From: Louise Staples [mailto:Louise.Staples@nfu.org.uk]
Sent: 22 July 2015 11:49
To: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Cc: Sarah.Collins@highwaysengland.co.uk
Subject: A14 Agents Association summary of oral submission at the DCO hearing 15th July 2015.
Importance: High

Dear Sirs
Please find attached as requested by the Examining Authority a summary of the Agents Association
oral submission at the hearing on the draft DCO on the 15th July 2015. Appendices have been
attached which highlight the lack of meaningful negotiation between landowners and Highways
England.
I confirm that this summary has been copied in to Sarah Collins at Highways England.
Please if the Examining Authority would like any further information do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours faithfully
Louise Staples
Louise Staples MRICS, FAAV
Rural Surveyor
NFU
Agriculture House
Stoneleigh Park
Stoneleigh
Warwickshire
CV8 2TZ
Direct line: 02476 858558
Fax: 02476 858559
Mobile: 07799384359

A14 Agent Association Summary of Oral Submission
at the
Issue Specific hearing on the Draft DCO
1) Water Issues
Camilla Horsfall – Carter Jonas
The Agent’s Association asserted with both their outline representation and their detailed written
representation that the land to be acquired for the flood compensation areas was excessive and
lacked proportionality to the areas of land taken for the road. We also believe that the existing
drainage infrastructure has not been taken into account. What we also find to be concerning is that
similar points to ours were made by the Environment Agency. The formal response to the EA referred
to ongoing hydrological studies and modelling, where as our response referred us back to the
submission documentation.
The HE response to our outline representations in June stated that there could be some refinement to
the flood compensation areas following further topological surveys during the detailed design stage.
The response to the Written Representations in July was that the flood zone compensation is required
as mitigation to replace areas lost within Flood Zone 3 areas, and the flood plain areas lost and
corresponding mitigation areas have been provided for in the submission document.
Our own hydrologist raised a number of points in response to the submission documentation which
included the following:
a) It is not in line with policy to deal with the impact on the functional flood plain simply as an
impact on water levels, there are four bullet points found in table 1 of report 1 of the Flood
Risk Assessment detailing how the road should be designed and constructed that have not
been adequately addressed.
b) Level for level flood compensation has not been provided at all locations, this should be
reviewed
c) Some locations of the flood plain compensation areas are remote from the areas of flood
plain displacement
d) Some of the balancing ponds are located in areas of high flood risk which is not considered
best practise.
After looking through the response to Written Reps from the Environment Agency, it would appear
they have also raised similar concerns to ours stating in various places throughout the document that
some of the flood plain compensation is not an acceptable method of mitigation, further detail is
required and the flood plain compensation within flood zone 3 is not acceptable. The HE comments to
the EA questions centred on providing more hydraulic modelling which has not been issued yet.
In light of the conflicting responses above we would like clarification on the approach HE will be taking
towards the flood plain mitigation. Will the designs put forward in the submission document stand, or
will further hydraulic (or topological) surveys influence this design? If further refinement will only take
place after the DCO examination has completed how do we make sure that areas of flood plain
compensation areas which landowners find burdensome and detrimental to their farms are not simple
compulsorily acquired, as per the comments made in the response to William George Topham and
Miss Papworth.
We are also concerned that existing drains and infrastructure have not been taken into account.
There is an area of land at Brampton which has been earmarked as flood compensation area once
the borrow pits have had their mineral removed. There is an existing network of drains and land
drains in place which currently takes water away from the road and the area of land identified as flood
compensation area. It is our belief that the only water these ex-borrow pits will hold will be ground
water. Any run off from the road will be removed using this existing network.
We also have concerns about areas of best and most versatile agricultural land being removed from
agricultural production and used as flood compensation areas. There is a large area of land at
Weybridge Farm which is identified as grade 2, earmarked for flood compensation area. This area

has been included as an area of permanent land take with conflicting statements made about whether
it is required permanently and the depth of the area. Originally the landowner was told that the
excavation would be about 200mm in depth and could, in theory, be returned to him, the most recent
information has been that the depth of the area could be up to 2m and would not be suitable for
agricultural production. The area identified for flood compensation is far in excess of the area
identified for the road and the impact on the agri-business was raised in the section 42 letter of April
2014, the Ian Parker Letter of October 2014, the outline submissions of June 2015 and the detailed
written reps of July 2015, the highways response to date has been that it is required and can be taken
compulsorily if needed.
We would like to see more two-way dialogue and some compromise from Highways in not only the
examples set out above, but in all areas. Highways need to consider the impact taking large areas of
land for this scheme will have on the farmed environment, we would like more proportionality in the
land take areas and we would like to see existing infrastructure incorporated in the design of the
scheme.

2) Habitat Mitigation
Louise Staples - NFU
The NFU and the Agents Association raised in both representations that the area taken for mitigation
is excessive. In the Environmental Statement it highlights an area of 271 HA for habitat to meet
mitigation objectives. HE have said this area is required to achieve a neutral to positive environmental
effect.
The NFU and AA believe that HE are trying to achieve a net gain in habitat effect rather than no net
loss.
In the detailed response from HE to the NFU representation nowhere has the effect on land to be
taken out of agricultural production been covered and considered or adverse effects on business
viability. HE have not discussed this with landowners. The NFU and AA have noted that HE have
stated that the mitigation areas shown are about conserving biodiversity but it should also be about
conserving agricultural land in production.
It is still not clear in the response from HE why if the Borrow Pits are created that the areas are
needed for habitat creation. Why can they not be reinstated back to agricultural use?
HE have states in their response that the habitat mitigation areas highlighted on all the plans have
been calculated on professional judgement. Landowners need to see further explanation to this
calculation especially on a scheme this size. They need to be able to understand why further land is
being taken off them when it is not for the road itself. The NFU and AA believe strongly that a
statement of professional judgement is not acceptable.
HE have stated that some of the habitat areas may be offered back to landowners with covenants in
place and a management plan. Some landowners will welcome this but again there has been no
detail provided on the management plan and as to how these will be funded in the long term. It cannot
be acceptable to expect landowners to fund the management plans. Further HE are stating that
further detail will be available at the ‘Detailed Design’ stage, this is too late.

3) Agricultural Soils
The NFU and AA are pleased to see in the response from HE that further consultation with Natural
England is ongoing in regard to field surveys. It is felt that Landowners should be involved in this as it
is their land.
Further NFU and AA are pleases to see that HE have agreed to include additional survey work in the
‘Solis Management Plan’.
But what NFU and AA still think is missing and what has been asked for in the representations is the
restoration and reinstatement plan for soils after construction. The NFU and AA would like the

wording submitted in the written representation to be accepted and adopted and include in the Code
of Construction.

4) Bunds and Landscape Earthworks
The NFU and AA understand that landscape earthworks are necessary to help mitigate adverse
landscape and visual effects. But again HE are not giving enough consideration to the land being lost
from agricultural production to create these.
HE have said in their response that they will continue to work with farmers to resolve final details but
due to the lack of negotiation which has taken place to date landowners are not very confident that
this will happen. So far landowners have just been told what the areas will be and where they will be
located, there has been no negotiation.
Again this negotiation needs to happen now and not later in detailed design.

5) Lack of meaningful engagement by Highways England
Iain Nott – Savills/Smiths Gore
The process of engagement with affected landowners commenced with the service of the s.42 notices
th
by letter (see Appendix 1) dated 14 April 2014. Agents responded to this notice raising points of
concern, with evidence (see Appendix 2), which are yet to be addressed 15 months later and are thus
having to be repeated in the Statement of Common Ground and Written Representations.
The Association first became aware through the minutes of the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) meeting
th
with Highways England dated 7 October 2014 that Highways England were required to engage in
more ‘adequate consultation with key stakeholders’ affected by the scheme (Appendix 3). We assume
st
this prompted the letter from Mr Ian Parker Letter, dated 31 October 2014 (Appendix 4), to which
agents responded quickly stating that they were, and remain, ready and willing to negotiate at
Highways England’s direction (Appendix 5).
Common experience following this letter was of one, possibly two, meetings with representatives of
Highways England (Sarah Jon Lewell principally and occasionally Sarah Collins, Anna Smythe and
Phil Welbourn). Agents continue to report that whilst issues of concern are raised by agents to HE
there is no subsequent feedback from HE to resolve and conclude these matters therefore the
Association believes that such meetings do not result a meaningful two-way dialogue. See Appendix
6 where action points arising from meetings with HE are not dealt with.
Further, the Association believes that the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) produced by
Highways England are not evidence of a two-way dialogue. Agents report their SOCG were submitted
th
in draft to PINS at deadline 2 (15.06.2015) although the above PINS minutes dated 7 October 2014
state SOCG should be submitted in full at this deadline. Agents feel the submission of draft SoCG is
because Highways England has failed to step-up productive consultation with affected landowners
th
since 7 October request. The Association also feels that draft SOCG were issued too late in the
process to allow for a productive resolution of key issues on which we were then forced to make
representations for Deadline 2. See Appendix 7.
Further, the Association believes that although Highways England has provided written responses to
written representations submitted by the Association and also individual agents on behalf of affect
landowners, the HE’s Reponses do not constitute a meaningful dialogue because they are light on
detail, in comparison to those provided to Local Authorities and Statutory Bodies). Highways
England’s responses repeatedly push requests for further information into the ‘detailed design’ stage
(see point below).

6) Detailed Design Stage
The NFU and AA reiterates on-going concern that the detailed design stage occurs after the
submission (and possible acceptance) of the DCO. This would provide Highways England with

powers to determine the final design and overrule landowners who might continue to dispute
elements of the design.
HE need to take steps now to engage positively with landowners to resolve matters of concern raised
by landowners and reach agreed commitments so they can be accepted by both parties and reflected
in the detailed design stage through the Statement of Common Ground.
For the DCO to be a democratic process that takes account of the landowners concerns this process
must be completed before the conclusion and grant of the DCO.

7) Book of Reference
Michael Alexander Brown & CO
The AA raised examples of inaccuracy in the Book of Reference. HE’s response to this in Report 5
stated that errors have now been corrected; however, the Association feels this document was poorly
executed and is symptomatic of HE’s attention to vital detail to the affected landowners.
HE’s barrister contended that the 2010 Scheme Brook of Reference was not a sound benchmark for
use in the 2014 Scheme. As rural landownership changes infrequently the barrister is incorrect. The
2010 Book of Reference would have been a sound source of data to cross check with the 2014 data
against which anomalies could have been easily identified and checked.

8) Compulsory Acquisition Hearings
The AA and the NFU jointly requested to be heard at during the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings.
st
The panel confirmed this would be agenda item 1 at 2pm at the Hearing on Tuesday 1 September
2015.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and
another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as
well as matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are
under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used
as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University of
Cambridge (“The University”), as tenants to Trinity College in relation to
Yarmouth Farm, Catchall Farm, Ladysmith Farm.
It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
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Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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Previous engagement undertaken

2

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways

England and The University:
Type of
engagement

Date

Summary of discussion

06/11/14

Meeting with Iain
Nott (land agent),
Sarah Collins
(Highways England),
Jon Lewell, Richard
Griffin (The
University), David
Knott (Trumpington
Farms, contractors
farmers for
University Land).

The issues discussed are summarised below:
 the DCO process
 Process for land acquisition
 Land requirements for ecology mitigation,
flood compensation, highways drainage
lagoons and soil storage and construction
compounds

11/02/15

Meeting with Iain
Nott, Phil Welbourn
(land valuer), Jon
Lewell and Marja
Wilding.

The issues discussed are summarised below:
 Land value
 Process for land acquisition
 Land requirements for ecology mitigation,
flood compensation, highways drainage
lagoons and soil storage and construction
compounds

11/03/15

Outline
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of the
Chancellor Masters
and Scholars of The
University of
Cambridge by Ian
Nott (land agent)

The following issues were covered in the
outline representation submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate:
 Objections to the compulsory purchase of
land rather than the use of temporary
possession orders
 issues concerning specific plots of land,
relating to environmental mitigation and
footpaths

2.1.2

In additional to the formal engagement listed above, there has been much
informal contact with representatives of the University the regard to access for
survey work. The University have been consistently helpful with these
requests.

2.1.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and The University in relation to
the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and The
University are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to the source
document in which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

1

None

Matters agreed

2

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and the
University are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

CPO process

The University is opposed to the CPO process in
relation land acquisition for the scheme.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and The University. The record of
agreement refers to the source document in which the original point of
discussion has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Land Acquisition

The University believes the scale of the landscaping mitigation
measures requires clarification in order that the extent to which
the affected land is required can be established.

2

Land take of area
adjoining and within
plot 25/2b (land
isolated within Girton
junction)

The University as tenant believes that access to the land is
heavily constrained following the scheme and that the land
should be compulsorily acquired, there is concern over the
potential status of AHA tenancy. Overarching concern is that of
difficult future access and security.

3

Environmental
mitigation – Plot
23/15b and 23/15d

The University asks that greater consideration be given to realigning the environmental mitigation to reduce the impact of
the scheme on the University’s retained land and their ability to
commercially farm that land. This includes flood compensation,
highway attenuation ponds and ecological habitat creation.
This issue can be reviewed at the detailed design stage,
however some areas are required for protected species
mitigation and overall areas of the other requirements will have
to be maintained. Rationalised layout can be maintained

4

Environmental Impact
– Plot 24/3a

The University feels the balancing pond should be relocated to
a position adjoining the road to reduce the impact of the
scheme on the University’s retained land.
This will be looked at in the detailed design stage.

5

Traffic measures –
Plot 24/9c

The University believes a ‘Side Road Order’ is necessary to
stop up the Avenue track.
This issue is being discussed with Highways England. This
section of highway will be redundant and will be broken out /
reduced to allow farm access only, and rights for HE access for
maintenance only. In the detail design HE will agree with the
University the retained width and the level of fencing and gating
required.

6

NMU provision –
Footpaths Girton 7 &
8

The University requires clarification and confirmation as to
whether these footpaths are being closed.
Highways England can confirm that Footpath Girton 7 is being
closed from The Avenue heading towards Cambridge.
Footpath Girton 8 is maintained in its current form.

Page 7 of 9

5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

XXX

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University of Cambridge

Date:
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