
These sorts of mistakes do not lend much confidence to Highways England’s ability to digest the
information sent to it and handing out an appropriate answer.
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13

APPENDICIES
•

Appendix 1 - Key Issues Common to Affected Parties Represented by agents within the
A14 Agents’ Association:

A schedule of Key Issues Common to Affected Parties Represented by agents within the A14
Agents’ Association is annexed at Appendix 1. Members of the Association have provided
examples from their clients’ experiences with the client’s consent.
•

Appendix 2 - National Farmers Union (NFU) Representation

The A14 Agents’ Association is working closely with the NFU on matters of common interest
between them and affected parties and a copy of that Representation is annexed at Appendix 2 for
clarity
•

Appendix 3 Representations from Barry Denyer Green (Barrister)

This document is legal opinion on the points of law surrounding primarily the rights Highways
England have regarding possession of land for the purposes of the aforementioned project.
•

Appendix 4 Minerals Report from Wardell Armstrong

•

Appendix 5 A Preliminary Overview of the Flood Risk Assessment

This document is a high level look at the hydrology section of the DCO submission and the
comments made in the Response to the Outline Representations.
•

Appendix 6 General Arrangement Plans
a. Plan number: detailing the areas of landscaping, location of balancing ponds and
the area designated for flood compensation area.
b. Plan Number: showing the location of the bridlepath and borrow pits.

•

Appendix 7 Plan of the roadway, farm yard and affected properties at Weybridge Farm

•

Appendix 8- Plan of the holdings farmed in Cambridgeshire by G W Topham and Sons

•

Appendix 9- Rights of Way and Access Plans Sheet 3 of 28
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