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(At 9.30 a.m.) 

1. THE CHAIR:  Last time you were in front of us, Mr Bedson, you were fantastic.  

You were to the point and I shouldn’t advertise your services but if I were to be 

advertising anyone’s services, they would be yours that I would be advertising.  So, I’m 

challenging you to do the same today.  We’ve got quite a packed programme but if you 

can forensically identify what your petitioners want, how we can deliver that for them 

or, if we can’t deliver for them, any mitigation as you did last time, that would be 

fantastic. 

Richard Ivor Clarke, Ivor and Elizabeth Clarke 

Submissions by Mr Bedson 

2. MR BEDSON:  Thank you very much indeed.  So, the first petition today is 

Richard Clarke and family of Clarkes Farms.  Now, if we could go please straight to 

A205(5) that will pull up a plan of the farm that we can talk to.  Now, we have received 

in the last 24 to 36 hours or so some assurances here which are helpful.  We’re not quite 

there yet because the wording of them is a little bit woolly for us and gives a number of 

get outs but if I can talk through the points, I’ll try and incorporate those assurances into 

it as we go along. 

3. The farm owns and occupies around 390 acres here which is farmed in hand.  The 

green boundary on the plan, which I hope has come out okay, essentially shows the 

boundary of the farm in this location so it’s sort of on the edge of Stafford; it abuts up to 

the county showground here.  It’s essentially an arable farm with 800 ewes, a flock of 

sheep as well, producing 1,200 or so fat lambs and the effect on the farm is one of fairly 

severe severance as you can see as the trace goes through here, past the showground and 

through Hopton.   

4. Engagement with HS2 has been typically poor.  As usual, as Mrs Murray asked 

me to explain last time, it’s been exactly the same here, very limited engagement.  In 

fact, between July 2017 when these plans were produced, we’ve only had one meeting 

since and that was in April just gone and that’s really been about it.  So, there’s a 

number of questions that we would like to raise please.   

5. The impact on the farm is, as I say, one of severance.  Now, there’s a gated field 
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access.  If we can go to the point here, there’s a gated field access at number 2.  Now, 

HS2 have a construction compound in here and we’ve asked that when they’ve finished 

doing what they’re doing, they leave that gate in to give us an access out on to the 

Sandon Road. 

6. MR CLARKE: That’s the Weston Road. 

7. MR BEDSON: Sorry, Weston Road, I apologise.  The farm currently enjoys 

access through here with permission of the showground so we’re not asking for 

something that we haven’t already got.  We’ve asked simply that HS2 leave that gate in 

afterwards.  They’ve said they will do but it’s up to us to obtain the necessary consent 

from the planning authority which we think is a bit harsh because if they’re putting the 

planning consent in anyway, surely they can just amend it and say, ‘We’ll leave it in 

afterwards’ which we would hope could be done. 

8. The Hopton and Coton footpath 24 accommodation overbridge runs up through 

here.  Now, that is, I believe, going to be a farm accommodation overbridge which is 

important to us because it means that we can get good vehicular access from one side of 

the farm to the other.  Now, again, we need a specification for that bridge.  Machinery is 

getting heavier; we are told that it’s a highway specification bridge which we suspect 

will be 44 tonnes.  We’d actually like 50 tonnes if possible but, more importantly, we’d 

like to know what the width of it will be.  Modern farm equipment is getting bigger and, 

really, if it’s three metres to the abutments and the sides, that’s going to be a little bit 

tight.  We could do with 4.5 metres really if possible.  It’s a question that we’ve raised 

before and we’d like to have a bit of feedback on that please and to request an assurance 

that we get a slightly wider bridge. 

9. We’ve also requested that some conduits for services be incorporated within that 

bridge.  The railway line here is in cutting so it’s difficult to get conduits underneath it 

and that will be a sleeve built into the bridge through which we can put mains electric 

fencing, alkathene pipe for cattle water troughs, that sort of thing which is very helpful 

and helps to cut down on the impact of severance really.   

10. There was a bund at point number 4, running down here.  Now, we’ve previously 

asked that that bund be slewed slightly to go along this bottom boundary and the reason 

for that is this is Richard’s cousin’s land, Pam, and both he and Pam are in agreement 
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that actually it would be a lot better if it ran across here.  It saves Pam’s land from a bit 

of severance and a bit of useless land there and it would help them greatly if that could 

be attained. 

11. There’s a balancing pond here which is huge.  Now, we understand the need for 

balancing ponds.  There’s a large cutting there which is acting as a funnel for water and 

a large cutting coming down here which is acting as a funnel for water, so we 

understand the need for a balancing pond but where it is, and how it is located, it eats a 

huge chunk of land and it means that in this triangular area here we end up with a bit of 

field that we can’t actually do anything with.  Certainly, this field is likely to become a 

grazing field rather than a good productive arable field.  If this can be redesigned, we 

initially asked for it to go here but we understand that isn’t possible, if this can be 

slewed round, redesigned so that it hugs the boundary more or sits in here, that again 

will be hugely helpful to us.  It does just leave difficult field corners and all the rest of it 

to deal with so that’s a request that we have. 

12. Now, there’s various points about woodland habitat creation that we’ve requested.  

These are some of the assurances that we got in the last 48 hours or so which suggests 

that these could be moved over to the other side of the line.  Now, that again is helpful 

to us and subject to our agreeing the wording, we will accept those assurances but we 

have got to agree the wording.  Sometimes the wording is a little bit biased and one 

sided and it leaves us feeling a little bit doubtful as to whether it’s actually going to 

happen or not.  It doesn’t say ‘We will do this’; it says ‘Well, if this, that and the other 

happens, then we’ll do it and if Mr Clarke is an appropriate person to manage it’ etc.  It 

gives them a lot of get outs.  

13. THE CHAIR: It’s unfortunate because it leaves us being in the rather blunt 

position of saying ‘For God’s sake, just get on and do it’ in our report and, heaven 

forbid, occasionally that might not be the right thing.  So, if it’s used in defence too 

often, it’s problematic when it really is an issue.  So, do carry on.  Sorry, I shouldn’t be 

giving a commentary as we go. 

14. MR BEDSON:  Okay.  So, if we can get that tightened up as much as possible, the 

land on this bottom side of the railway line is essentially going to be the most important 

going forward so as much of that as we can save, the better.  If trees are absolutely 
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necessary, and we’re not convinced that they are because we can’t see where it’s going 

through any woodland up and down the route, but if they’re absolutely necessary then 

the better place for them is on this top side of the line.  

15. There’s some landscape earthworks planned here at point 8.  Now, that 

presumably is to shield this part of the railway line here which is at grade, more or less 

at grade with the land, from any receptors that might be down at this side here.  But the 

land slopes up quite steeply, you can see the top contour there, so these houses don’t 

really see that.  It goes up and drops back down again.  So, if that can be done away 

with, if there’s some noise mitigation required which we suspect there will be, we’d like 

that to be provided by way of a fence across there and for this trackway then to be 

moved up so that it hugs the top of the railway line, just to save some more land really if 

at all possible. 

16. There’s a footpath diversion here, the Hopton and Coton footpath diversion 

running along there.  Now, this presumably is to get from this point here where the 

footpath runs up and up the field and over the new bridge.  What we’d like, because if 

somebody wants to get to that bridge there, their quickest route is up footpath 5 and 

there, what we’d like is for that to be moved to run across the top of the railway 

embankment and down the side here. 

17. MR WIGGIN:  Yes. 

18. MR BEDSON:  We say that because it just severs the field again.  That is only a 

fence there at point 10 so we’d like to remove that fence and be able to farm the farm 

nicely and efficiently up and down.  It’s not a great diversion.  I’m sure it’s within 

limits. 

19. MR CLARKE:  I’m sorry; it’s not quite a fence.  There’s elements of fence, 

elements of hedge.  

20. MR BEDSON:  Okay, thank you, my mistake, but it does mean we can farm the 

land more efficiently if there’s no footpath through there. 

21. MR WIGGIN:  Is this an extra footpath? 

22. MR BEDSON:  That’s a new footpath, yes. 
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23. MR WIGGIN:  It’s a new one? 

24. MR BEDSON:  That bit there is a realigned footpath. 

25. MR WIGGIN:  Why don’t you want it to stick to the original route? 

26. MR BEDSON: Well, the original route is severed. 

27. MR WIGGIN: No, it doesn’t.  FP5 goes up and then it goes north towards the 

bridge. 

28. MR BEDSON:  No, that’s a different one.  This is Hopton and Coton footpath 6 

diversion so it’s diverting this footpath here which used to go up there. 

29. MR WIGGIN:  I see. 

30. MR BEDSON:  And it’s now got to go across there.  We’d like it to carry on up 

there and then go across there, if possible please. 

31. MR WIGGIN:  Right, that’s fine. 

32. MR BEDSON:  We’ve dealt with point 12 there.  At point 13 they’ve got some 

hedgerow habitat creation which is fine but there’s already a hedge there.  We’re quite 

happy to talk about hedges to be put elsewhere but it seems a bit silly to plant them there 

when there’s already a good hedge in place.  Whether they want to beef it up or add to it 

or what, I don’t know, but it just seems a little bit of a waste of taxpayers’ money to 

plant the hedge when there is a hedge. 

33.  Now, there’s a trackway at the moment running along here which we have asked 

for access to.  At the moment, imagine the railway isn’t there, we have access out on to 

the Weston Road there, we have access out through Hopton at Wilmore Lane, there.  

This used to be the farmyard at one time of day.  That’s a barn that is retained within the 

farm, just there.  So, at the moment we have an access right through there and we’d like 

to retain that by designing this bund so that we can get through it.  Now, I’m sure HS2 

will say ‘Ah, well that’s a noise bund so we can’t punch a hole through it’.  There is 

precedent with this.  We had exactly this on the M6 toll road and we managed to get a 

hole punched in the bund with some noise fencing built round the back of it so you sort 

of drove through at a slight angle and it seemed to work and it was accepted.  So, if 
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that’s a possibility, that’s good because it means that this area of land here, because we 

can’t now get out there to the Weston Road, means that we can get out through there 

without having to drive across the rest of the farm. 

34. THE CHAIR:  How much is that going to cost?  That seems one of your more 

racy suggestions.  Some of the others seem very, very – maybe not so racy, but have you 

got an idea of cost? 

35. MR BEDSON:  I wouldn’t have.  Well, I suppose you’re not building a bund, or a 

bit of bund, but you’re putting some noise fencing in so it’s however many metres of – 

36. THE CHAIR:  So, are you suggesting like an absence of bund or literally a hole, a 

tunnel through the bund? 

37. MR BEDSON:  No, if the bund is, say, four metres high, you just leave a gap in it. 

38. THE CHAIR:  I understand.  Sorry, I thought you were suggesting there was a 

tunnel within a bund. 

39. MR BEDSON:  No, no.  No.  No, no, just drive through it, plough through it with 

some noise fencing round the back. 

40. THE CHAIR:  Okay, I can see that’s not going to cost much. 

41. MR BEDSON:  So, we’d like that if possible.  There’s a track down here again 

which will be useful access to us for getting out from this arable land.  At the moment 

from the arable land we can go up through here, Wilmore Lane.  What we don’t 

particularly want to be having to do is to drive up there, over there, across the field here.  

This is going to be wet because they’re creating some wetland.  So, as a general route 

for the sort of heavier arable traffic, there is a track here.  Now, HS2 have offered us a 

right down that track but it’s a bit complicated in the assurance.  It says that we have to 

give them notice and they have to give us notice and then we have to pay maintenance 

on the track in the future at an amount to be determined by them.  I know, Chair, we 

raised this some while ago.  The fact of the matter is, at the moment we don’t have 

tracks because we don’t need tracks.  We have no maintenance liability on tracks.  In the 

scheme world, all we need is to be able to get out of the farm as we did before.  If it 

happens that we have to go down a track then we’ll go down a track but it’s not really 
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fair that the landowner should have to pay maintenance on that track.  The analogy is, 

for example, with the highway.  If they build a highway through a farm, there’s likely a 

mile or so of fencing to maintain in the future and there’s normally – 

42. THE CHAIR:  Don’t worry about the analogy.  We get the point.  Let’s move on 

to the next one.  We’ve been round this loop a couple of times and found in favour of 

the petitioners. 

43. MR BEDSON:  Okay, we don’t want to pay for it.  Okay, thank you.  If we can 

refer now to 205(6).  Now, again, we’ve had a couple of assurances recently that have 

said that they will move this bund here over to the other side, which is good, and 

hopefully to try and reduce this area of land take here over to the other side.  That is 

something that we’re happy to accept.  We’d like some more discussion on it because 

anything we can save here on this side of the line is a positive benefit and will help to 

mitigate the claim going forwards.  There is, post-scheme there’s going to be a bit of a 

valley here because the bund here on which the realigned Weston Road is built will 

come down to the field quite steeply and then it will rise up again.  So, we’re concerned 

that there’s going to be a valley there.  We’ve simply asked that some of the topsoil 

that’s moved from here be relocated into here to fill it up to make it usable again 

afterwards. 

44. The barn here at 15B, if that could be avoided during construction, if they could 

work around it and not take it and not demolish it, please, that would be very, very 

helpful to us.  We would like that back afterwards.  The early access provisions in 

schedule 16 on Phase One – 15, I think, on 2A allow them to take land temporarily and 

to knock anything down they want to.  Well, we don’t really want that knocked down 

please if at all possible. 

45. THE CHAIR:  Do you need to call a witness? 

46. MR BEDSON:  No, so from the end of the bridge here, the assurance that’s 

offered moves some of the soil bund up here.  It’s just a note to say that we will need 

access up the side of there.  Hopefully that will come out in detailed design and they 

won’t go right up to the fence and prevent access, otherwise we end up with a chunk of 

land there that we can do nothing with.  So, it’s essentially keeping access from the end 

of that accommodation overbridge, along the boundary to the land up by Hopton Pools.   
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47. There are some general points.  Maybe I’m best leaving those to sum up with at 

the end for all the petitioners, a few comments that have arisen more recently. 

48. THE CHAIR:  At the end of the five? 

49. MR BEDSON:  Today. 

50. THE CHAIR:  Yes, do it that way.  Any questions? 

51. MR WHITFIELD:  Can I just ask about the barn that you’ve just mentioned at 

15B.  It appears reinstated in HS2’s sort of post-construction phase.  Is your 

understanding that they’re going to dismantle it and then rebuild it? 

52. MR BEDSON:  Well we don’t know.  I mean, some issues have arisen recently 

where we’ve referred to these construction plans afterwards, for example on borrow 

pits, and there was some talk that they were going to acquire the land and it didn’t 

necessarily mean it was going to come back.  So, it leaves us in some doubt that what is 

on these is actually going to happen or not.  We don’t know. 

53. MR WHITFIELD:  Right, so you just don’t know what’s happening? 

54. MR BEDSON:  No. 

55. MR WHITFIELD:  But the preferred choice would be, leave the barn alone, let 

you use it throughout the whole period and return it? 

56. MR BEDSON:  Yes, if possible, thank you. 

57. MR WHITFIELD:  I’m grateful. 

58. THE CHAIR:  HS2? 

Response by Ms Lean 

59. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you, sir.  If I can just start briefly with matters on which 

we’ve been able to give the petitioners assurances and I’ll try and identify which of the 

asks those were.   

60. Firstly, in respect of access from the A518, our understanding from engagement 
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and visits to the farm, to this area, my apologies, if I could bring up the construction 

plan which is P641, was that the access to the farm was taken by coming off the A518, 

along a lane here and then up through this way.  So, the offer of maintaining our 

construction gate was on the basis this wasn’t essentially an accommodation work.  It 

was something that the petitioner would find very helpful, hence the assurance being 

drafted as it was which was that we could leave our temporary access gate there, subject 

to the petitioner obtaining any necessary consents for that to be a permanent access 

because it will be going out on to an A road.  I’m sensing from the Committee that there 

might be a sense of: couldn’t we look at this as part of our own consenting process. 

61. THE CHAIR:  You’re kind of messing around the petitioner left, right and centre 

building the whole thing so the more you can do. 

62. MS LEAN (DfT):  I will certainly take that back.  I think there may be just an 

issue around obviously because it is access to a construction compound and there are 

detailed design maps that need to be looked at but there’s some issues around exactly 

where or whether there would be a gate there so there is that uncertainty there but I’ll 

certainly take away the Committee’s view that if we are going to – 

63. THE CHAIR:  Sheryll? 

64. MRS MURRAY:  Wouldn’t you have to apply for planning consent anyway?  So, 

wouldn’t it be sensible to actually make this part of your planning? 

65. MS LEAN (DfT):  The consents for accesses on to highway roads are dealt with 

under schedule 4 of the Bill.  If it’s an access that’s shown on deposited plans then it’s a 

notification to the Highway Authority.  Otherwise, it’s a request for consent and there 

are provisions that need to go through.  So, as I say, there is a consenting process built 

into the Bill itself where we need an access or where we are proposing it as part of the 

scheme so, hence why I was sensing the Committee might want us to look at whether 

this could be dealt with through those provisions rather than a separate planning 

application. 

66. MRS MURRAY:  Absolutely. 

67. MS LEAN (DfT):  I will certainly take that back.  As I said, it may just be partly 
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around the uncertainty about exactly what we need there, hence why the assurance is in 

slightly caveated terms as to whether we could leave it there but I will take that message 

back. 

68. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

69. MS LEAN (DfT):  So that was the ask I have at 3.3 of Mr Bedson’s exhibits.  In 

respect of access from Sandon Road, could we bring up P642 please?  This is the route 

coming in from B5066 Sandon Road via the access track that’s being provided for to 

access our balancing pond.  Again, we have given an assurance around that.  This is a 

slightly different situation than some of the other cases you’ve heard about because 

obviously the access track there also passes over third-party land.  So, it’s not a situation 

of us acquiring land from this petitioner, then saying we’ll provide him back access 

subject to a contribution for maintenance.  This is also a track passing over another 

party’s land, hence why there are the caveats around how that might be done and 

whether it might be contributions, for example, because there is a wider consideration 

that needs to be given there as to ownership of the track and clearly if an access is to be 

granted over a track zoned by a third party, we’re back in that situation where it’s not 

uncommon for easements to be subject to an obligation to contribute a reasonable 

amount towards maintenance. 

70. THE CHAIR:  Sandy? 

71. MR MARTIN:  Might the easiest way forward from that case for this track to be 

to apply to the county council for it to be adopted?  No? 

72. MR WIGGIN:  They won’t adopt it. 

73. MR MARTIN: They won’t adopt it. 

74. MR WIGGIN: But the other point of that is that if you have done an agreement 

with the other landowner to allow your traffic through, why should they not allow their 

neighbour’s traffic?  That is in the nature of your agreement. 

75. MS LEAN (DfT):  Well, so that’s why I’m saying that obviously there’s – it’s just 

a wider consideration that needs to be looked at which is why our assurance is slightly 

more caveated than usual because there are those other interests.  I’m not saying it can’t 
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be done or it can’t be looked at as part of that, but that is why the assurance is in more 

caveated terms and those provisions are in there because there needs to be that wider 

conversation and that wider consideration.  It’s not simply saying ‘we’re severing your 

land; we’ll provide you with access subject to this’.  But the assurance was designed to 

give comfort that rights can be made available over that track for that purpose. 

76. MR WIGGIN:  But the understanding is that if you take someone’s property in the 

way in which you have to for this railway line, then the ambition of HS2 is to return 

what’s left as though the railway line hadn’t taken place and allowing them to get out of 

their field again would fulfil your basic and fundamental challenge, wouldn’t it? 

77. MS LEAN (DfT):  No, I mean indeed sir, and obviously it’s very sensible that 

rights be granted over that track, but as I said sir, there are – because there is a third 

party consideration there needs to be consideration as well as to potentially 

specifications or types of vehicles we’ll use because of what the effect of that might be 

on the dominant land that may not be in our control. 

78. THE CHAIR:  Sandy? 

79. MR MARTIN:  It does occur to me, Ms Lean, that the likelihood is, if I owned 

that land, that I wouldn’t have a particular use for it once you’ve built your railway line 

because it’s a very small parcel of land with trees on it which is almost completely 

severed from every other parcel of land the person might belong to.  So, you’ll probably 

end up with it in your possession anyway. 

80. MS LEAN (DfT):  We may well do, sir, and as I said, the purpose of the assurance 

was based on where we are today, trying to give some reassurance to this petitioner that 

access rights can be granted over that track subject to a suitable agreement but clearly 

the details of that will have to be worked out as we move on, as line ownership may 

change in this area as to exactly who owns the track or such like.  So, that was the 

request I had at 3.13. 

81. MR WHITFIELD:  Sorry, just before we leave that point, what’s your view on 

maintenance?  You’ve heard the request that there be no maintenance on behalf of the 

petitioner for that track. 
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82. MS LEAN (DfT):  So, again, I think this comes back to the points Mr Mould 

raised in respect of a petitioner, I believe last week or the week before. 

83. MR WHITFIELD:  So, the maintenance element isn’t affected by the ownership 

idiosyncrasies of this track?  HS2 are maintaining their view on maintenance as it being 

a requirement? 

84. MS LEAN (DfT):  Sir, as I said, I think this comes back to the point Mr Mould 

was alluding to which was about commonly where an easement is granted over land, 

there is often provision made for a reasonable contribution to be made for maintenance 

of it.  So, there is an aspect here because of third-party land. 

85. MR WHITFIELD:  I think that’s what I’m getting at.  Is there a difference in this 

case with regards to maintenance because of the third party or is HS2’s submission that 

the maintenance is the same because of the rights going back in, you know, as the usual 

standard.  There’s nothing unique with regard to this track, with regard to maintenance, 

or is there because of those third-party rights? 

86. MS LEAN (DfT):  I think, sir, it’s not saying it’s unique.  The same general 

principle applies but there is here, because there is the third party, there is a slight 

nuance, if I may put it that way, because there is a third party involved.  It’s the third 

party as a servient owner who will have this passing over their land and they may be 

affected by its use in that sense, depending on how it’s used. 

87. THE CHAIR:  We didn’t find Mr Mould’s arguments in any way compelling and 

HS2 haven’t brought us any more information today.  Sheryll? 

88. MRS MURRAY:  Does this part of land form part of Staffordshire Barracks, that 

parcel of land? 

89. MR BEDSON:  No. 

90. MRS MURRAY:  Or is it a separate owner? 

91. MR BEDSON:  It belongs to a chap called Mr Samson. 

92. MS LEAN (DfT):  It’s a separate parcel.  It’s in third-party ownership.   
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93. THE CHAIR:  It’s not MoD.  We don’t need to know who owns it.  Okay. 

94. MS LEAN (DfT):  The only final point I was going to add on that is clearly all of 

these things could be reflected in compensation in any event so if there is a difference 

between land with unfettered access and what is provided back is a restricted access, 

potentially with a maintenance liability, that would be reflected in the compensation 

payment in any event but I obviously take on board the point that it’s better to reduce 

the impact and therefore reduce the compensation bill so I will move on from this point. 

95. THE CHAIR:  Yes.  It would be good to have – I mean we disagree with HS2’s 

current position.  So, rather than us keep disagreeing to the same point, it would be 

better if you came back to us with a solution that we could apply time and time again for 

everybody, indeed.  Back to you. 

96. MS LEAN (DfT):  The further assurance that was referred to was on a more recent 

assurance which would be P711(1) which is about the construction phase.  This is in 

response to, I believe this is ask point 4 which is about trying to reduce the amount of 

land required during construction.  If we could just go on to the plan at, go on to the next 

page. 

97. MR WIGGIN:  This is already done. 

98. MS LEAN (DfT):  Yes, but it’s about, well it’s the assurances around the 

successful promotion of an additional provision to the Bill, so just to put it in that 

context and as Mr Bedson also referred to, there’s been an assurance about trying to 

move some areas of woodland planting. 

99. Moving on to some of the other asks, I was going to ask Mr Miller to come on to 

deal with the points around the bunds and such like if that was acceptable. 

100. THE CHAIR:  That’s fine.  Bill Wiggin’s got a question but do take the stand as it 

were, or the chair. 

101. MR WIGGIN:  Why are you having to do an additional provision for the moving 

of this stockpile? 

102. MS LEAN (DfT):  Because that parcel of land is not in Bill limits.  The other 
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point I was going to deal with briefly while Mr Miller was coming to the stand was the 

footpath, the diversion of footpath 6 which you will see on P642 which was the proposal 

to relocate the footpath at 6 which is currently severed by the railway line to run down 

along the field boundary here.  We obviously understand the petitioner’s request for that 

to follow the field boundary to the north of the field.  That would require an additional 

provision because we require to show on Bill plans the line of any diverted footpaths.  

We are looking at that. 

Evidence of Mr Miller 

103. MS LEAN (DfT):  Perhaps then if I could move on to the additional points, Mr 

Miller.  Firstly, the overbridge design.  Can you assist us with how that would be dealt 

with? 

104. MR MILLER:  Yes, we’ve given a bit of evidence on this before that we would 

make sure that the accommodation works are suitable for the farming operation itself.  

As a minimum we’ve got 3.5-metre width plus one metre either side clear space as a 

verge.  So, that’s giving you an indication of what that would look like.  We haven’t 

finalised the design of all of these accommodation bridges yet and each one of the 

bridges has a limit on them so that you can get a bit of flexibility through the structure 

itself.  So, there’s a little bit more to come on that in detailed design. 

105. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you. 

106. MR WHITFIELD:  Can I just ask Mr Miller just to describe the way he deals with 

a request for an increase in the weight that the bridge can take.  Is that a problem? 

107. MR MILLER:  As you’ve heard from us before, we’ve said that our bridges would 

be designed to 44 tonnes which is the vehicle which can reasonably get across the 

ordinary highway network.  If there was a particular measure here, I think we would 

have to look at that and see what it would mean in terms of exception but generally 

that’s what we’re looking at. 

108. MR WHITFIELD:  Because this bridge would never, I mean the vehicles that 

would use this bridge are not necessarily ones that would use the road, are they?  I mean 

it’s a field to a field bridge effectively. 
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109. MR MILLER:  Yes, forgive me, I don’t personally know that and I’m not sure 

what other vehicles are on this particular piece of land but if the 44 tonne can 

accommodate that then we’ll have dealt with the issue. 

110. MR WHITFIELD:  Thank you. 

111. MS LEAN (DfT):  There was also a request that conduits could be put through the 

railway bridge, given this is in cutting here.  Again, can you assist us with that? 

112. MR MILLER:  Yes, I think that’s something we’ve got to get to grips with, with 

all of the farm infrastructure and we’ll have to deal with that once we get the detailed 

plans sorted out later on.  It’s not a matter that we’ve got, at this stage, in the design but 

it can be accommodated across that accommodation bridge. 

113. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you. And in respect of the landscape bund which we see 

going off at a slight angle from the railway – 

114. MR MARTIN:  Before we go anywhere with the bund, Mr Chairman, if you look 

at A205(6) you can see the area of the land with the red line round it, it goes up to the 

footpath and then go back to the previous map.  No, no, the one that we had just now, 

the construction map that we were working from just now which is P642, the land that 

has been identified by HS2 as being in possession is not, doesn’t go up to the footpath.  

If you home in on the bund you can see what I mean.  So, there’s a section of land 

between the red line there and the footpath, the dotted red line.  So, there’s disagreement 

about how much land we’re talking about here.  Can you clarify that? 

115. MR WIGGIN:  It’s where the ‘e’ of Lane is. 

116. MR MARTIN:  Yes, can Mr Clarke clarify that because clearly Mr Clarke knows 

what land he owns? 

117. MR MILLER:  You’ve got a footpath 24 which comes across your land roughly at 

that point and our accommodation bridge meets the footpath as it is so the sort of toe of 

the footpath. 

118. MR MARTIN:  No, Mr Miller, we’re not talking about that bit; we’re talking 

about the bund.  We’ve moved on to the bund. 
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119. MR MILLER:  Sorry, right.   

120. MR MARTIN:  Yes, so between footpath 6 and the red line here, according to 

Mr Clarke’s own map, he owns that bit of land between footpath 6 and the red line. 

Across the bund, that bit across, there’s a square area across the bund. 

121. MR CLARKE:  Yes. 

122. MR MILLER:  Sorry, yes, he does, yes.  Where the barn is? 

123. MR MARTIN:  Where the arrow is at the moment, according to Mr Clarke, is his 

land but according to you it isn’t. 

124. MR MILLER:  Yes, sorry are you talking about this bit? 

125. MR WIGGIN:  Where the ‘e’ of lane is. 

126. MR MARTIN:  Yes, exactly.  Just across there. 

127. MR MILLER:  No, I think that land is a relation of the petitioner.  Is that right? 

128. MR CLARKE:  That belongs to my cousin, Pam. 

129. MR MILLER:  Yes, so it’s not this petitioner’s land.  There’s an interest. 

130. MR WIGGIN:  If you see where the ‘e’ of Lane is on 205(6), the line goes in a 

different place.  I think that’s what my honourable friend is asking. 

131. MR MARTIN:  Well, it is, it is.  So, you’re saying that actually this map is 

correct, Mr Clarke? 

132. MR CLARKE:  It is yes. 

133. MR MARTIN:  Okay, fine, thank you. 

134. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson.  Have you finished? 

135. MR BEDSON: Sorry. 

136. MR MILLER:  Sorry, no we were doing the landscape bund.  Can we go back to 

the other drawing for the landscape bund? 
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137. MS LEAN (DfT):  Yes, P642 please.  Yes, you will remember from our site visit 

that Hopton is set on that ridge and you can see on this plan the very sort of tight 

contours which go down to this stream here and the railway is in extremely deep cutting 

on either side of the stream and essentially what’s happening here is Hopton is 

overlooking the railway which is around about at grade here.  So, the railway is kind of 

cutting across this valley so it’s quite a visual feature without having any treatment at all 

for earthworks in this vicinity.  Now, what our consideration is, is to get earthworks, 

because there’s a lot of earth movement around in this location, to get the earthworks 

built up into the sort of foreground area here to provide a sort of a high embankment 

before you get down to the stream here so that we can get that planted up so that in the 

foreground, that sort of mid-view, that we’re providing as much visual attenuation for 

Hopton as practically possible.  So, that’s the reason why we have this unusual 

arrangement of the landscaped earthworks creeping along the base of the stream or it’s 

basically the valley essentially.  If you pop it over the other side, you won’t get the same 

earthwork height and planting height that you would want to get over here.  So, that’s 

the reason why we’ve put that configuration in the way that it’s planned on this 

particular scheme so putting it over in this direction, whilst I hear what the petitioner 

says, it’s not really going to do it for Hopton. 

138. MS LEAN (DfT):  Mr Miller, still with this bund, the petitioner’s request for a 

track over the bund to be able to get from the land broadly on the south to the north. 

139. MR MILLER:  Well, I think that would be quite tricky because you’ve got to get 

over that wetland ground, we’re creating a bit of meadow in here, and then you’ve got to 

cut through the embankment that you’re trying to create to provide the protection.  My 

guess is it’s not impossible but it’s probably not desirable because you’ll just end up 

with a notch in that bund itself. 

140. THE CHAIR:  Sheryll? 

141. MRS MURRAY:  Can I just ask Mr Miller how he proposes to the petitioner then, 

how he gains access to that area? 

142. MR MILLER:  Well, as I understand it, there is an access which comes through 

Hopton Lane.  I’m not sure that’s cropped up this morning but I don’t know if you can 

confirm that. 
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143. MR CLARKE:  Yes, four miles down the road, round trip. 

144. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, I’ve been quite lenient.  It’s not for you to cross-examine 

members of the public, just to draw the line. 

145. MR MILLER:  Yes, sorry. 

146. THE CHAIR:  If you want the witness to come, Mr Bedson can call him forward 

but being lenient, I just want to get a bit of formality around the process. 

147. MRS MURRAY:  So, if you’re a farmer and have to go on a four mile diversion to 

gain access to that parcel of land, would it not be more sensible to try to accommodate 

some sort of access in your design? 

148. MR MILLER:  The simple answer is we try and accommodate the farmer 

wherever possible and you can see that, what we’ve done here by way of an 

accommodation bridge here.  As I understand it, there is a barn here which the petitioner 

wishes to retain.  Now I’m not sure what might happen with that smaller parcel of land 

there and I think this is something that we’ve got to get to grips with, with a little bit 

more conversation with the petitioner to find out what the desired outcome is for that 

land and whether there is a real necessity to get that access over the land in either this 

sort of direction or across the line there.  I don’t know the answer to that, I’m afraid. 

149. MR WIGGIN:  Well, perhaps I can help. 

150. MR MILLER:  But there is an access to that land elsewhere. 

151. MR WIGGIN:  I mean certainly we haven’t talked about the balancing pond yet 

but all the tree planting that will be taking up rather better agricultural land might go 

into that little corner.  But, my complete fear is that if the bund isn’t accommodated, the 

joy of the modern tractor is that you can drive over things and in the long term, it would 

be better to accommodate than to just make him drive there by himself, don’t you agree? 

152. MR MILLER:  Well, that may well be a possibility if you put a ride in there.  You 

may well be able to get the access and still get the screening effect of the tree planting.  

So, I accept what you say. 

153. THE CHAIR:  Thanks.  Sandy? 
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154. MR MARTIN:  Yes, Mr Miller, you said there is an access elsewhere.  I’m just 

struggling to find it on the map.  Could you show us where it is? 

155. MR MILLER:  Yes, I understand it’s through the middle of Hopton. 

156. MR MARTIN:  Yes, but that’s an access to the barn, that’s not an access to the 

land.  It’s the access to the land on the other side of the bund.  You can’t get to the land 

from the farmyard.  There’s not much point in having a farmyard if it’s not actually 

connected to any farm. 

157. THE CHAIR:  I think you’re best conceding the point and going back, falling 

back on there’s more work to be done on this. 

158. MR WIGGIN:  Let’s fix the pond next. 

159. THE CHAIR:  HS2? 

160. MS LEAN (DfT):  Mr Miller, moving on to the balancing pond, which is the one 

to the south of the line, are you able to assist us with why that pond’s there and what we 

might or might not be able to do about it? 

161. MR MILLER:  Yes, the pond’s there, as you heard from me yesterday, we’re 

trying to find a low point in here to accommodate all of the run off from the railway 

which Mr Bedson highlighted.  So, that is the location and the reason for the shape of 

the pond is that it’s, you can sort of see it on there, it follows the contour.  Now, it may 

be possible for us to move it up a little bit closer to the railway.  It may be possible for 

us to reconfigure the shape a little bit but at the moment we’ve got it in the lowest point 

closest to the railway and show it in the way that we think needs to accommodate the 

water.  So, having said that, if we do push it around, you can see there are a bit of 

earthworks around that pond.  If we push the pond upwards, it means that we just push 

the earthworks outwards and so where we’ve got a bit of screening in and around the 

railway and the pond itself, that will have to be accommodated elsewhere.  So, it might 

be a sort of six and two threes kind of thing.  You might not get much out of this, even 

with a move so I don’t want to pull the wool over anybody’s eyes.  We might get 

something out of it but we probably think there’s not a lot, I’m afraid. 

162. THE CHAIR:  Sheryll? 
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163. MRS MURRAY:  It would be better to speak to the landowner, would it not, to 

find a way to make sure that that field is not the shape that would impinge on his 

farming operations? 

164. MR MILLER:  Yes, I mean one of the ways you might do that is you might sort of 

flip it round the other way.  You might get it closer into the stream but then you have to 

then reconfigure the turning head.  There’s a lot going on with this and you might not 

end up gaining much out of this. 

165. MRS MURRAY:  Well, a better shaped field. 

166. MR MILLER:  We might have a better shaped field, I accept that, and this goes to 

the NFU assurance where in the detailed design we will be talking about these things 

with the petitioner, sorry with the landowner.  But in this case, I don’t think there’s a lot 

of room to manoeuvre. 

167. MS LEAN (DfT):  Mr Miller, moving on to woodland planting, I think you’ve 

touched on the woodland planting around the balancing pond but in terms of woodland 

planting elsewhere, as Mr Bedson’s referred to, we’ve been able to give an assurance 

about moving some of those areas of planting.  Are you able to just briefly point out 

what the proposal is there? 

168. MR MILLER:  Yes, I think there are a couple of triangles of land here.  You 

flagged one drawing I think, or Mr Bedson said that it was going to go into this land.  

We’re very grateful for that.  I think that helps with the integration here that I’m talking 

about with the earthworks and that location there but I think that will work.  I think 

that’s a good accommodation. 

169. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you.  And, Mr Miller, I think the final couple of points 

are the landscape bund to the south of the railway here, just where the access track runs 

in, and the request for why that needs to be there.  Can you assist us with why that’s 

been provided? 

170. MR MILLER:  Yes, all of the earthworks through here are all about landscape 

integration and it’s the location of the railway in this particular landscape.  It’s quite a, 

well I would suggest, it’s quite a tight valley.  That’s why you get these big cuttings 
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either side and it is to try and get this railway integrated and screened as effectively as 

possible for Hopton, to a degree this area over here, but it’s more to do with the Hopton 

mitigation and actually blending in.  You mentioned the point about the trackway 

configuration, it may well be, and we’ve got a bit of a kink in here in this track, it may 

well be that we can pull that back and get a much tighter line in there but on the scale of 

the plans that we have before Parliament, I don’t think we’re in a position to settle that 

just yet.  That will have to be a detailed design point. 

171. MS LEAN (DfT):  I think the only outstanding issue was the barn.  The barn is not 

listed in the ES as being a demolition.  It’s just that this parcel of land is only listed in 

schedule 16 which is the land that we want to take temporary possession of and I hope 

that clarifies all the points that were outstanding. 

172. MR WIGGIN:  Presumably you’ll discuss that with the landowner, depending on 

how this evolves? 

173. MS LEAN (DfT):  Absolutely. 

174. MR WIGGIN:  Because if the bund story doesn’t pan out then obviously that 

barn’s viability changes dramatically. 

175. MS LEAN (DfT):  I think potentially, depending on the use or what future 

aspirations there may be for it, it may depend on if it’s intended for that to continue to 

be used with the agricultural holding or if it might be used for other purposes looking at 

it being quite close to the settlement there.  So, obviously that would be a conversation 

to have with the landowner at that time.   

176. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson? 

177. MR BEDSON:  Thank you.  The barn can actually be used with the neighbouring 

agricultural land as well which is cousin Pam’s land so we do want it to stay and if it’s 

in schedule 16, that does say it can be demolished.  We’d just like them to say ‘we’re 

not going to knock it down’ really.  May I assume that HS2 will now send out a good 

engineer, a good ecologist and a good surveyor to discuss these points with us in a 

timely manner?  That’s all we’ve been asking for, for a very long time. 

178. THE CHAIR:  What do you mean by timely? 
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179. MR BEDSON:  Before House of Lords.  We’ve asked for a good surveyor, a good 

engineer and a good ecologist to come and explain what they need and we’ll work with 

them.  We’ve always said we will and it hasn’t happened. 

180. THE CHAIR:  Is there going to be a working party in relation to this area?  That’s 

the terminology that’s been used in previous petitioners. 

181. MR MILLER:  Sir, shall I say something about that? 

182. THE CHAIR:  Yes. 

183. MR MILLER:  I think the point about the working party the other day was, we 

talked about the urgency and the timing around the organic farm so I think that was the 

pressing need.  Here, I hear what Mr Bedson says and I think, yes, we should be getting 

on with that conversation, getting on with that as early as possible, and to get even an 

outline of what the farm might look like, ready for detailed design, is a good idea.  How 

immediate that is, hearing from us and the assurances, I’d like to know a little bit more 

about that but, yes, we should be continuing that discussion.  I think in the first instance 

the property matters are vital to understand so that we can properly understand the 

access requirements. 

184. THE CHAIR:  Okay, Mr Bedson.  Well, nobody’s come up with an actual time.  

What time do you want?  I don’t think the Committee are happy with this vague you 

asking for a time and them vaguely saying it will be timely.  What timescale do you 

need?  We can then think about whether that’s reasonable, we can then impose that on 

HS2. 

185. MR BEDSON:  Our objective is to get the matters done as quickly as possible so 

that when the final design happens, it’s in there and we know what we’re getting.  If it 

doesn’t happen, I’m just concerned that when we leave this room and this Committee, 

these matters are swallowed up into a black hole again and before we know it we’re 

either appearing at the House of Lords or we’re not.  We don’t want to do that at all. 

186. MR WIGGIN:  According to – 

187. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, Bill.  HS2? 



25 

 

188. MS LEAN (DfT):  Sir, if I may, I noticed that Mr Bedson’s request was they 

wanted a good engineer, a good ecologist and a good surveyor.  I’m not saying that we 

have any that aren’t good within the organisation but certainly before they get to the 

House of Lords, I see no reason why we cannot set up a meeting with Mr Bedson and 

his clients with an engineer, an ecologist and a surveyor in good time before any 

petitioning period opens for the House of Lords with a view to having that conversation. 

189. MR WIGGIN: May I come in now, please, Chairman? 

190. THE CHAIR:  Bill? 

191. MR WIGGIN:  You made two points earlier about another alternative provision so 

this would mean that Mr Bedson’s client has another opportunity to petition so it would 

be very helpful if it was done before the next petitioning opportunity which was created 

in this particular…  So, you could be a bit more speedy than the House of Lords. 

192. MS LEAN (DfT):  Yes, 

193. THE CHAIR:  Yes, Sheryll? 

194. MRS MURRAY:  Yes, this is the second day that we’ve kept hearing from you 

‘before we reach the House of Lords’.  These petitions are being dealt with by this 

Committee and I think your aspiration should be to resolve it whilst this Committee is 

sitting, not deferring to a second Committee. 

195. MS LEAN (DfT):  Mrs Murray, I fully accept the point.  My suggestion was not 

meant by any means to suggest it could wait.  

196. MRS MURRAY:  It’s the second day that you’ve referred to that and if we can 

sort of start upping the game a bit and having an aspiration to get things done more 

quickly, that would be much appreciate. 

197. MS LEAN (DfT):  Certainly, Mrs Murray.  I apologise.  I was merely seeking to 

say, yes, in a short way to Mr Bedson’s explicit request.  Obviously with AP2 coming 

forward, there will need to be engagement with these petitioners in any event if there are 

AP2 changes that could affect their property and as part of that it would obviously be 

sensible to talk about the wider issues affecting the holding.  I hope that brings it 
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forward. 

198. MR BEDSON:  It’s a generic request for all the petitions that is not specific to this 

case. 

199. MRS MURRAY:  Absolutely, and in the future maybe we should be looking 

whilst this Committee is sitting and not having an aspiration to when we get to the 

House of Lords, please. 

200. THE CHAIR:  I think that’s probably shared by the rest of the Committee.  We’ll 

discuss that more in private and we may make that slightly more formalised and put 

some timescales more generically and impose on HS2 slightly higher standards in terms 

of timescale than are currently in place.  Mr Bedson, anything else? 

201. MR BEDSON:  I think we’re there, thank you. 

202. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much. Let’s move to the next petitioner.  Welcome 

to the hot seat.   

203. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you very much. 

204. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson? 

The Executors of the late Peter Kenny and Mrs Val Kenny 

Submissions by Mr Bedson 

205. MR BEDSON:  Thank you.  The next petition is on behalf of the Executors of the 

late Mr Kenny and Mrs Val Kenny.  Val is succeeding to the tenancy on this farm.  It is 

a highly productive dairy farm.   

206. THE CHAIR:  Sorry to interrupt, Mr Bedson.  Do you mind just sitting forward a 

bit closer to the microphone? 

207. MR BEDSON:  Sorry, yes, okay. 

208. THE CHAIR:  I’m having problems hearing. 

209. MR BEDSON:  Yes, so Val Kenny is a successor to the tenancy on an 86 Act 
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tenancy on this farm.  It’s one of Lord Stafford’s farms on part of his estate.  It’s 240 

acres in this block here.  In fact, if we bring up please 206(2), that’ll show the farm.  

Sorry, my fault 206(5), thank you.  The farm is outlined there in purple and you can see 

there’s a fairly catastrophic severance effect.  Dairy farm, tightly stocked, high attention 

to detail, 10,000 a cow, tends to be 450-460 head of cattle on site at any one time.  

NVZs are going to be an issue as NVZs always are so the mantra is maximise 

connectivity and minimise land take.  So, it is one of severe severance and maximising 

the land available to be used, minimising land take.  So, there’s a number of issues here 

and simple points.  Between points A and B on the farm there, if there were built as the 

M6 motorway were built without all the surrounding fluff, it would probably take no 

more than 12 acres from the farm if it was kept within structural limits as per point 

number 2, there but because of everything else that’s going on, it takes up huge amounts 

of land.   

210. Now, at point 1, there’s an underpass there.  Now, this will be the only point of 

access from this side of the farm to that side of the farm.  We need a specification for 

that.  We need to know how big it’s going to be and we request a tunnel portal of about 

six metres by six metres.  That gives machinery and equipment easy access through it, it 

gives herds of cows easy access through and everything else that the farm would want to 

take from one side to the other.  The alternative, if that’s too small and we can’t get kit 

through, we’re going to have to take a very long and tortuous round trip to get in so that 

needs to be of sufficient size, please. 

211. There’s also an issue with access tracks.  We’d like a track across here, please, 

because if all of the farm traffic I coming out to that point there or that point there, it’s 

going to get very muddy.  It’s the old joke, ‘Why do farmers always put gates in the 

muddiest part of the field?’  Well, they don’t, it just turns muddy because it’s the only 

access.  So, to have a track there gives us an opportunity to spread out.  If the place gets 

muddy, we can go to somewhere else. 

212. THE CHAIR:  And how wide do you need the bridge? 

213. MR BEDSON:  Pardon? 

214. THE CHAIR:  You talked about a tunnel.  How wide?  You said it needs to be 

wide enough but you – 
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215. MR BEDSON:  Six metres by six metres is sufficient height, sufficient width 

really.  Between points 4 and 5, here and here, there’s an estimated 14 acres of land 

which will be taken by landscape earthwork bunds, by balancing ponds, by trackways, 

etc, etc.  We do think that’s all pretty excessive, really.  We can’t see that there’s any 

receptors that are going to see the railway line particularly.  The motorway does but 

that’s people driving up and down the motorway and that shouldn’t be an issue.  But 

there’s no particular footpaths along here that would see it.  So really there’s a whole 

load of land there that’s going to be taken from the farm that frankly we don’t think 

needs to be. 

216. Now, we’ve been in discussion with Lord Stafford’s agent Russell Poole and I get 

a hint that there might be an assurance on its way that might be able to deal with these 

balancing ponds.  I haven’t had any assurance in writing yet from HS2 but I’m hopeful 

that that is the case because this is all of the important land right outside the back of 

dairy buildings where the cows go out to graze.  It’s the important grazing platform. 

217. Now, this balancing pond here at 15 is in a horrific position, really.  It is right at 

the back of the farm buildings.  It prevents any future expansion of the farms and it 

means that there’s a turning head and an access for vehicles and lorries to come in here, 

again taking up a huge amount of land.  If balancing ponds are needed here, and we 

understand the need for balancing ponds, can they not be amalgamated and put in one 

position as a lozenge or, you know, a less land-hungry design without this bendy track 

going from A to B?  There is a track already down here at point number 9 which we 

suspect could easily be used rather than creating a new track through the farm.  If it is 

absolutely necessary please put the track so that it hugs the bottom of the structural 

embankment and gets to the balancing pond with an efficient land use as possible. 

218. Now, the next point is regarding the Swynnerton new bridleway, which is 

designed to come through here, right through the farm.  Now, this is a working farm 

with machinery and equipment and – 

219. THE CHAIR:  Sheryll? 

220. MRS MURRAY:  So the bridleway it’s planned that it will use the tunnel as well? 

221. MR BEDSON:  Yes. 
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222. MRS MURRAY:  So basically anybody who is going on that bridleway, if they 

come to the tunnel at milking time they’re going to be faced with that? 

223. MR BEDSON:  Possibly. 

224. MRS MURRAY:  Thank you. 

225. MR BEDSON:  Yes.  So bit of a conflict.  That was my next point.  Thank you.  

There’s a conflict there between livestock and the public, which isn’t great. 

226. The whole concept of that bridleway is a bit of an anathema to us really because 

there is historically a very short length of bridleway from there to there, VW24.  It 

doesn’t actually go anywhere.  It doesn’t link to anything here.  And on this stretch of 

the road here that is a very narrow and quite a fast stretch of road.  It has to be rather 

dangerous.  There’s no footpaths either side.  The hedge forms the boundary to the 

highway.  So nobody really in their right mind, frankly, would take a horse up there, 

poke its nose out through the gate and get hit by a car.  It is very narrow. 

227. MR WIGGIN:  So this is a new extension to a bridleway that doesn’t currently 

exit. 

228. MR BEDSON:  Yes, exactly. 

229. MR WIGGIN:  So why on earth would they invent that? 

230. THE CHAIR:  We’ll find out later.  Let’s move on.  We’ll come back to this.  

There’s a missing bit.  No point discussing the puzzle until we have the missing piece. 

231. MR BEDSON:  Okay.  So I’ll request then, please, that that bridleway be removed 

from there.  We don’t see its purpose or its function. 

232. THE CHAIR:  Okay. 

233. MR BEDSON:  Now, there’s various parcels of land again taken out to be put to 

grassland habitat creation or woodland habitat creating.  We’ve again asked for 

justification of this on a number of occasions and we’ve never really had it.  It goes 

through this particular farm at that point there, which is all through grassland, which is 

managed grassland for the production of grass for the cows.  The farm has been 
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maintained beautifully over the years, immaculately over the years.  It is a spotless farm 

with high attention to detail.  We don’t really see the need to be tinkering around 

creating areas of habitat creation when it’s simply going through pastureland as it is.  

It’s very land hungry.  We end up with a severed bit of land there, another bit of sort of 

undefined land there, which is all eating away at the grazing platform for the farm, 

really.  And, you know, it starts to add up.   

234. The request re the Tittensor Road is, again, to save some land from the farm.  

We’d like that to be slewed round there but I anticipate that the bridge currently is that 

wide and it would be a slightly wider bridge crossing the trench and the cutting but it 

does mean that the road stays on the boundary of the farm and leaves land that can be 

used.  This is a very important block of land for the farm.  It’s used for forage 

production and maize production so as much of that as we can keep the better, please. 

235. There’s another little balancing pond down here, which strikes me as odd.  The 

existing highway network round here.  Tittensor Road and Stab Lane and all the rest of 

it, they’ve existed since probably before King Edward’s charter and managed without a 

balancing pond.  I understand the need for modern highway design but, again, that takes 

out another couple of acres of land, which is very land hungry.  I’m just wondering if 

there isn’t a better design for that and instead of having an expensive hammerhead, why 

not just create a lay-by where the lorry that has to empty that out can throw its load over 

the hedge and empty it out?  It seems a lot more simple than creating these 

hammerheads that are all over the place that must be really quite expensive at the end of 

the days. 

236. At point 11.3(a) there are areas of further landscape mitigation, which we would 

like to be lessened in size.  We understand the need for them because there are a couple 

of receptors up here, perhaps, but, you know, again that’s a very thick band of trees to 

be maintained at the public expense.  It seems sensible, you know, to perhaps have a 

short length of noise barrier across here with a band of trees providing some screening. 

237. There’s also a request for sound boarding and noise insulation across the trace 

here to the rear of the farmhouse.  Now, we haven’t had any details on that yet but, you 

know, we’re very, very near to the farmhouse at this point and so, you know, we’d like 

to see what proposals there are for noise mitigation there because it is going to be 
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extremely noisy at that point. 

238. If we refer to 206(6), please, now this is the during construction plans and, as you 

can see, there’s a particularly large area of land here which is taken up by transfer nodes 

and soil dumps and all the rest of it.  Now, we appreciate the comments about detailed 

design coming later but you really, really must try and mitigate this.  This is a dairy 

farm.  The more land they take the more cows they’ll lose, the less viable the farm will 

be.  The farm has recently undergone a lot of investment.  They’ve put a new parlour in.  

There’s a lot of tenant’s fixture there, you know.  It’s a proper farm and, you know, if 

they don’t have the cows to get the turnover they can’t pay for the investment and the 

whole thing falls to bit.  So – 

239. THE CHAIR:  When did they make investment?  How much was it? 

240. MR BEDSON:  The parlour has just gone in recently.  I seem to recall it was 

about £100,000 but I’ll have to be corrected on that but certainly over the years they’ve 

spent a lot of money on tenant’s fixtures and it is up to standard.  So, you know, there’s 

a lot of life in that equipment that needs payback.  So really we’re trying to keep that all 

as tight as possible, really. 

241. So on this plan here, you know, by the time they’ve taken this bit of land here, 

there’s a 45 acre block also here, there’s only going to be 8 or 9 acres left of it.  But 

that’s, you know, because that will be planted with trees, that will be planted with trees 

and so there’ll be a tiny bit of land there with, presumably, a very poor access to it.  So, 

you know, that is the request, please, if we could. 

242. I think that covers the main points.  The mantra is maximise connectivity and 

minimise land take, please. 

243. THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Thank you very much. 

244. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you.   

245. THE CHAIR:  Sorry. 

246. MS PARRY (DfT):  I’m so sorry. 

247. THE CHAIR:  Bill Wiggin. 
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248. MR WIGGIN:  Just before we go, the area that I’m looking at at the moment, 

which is orange and dark orange, is that maize fields? 

249. MR BEDSON:  Yes. 

250. MR WIGGIN:  Right. 

251. MR BEDSON:  Well, maize or grass.  They might put young stock on it if it’s 

down to grass – 

252. MR WIGGIN:  But they won’t be able to graze it once the railway’s there. 

253. MR BEDSON:  No, no.  No, it’s gone. 

254. THE CHAIR:  Any other questions from the Committee?  No?  Okay.  Ms Parry? 

Response by Ms Parry 

255. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you very much.  If I can pick out a couple of points 

and then I’ll ask Mr Miller to deal with the remaining ones. 

256. First of all, in relation to the specification for the underpass, the Committee’s 

heard now that is a matter that will be dealt with through detailed design.  You’ve heard 

the detailed design assurance for the NFU and, of course, the farmers and growers guide 

makes it clear that we will speak to farmers as we develop the specifications for those 

underpasses. 

257. MR WHITFIELD:  Can six metres by six metres be accommodated? 

258. MS PARRY (DfT):  I mean, ultimately, that’s a matter for the detailed design.  I 

can see if Mr Miller’s able to immediately respond to that. 

259. THE CHAIR:  Shall we get Mr Miller up because you’re going to call him later?  

Then if there are any other questions – best to deal with these things as and when they 

come up.  So if Mr Miller can wend his way that would be most helpful. 

Evidence of Mr Miller 

260. MS PARRY (DfT):  Mr Miller, the Committee’s heard about the normal detailed 
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design response to the specification for the underpass and the question is are we at this 

stage able to say whether we can accommodate the six by six metres request. 

261. MR MILLER:  No, we’re not able to confirm that today.  We can look at it.  

Sorry, I’m just conferring with a colleague about it.  And there may be some room to 

manoeuvre on the headroom.  That’s the main thing, I think, we’ve got to get sorted out 

to decide whether that’s actually going to have a material effect on the height of the 

railway.  We don’t want to get to a situation where we end up pushing the railway up for 

some reason.  So – 

262. MR WHITFIELD:  The width isn’t really a problem.   

263. MR MILLER:  Sorry? 

264. MR WHITFIELD:  The six-metre width isn’t a particular problem but the 

headroom may well be. 

265. MR MILLER:  Yes.  Width shouldn’t be a problem at all.  It’s another sort of – 

266. THE CHAIR:  Well, they can have six by six as long as it means that the track 

doesn’t have to go up higher. 

267. MR MILLER:  Yes.  Well, if that is really generally what is required for the 

vehicles on their farm.  I mean 5.4 and whatever it was is a huge void and should 

accommodate most farm vehicles, I would suggest. 

268. MS PARRY (DfT):  I mean, as the Committee’s been told a number of times in 

the past, ultimately it is in our interest to try and meet these because otherwise 

,ultimately, it will sound in compensation if we have an impact on the business.  Of 

course, there may come a point where the requirements are so significant that as 

guardians of the public purse we simply cannot meet those requirements because it’s 

frankly cheaper to pay the compensation to the business but the point is, either way, the 

farmer has the protection. 

269. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

270. MS PARRY (DfT):  Can I then turn to the question of the new bridleway and can 

I have P649 up? 
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271. THE CHAIR:  Just as we’re getting that up, Sheryll has a question. 

272. MS PARRY (DfT):  I’m so sorry. 

273. MRS MURRAY:  These are tenant farmers? 

274. MS PARRY (DfT):  They are. 

275. MRS MURRAY:  And what you’ve just referred to in relation to the business, that 

would presumably mean that the tenants would have that, not the owner of the farm. 

276. MS PARRY (DfT):  Yes.  As I think Mr Mould explained on a previous occasion, 

disturbance is payable to tenants of a farm. 

277. MRS MURRAY:  That’s fine.  Thank you.  I just needed reassurance there. 

278. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

279. MS PARRY (DfT):  I’m so sorry, that wasn’t – yes, so I’ve just put up P649 

because what we can see on this plan is if you see we have the village of Swynnerton 

and then going directly up from the village of Swynnerton along Stab Lane we have a 

promoted route, which we can see by the diamonds, which then links in to bridleway 54 

as we go north of the existing trace.  So there is an existing promoted route and that is 

promoted as a number of different routes, I believe the Cakes and Ale Trail, and it’s 

essentially through different promoted routes.  So it’s not simply a matter of providing 

connectivity for the very short piece of bridleway that was pointed out to you.  The 

concern about the new bridleway is to seek to deal with the loss of connectivity from the 

severance of the ability to go essentially up Stab Lane and then join up onto the 

bridleway 54.   

280. Mr Miller, I don’t know if you can assist the Committee on whether there’s been 

any discussions with Lord Stafford about this bridleway. 

281. MR MILLER:  Yes, there have been and the idea is to look to consolidate that 

bridleway arrangement. 

282. MR WIGGIN:  Can we have a better map because this doesn’t mean anything? 

283. MR MILLER:  We’re sort of at a disadvantage because we’ve been preparing the 
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plans for Lord Stafford who, I understand, may appear next week and so that’s where 

we are with this.  But you can see bridleway 54, which is the diamond diagram – 

284. MR WIGGIN:  But Stab Lane we can see. 

285. MR MILLER:  Yes.  It’s Stab Lane there and what’s being looked at is a 

reconfiguration across this land alongside the railway and it’s the detail of that that’s 

under consideration at the moment.  And that may well deal with the sort of bridleway 

crossing over in the area that Mr Bedson had pointed out.  But until we get that settled I 

don’t want to mislead the Committee to say this is definitely – 

286. THE CHAIR:  Well, let’s – 

287. MR WIGGIN:  Can you let Mr Miller finish because this is really madness?  So 

please, please go ahead.  Please just let him finish. 

288. MR MILLER:  So what we’ll end up with is a reconfiguration of the bridleway 

and I understand that will go down the realigned Tittensor Road.  And then I believe that 

will then cut back across this land here, sorry, and then it will join up with – I have to 

say I’m a little nervous of going through the final configuration of this because this is 

something which is – we are dealing with the landowner himself on this matter. 

289. MRS MURRAY:  Can I ask Mr Miller, are you talking about joining up bridleway 

51 – 

290. MR MILLER:  54 

291. MRS MURRAY:  54 with bridleway 24?  Doesn’t that involve people going down 

the very A51 Stone Road? 

292. THE CHAIR:  Mr Miller, can I just superimpose on those questions?  I don’t 

understand this either but am I right in saying we’re going to deal with this under a 

different petitioner and we can then go through it in a lot more detail?  And so are we 

better off parking this bridleway issue and dealing with it elsewhere and understanding 

it later and dealing with this petitioner issue – 

293. MR MILLER:  Yes.  I would suggest that we take that up in the way that you say 

because I think until we get to the point where we’ve got some agreement with the 
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landowner himself and there may be other views from – 

294. THE CHAIR:  Let’s do that because any further discussion is going to be 

unsatisfactory.  So we’ll adopt that. 

295. MR MILLER:  And – 

296. MR WHITFIELD:  Sorry.  Can I just ask then two simple factual questions?  The 

only two ways across this railway are the road that goes over or the bridge – or the 

tunnel that’s being discussed in this petition within this sort of area, isn’t it? 

297. MR MILLER:  Well yes, it is, yes.   

298. MR WHITFIELD:  Yes.  So it’s got to be one or the other that the bridleway goes 

over. 

299. MR MILLER:  Yes, that’s right.  So how it all gets connected up I think we need 

to come back with a different plan and I think in the absence of having something 

firmed up with the landowner or getting in that direction I think we’re sort of talking in 

a void at the moment and – 

300. THE CHAIR:  Okay.  So let’s stop talking about it.  Let’s move on to the next 

thing. 

301. MR MILLER:  But what I would say is that when we’ve made progress we will 

share that with Mr Bedson to make sure that he’s clear on his petitioner’s behalf what’s 

going – 

302. THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  Let’s move on.  Thank you. 

303. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you.  Mr Miller, the next request was an access track 

between 11 and 1.  What’s your view in relation to that? 

304. MR MILLER:  Yes.  We think that can be accommodated and we’ll look at that as 

part of the farmers and growers guide in the pack that we’ll get to with the detailed 

design or any subsequent conversation that we have in due course. 

305. THE CHAIR:  Good. 
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306. MS PARRY (DfT):  In relation to mitigation on this farm, first of all, it’s said in 

generality there is a lot of mitigation on this farm and in previous projects the mitigation 

would have been a lot less.  What’s your response to that? 

307. MR MILLER:  I think there was reference to the M6 motorway, which was built 

some years ago and I think in my opening in these proceedings was that the modern 

practice of planning these sorts of projects has to take into account the need for 

replacing mitigation on these sorts of lands.  So that’s the context of it.  We’ve just 

moved on in time.  The – sorry. 

308. MS PARRY (DfT):  Sorry, Mr Miller, just to direct you to the points that are of 

particular concern.  So, first of all, there was concern raised in relation to the landscape 

mitigation planting at 3, 9 and 8A coming across. 

309. MR MILLER:  Yes.  That’s partly earthworks, which do provide some protection 

for Sandyford Farm and – do you want me to touch on the noise part whilst I’m on that 

or – 

310. MS PARRY (DfT):  Yes, we can deal with noise if you want. 

311. MR MILLER:  Yes.  Mr Bedson raised the noise point.  We didn’t think that that 

was a particular point that was coming forward but we’ve looked at that and Sandyford 

Farm is affected by noise.  It’s on the cusp of what we call the LOAEL and SOAEL 

contour so it receives quite high noise levels and in the noise plans in the environmental 

statement the residential element of the farm holding there would be looked at in terms 

of noise insulation.  So that’s the secondary glazing type of arrangements. 

312. Now, in terms of bunding for noise or a noise fence through there, dealing with 

that one effect through a noise fence would require a considerable length of noise 

fencing to provide an attenuating effect and, although I don’t have the sums here, I 

would suggest that would be extremely expensive compared to the effect that we’re 

trying to deal with.  So this is one where you get an isolated property, it happens on 

these sorts of linear infrastructure projects, where the mitigation or the compensation 

goes to the glazing itself to make sure that residential property’s habitable. 

313. THE CHAIR:  Bill? 
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314. MR WIGGIN:  One of the concerns that the petitioner has is that this noise 

bunding is grazeable.   

315. MR MILLER:  Yes. 

316. MR WIGGIN:  Is that likely to be possible in this particular case? 

317. MR MILLER:  Well, can we go back to the other plan? 

318. MR WIGGIN:  It says trees but if it was grass it would be helpful, wouldn’t it? 

319. MR MILLER: Yes.  Well, we think there’s movement on – we can make some 

movement on the balancing ponds so I think that the track way there may even come out 

and sort of what I’m building up to is a picture which is likely to change in time.  So I 

think that certainly in this vicinity here it may well be that we can pull back a fair bit, 

get that field back into a much more usable condition anyway and then I wouldn’t 

underestimate keeping the earthworks in there because we’re on a bit of an embankment 

through this location because of the need for trying to get under the railway here as well, 

save for the headroom point.  But the landscaping in here that we’ve considered is to 

take up the wider context of the railway in this landscape.  Just by motorways and that 

sort of thing it is quite an attractive landscape through here and that’s trying to integrate 

the railway in the best way possible through Lord Stafford’s land.  But this is an area, I 

think, where we’re going to definitely play some tunes on. 

320. MS PARRY (DfT):  Just in relation to the noise and for completeness, we have 

done a WebTAG assessment for a noise barrier at this location and the cost of a noise 

barrier would be £941,000 for a noise barrier on this side.  And, as Mr Miller said, 

because of the impact on this property, they would, subject to any further work, should 

be eligible for noise insulation. 

321. If I can then turn to the question of grassland and woodland habitats and I think a 

particular concern was raised in relation to the area around 7 and 7A.  Can you assist on 

that, Mr Miller? 

322. MR MILLER:  Yes.  The ponds on 7A and the meadowlands there are all dealing 

with great crested newts.  So that’s the wider population of great crested newts in this 

area.  It’s sat alongside this site here, which I understand is a local wildlife site, so it 
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pushes you in that direction, you know, get it contained in one location.  And I can see 

why the ecologists have taken it up in the way that they have is because you end up with 

these sort of dead bits of land and we’re trying to get the ecology working effectively in 

the area.  That said, and I’ve said it in all cases, there may be ways of refining that in 

due course but at the moment we can’t confirm that.   

323. I’ve also said that we continue to look at the survey material and the survey 

material in this area is positive in terms of the great crested newts.  So it’s not just a one-

off survey event where we spotted a newt.  We’re definitely confirming great crested 

newts as part of the wider population here.  So I don’t think there’ll be much movement 

on that but it may be something in detailed design. 

324. And then the woodland planting here, again it’s trying to integrate this railway and 

the road and we’ve taken that opportunity with woodland and we’ve already said that 

there is a wider consideration for woodland.  We have taken the opportunity to try and 

provide that in these sort of severed bits of land but I accept that the farmer may have a 

slightly different view on that. 

325. MS PARRY (DfT):  And that leads on to the question, then, as to whether we can 

move the Tittensor Road diversion at point 14.  Can I have slide P653(6) up? 

326. MR MILLER:  You’ll remember from the – we’ve seen this before.  This is the 

parish council, I think, came in on this.  This is the one entrance and exit to the village 

and what I said previously was that we would land that T-junction in the safest way 

possible with appropriate sight lines on the A road.  And the positioning of it is such that 

we’re landing the T-junction in the safest way possible on that road and I understand 

that the A road is designed for the 60 miles per hour and we understand it’s really quite 

– 

327. THE CHAIR:  Can we possibly flip back to the map? 

328. MS PARRY (DfT):  Yes. 

329. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

330. MR MILLER:  – a busy fast road.  And then – so that’s up there.  That’s what we 

talked about a couple of weeks ago.  The road itself has got to tie into a position just 
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down here and so that it meets the existing road to go into Swynnerton itself.  And then 

what we’re trying to do is avoid this highly skewed crossing, which gets us in the wrong 

place here for the safe sight lines for the road that we’re providing in this location. 

331. So going on that skewed alignment there, it would mean a bigger and longer 

structure.  It’s likely to be much more expensive.  And that’s our consideration, to get 

that right with the highways authority in that place there. 

332. So that’s the configuration of the Tittensor Road. 

333. MS PARRY (DfT):  And then the next point raised was in relation to the 

balancing pond, which we can see at 13 and, in that respect, could I have P653(2) first 

of all?  And, Mr Miller, we have some further text on 653(3) if that would assist but 

what’s the position in relation to this balancing pond? 

334. MR MILLER:  Essentially what we’re trying to do is get to the point where we’ve 

located the lowest point, you’ve heard about that from me before, so that the balancing 

pond works for the road as it’s being reconfigured.  And because it’s being reconfigured 

to modern standards it’s drained really well and you need to deal with the water. 

335. Mr Bedson mentioned the lay-by there, whether it could be a lay-by.  That might 

be possible but we do have to get into a point to actually – we put a sludge extracting 

machine in from time to time to actually make sure that that balancing pond works 

properly.  That’s why we’ve got this sort of shape.  But it may well be that we could 

revisit that shape in due course.  And it may be that we can see if we can tighten the 

balancing pond up in that corner.  But we can’t say that today, I’m afraid, but the reason 

for it is, as I say, that low point. 

336. MS PARRY (DfT):  And, of course, as we’ve been told in the past, in any instance 

we’re going to have to get consent from the highways authority for these arrangements 

so the position is we have to take the arrangements on a precautionary basis on the 

assumption that the highways authority will want this arrangement but it may be in 

discussion with the highways authority we can pull back from it. 

337. MR MILLER:  Sorry, just to add to that, the highways authority may accept going 

to a drain along the road and take the water elsewhere but we don’t know that yet, I’m 
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afraid. 

338. MS PARRY (DfT):  If I can go back to the previous plan, there was a further 

question in relation to the mitigation planting at 3A.  What’s the position in relation to 

that? 

339. MR MILLER:  Again, that’s landscape planting to try and integrate this railway 

into the wider landscape.  There’s quite a lot of work that we’re doing here which will 

disrupt the land.  But I take the point.  We may be able to pare back that and to have that 

– get a little bit more field back for the farmer in that location.   

340. THE CHAIR:  Sheryll? 

341. MRS MURRAY:  Mr Miller, isn’t the railway a cutting there? 

342. MR MILLER:  It is, yes.  In particular on the 3A we’re just on that change.  You 

can just see where I’m pointing with the cursor.  We’re going into cutting there.  So 

we’re on the cusp in that location.  So on this particular landholding it may be that we 

can – we may be able to halve that and get a bit more field back in that location.  But 

here it’s- do you remember we were out on the site visit and we saw the trains going in 

and out of the cuttings.  We’re on that sort of bit where it’s on a transition.  So that’s 

why the landscape architects have looked at trying to provide screening and integrate the 

woodland planting just on the inside there to make sure that that was all screened 

effectively. 

343. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you.  And if I can finally go to P653(4).  And the 

question raised as to whether we could move or consolidate the construction activity in 

that triangle of land.  So what’s the position in relation to that? 

344. MR MILLER:  I think that’s pretty limited because we’ve got a transfer node here, 

which I think is this bit of land here, the bit which I think you were asking – I think Mr 

Bedson was asking to see whether we could raise the land in that location.  So you’ve 

seen from the extent of the cuttings I think the cuttings are going up to something like 

18 metres deep here.  They’re really quite deep engineering arrangements here.  So 

we’re dealing with lots of material and this is a very important site for transporting 

material around HS2 and making sure that we’ve got the right metal and balance correct. 



42 

 

345. I mean with all of these things we’ve shown our construction drawings in a pretty 

blocky way but there may well be an arrangement where we can shift things around a 

little bit to make the land work a bit better and you may get a bit of gain in this sort of 

southern section of the triangle.  But I don’t think we can confirm that at the moment. 

346. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

347. MS PARRY (DfT):  Thank you very much. 

348. MR BEDSON:  Can I – 

349. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, I did indicate I was going to come to you.  I forgot I should 

have asked questions first.  Bill? 

350. MR WIGGIN:  Mr Miller, you’re always very helpful with your advice to the 

Committee and thank you for that but, again, going back to the sort of timescale, 

obviously the petitioner is worried about how many cows they’re going to have.  How 

quickly can we give them some sort of confidence that things are not as bad as they look 

at the moment? 

351. MR MILLER:  I think it’s quite difficult here because – and what we’re seeing 

elsewhere with the contractors is on Phase One because they’re looking at the designs of 

these construction sites, it’s not until they are really looking closely at this and the way 

that they want to finally make the arrangements of moving material around that we can 

make a further sort of firmer view on it.  And I think in this location I think the best that 

we can do immediately is to understand, and we’ve already got an understanding of that, 

what the objectives are for this piece of land and get that firmly in sight so the 

contractors when they come on board.  But I don’t want to mislead you in this location.  

I think that is something which is a bit later on. 

352. MR WIGGIN:  That’s very helpful.  I think you’re right to be like that on 

something as complicated as this.  But in terms of the tree planting, obviously you’re 

more in control of that aren’t you? 

353. MR MILLER:  Yes.  That’s something where we can think about that a little bit 

quicker in the process and see whether we can come up with a better accommodation.  

And I’m hoping you’re getting the impression from us that we are willing to 
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accommodate other people’s ideas and the farmers have come forward and said, ‘Could 

you shift it over here?’ and we’ve tried to be as accommodating as possible.  So if those 

thoughts can come forward then clearly we can get to a settled arrangement much 

quicker. 

354. Sorry, the only other thing I would say on this site is that there are a number of – 

and it’s always the way with looking at a two-dimensional plan, you don’t really 

understand what’s in the ground either, and there are quite a few utilities that kind of 

cross this land and some of those utilities have got to be re-provided early on in the 

process to make sure that things like water, everything that we enjoy day to day, actually 

work for everybody in the village of Swynnerton and all that sort of stuff.  So it’s pretty 

constrained in there and you don’t necessarily see everything on the plan. 

355. THE CHAIR:  Okay.  Any more questions from the Committee? 

356. MR WIGGIN:  It’s just my plea, I think, is really, you know, we’ve had some 

really good feedback from you on this occasion but the number of cattle is determined 

by the land grab and, therefore, it’s really important that the farmer knows how many 

cows he’s got to dispose of because not all of them will be sold.  Some of them will be 

put into the food chain. 

357. MS PARRY (DfT):  In this particular case, in terms of the mitigation, that’s 

something you’ll be hearing more about in relation to Lord Stafford’s petition next 

week. 

358. THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  Mr Bedson, a quick summary. 

359. MR BEDSON:  A very quick summary.  206(5), please.  Peter’s helpfully said 

that they’ve said to the parish council that they will put this in the safest place possible, 

the re-alignment of the road.  I think this place here would still be safe and would still be 

within highway design constraints.  I don’t think that Peter’s saying it wouldn’t be safe.  

It’s just the safest.  So it’s probably perfectly acceptable to put it there in terms of 

highway design standards and it would help us enormously. 

360. The newts that are around here, Peter refers to the wider newt habitat creation.  

Well, you know, if this is newts that are elsewhere on other land can it not go on some 
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less sensitive land that isn’t part of a dairy farm that needs the land to keep the cows?  

Can it not go elsewhere?  This may be a good opportunity for the Government to look at 

the newts issue because there are so many newts in this country and we spend millions 

and millions of pounds relocating them. 

361. THE CHAIR:  Okay.  This is a summary so any other points? 

362. MR BEDSON:  It’s a point – 

363. THE CHAIR:  Yes.  Don’t carry on going on about newts.  I’m trying to give you 

a hint that we need to move on. 

364. MR BEDSON:  Quite so.  Peter also said that farmers should make their points 

come forward.  I would reiterate we have done on every possible occasion. It is in 

writing.  They’ve had it for months. 

365. THE CHAIR:  Thank you. 

366. MR BEDSON:  Thank you. 

367. THE CHAIR:  Great.  We’re now going to meet in private. I’d like to see a 

representative from HS2 and Mr Bedson at 11.25 a.m. with the clerk just to review how 

we’re going to progress things and come to a shared understanding this afternoon 

because we’ve got quite a lot on. 


