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Summagz

Investigations were carried out to discover the scale and incidence of
the impact of major new roads upon agriculture, It was found that
resources are being wasted because agricultural considerations are not
being given full recognition at any stage of the development of new
roads. Two solutions were offered: <firstly, in order to improve the
position in the short=-term, a2 booklet, entitled "Hotorway, Trunk Road
Development and the Farmer: an information pack for the guidance of NFU
County Secretaries , was produced in conjunction with the National
Farmers Union. This explained the administrative procedures involved
and the problems likely to arise; the advice offered was based upeon
interviews with farmers, engineers and Ministry of Agriculture officials.
It was assumed that once farmers were able to understand and manipulate
t he administrative framework they would be able to minimise their own,
and hence national, agricultural losses. Secondly, attention was turned
to the more fundamental issue of how the agricultural impact of a
proposed scheme can be predicted and, therefore, included in the overall
project appraisal. It was discovered that the current consultation
‘between the Ministry of Agriculture and the Road Construction Units does
not allow agriculture to be properly integrated into the decision-meking.
The work of Boddington demonstrated that it is possible to apply the
analytics of agricultural economics to the problem of impact prediction.
Surveys of two sections of completed motorway provided the empirical
data upon which to build a2 refined predictive technique., The most
important aspect of this new approach was that it allowed the effects

of post-construction farm system reorganisation to be accounted for.
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Farm Business Data.

Farm Management Survey.
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Institute of Civil Engineers.

Institute of Highway Engineers.

Journal of Agricultural Economics.

Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food.
Midland Motorways Action Committee.

Milk Marketing Board,

Ministry of Transport.

Net Farm Income.

National Farmers' Union.

Rural Association for the Preservation of Essex.
Road Construction Unit (often with regional prefix).
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors.

Rural Planning Services.

Standard Man Day.

Third London Airport.

Transport and Road Research Laboratory.

* Until September 1976 the DoE had responsibility for all transport matters.

At that time, however, the DTp was given independent status and took control

of the "Roads Programme. Throughout this thesis the most chronologically

appropriate department is used, although in practice the distinction makes
little difference,
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PREFACE

Early in 1974 the Trustees of the Wolfson Foundation opened up a new
source of research support in the field of Natural Resources:

"The availability of natural resources, of which energy is now

the most prominent feature, is of criticel importance to the

United Kingdom, We are dependent on imports for about half our

food supplies and for more than three-quarters of all our

industrial raw materials. The Wolfson Foundation is prepared to
assist university groups who have imaginative but practical proposals
for the further development of the United Kingdom's own raw materials,
whether renewable or non-renewable, in order to reduce our dependence
on supplies from abroad, either in the medium or long term.” (1)

Dr. D,J. van Rest, of the Interdsciplinary Higher Degree Scheme (IHD)
at the University of Aston in Birmingham, submitted a proposal for
support to investigate "The Impact of Motorway and Other New Principal

Road Schemes on Agriculture”, He was invited to address assessors

appointed by the Wolfson Trustees at a seminar in July 1974: omn the
basis of the address and the original submission an award was made and

regsearch began in October 1974.

Dr. van Rest's interest in this subject stemmed from having been involved
with the anti-motorway lobby through such groups as the Midland Motorway
Action Committee (MMAC), and the Natiocnal Anti-Motorways Action Committee
(NAMAC), His original hypothesis, which is discussed in full elsewhere
(Chapter 2),was that agricultural considerations were not properly being
taken into account during either the planning or construction of major
new roads,and, as a result, national agricultural resources were being
wagted,

The Wolfson Group as formed was based in the IED Department (which is
devoted entirely to postgraduate research) and adopted the research
philosophy of that department. In essence, IHD research involves

problem-solving within organisaticns; most students are engaged upon

a practical pilece of research within an organisation which is, in part,

acting as sponsor as well as problem=owner. The basic IHD tenet is
that real-world problems can only be satisfactorily solved in an
interdisciplinary manner. Therefore, each student has a supervisory
team drawn from both the most appropriate academic disciplines and

the problem=owning organisation.
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Having supplied the research funds the Wolfson Foundation played no
part in the supervision of the project end did not specify a particular
problem to be solved. Put simply the problem=owner wag the nation
because national agricultural resources were hypothesised to be at risk.
Therefore the first stages of the research were both to define and
specify the problem areas and obtain the (non=-financial) support of a
body which could act as a supervisory touchstone in order to ensure

the continued practical relevance of the research.

Apart from Dr. van Rest, the Wolfson Grpup had two permanent members
until September 1977. These were the research students M. Bell and
A.S. Hearne. In addition, Dr, C.M, Vick acted as a full=-time academic
supervisor until September 1976, and two research assistants were

employed for about six months each.

It was decided from the ocutset of the regearch programme that the
Wolfson Group would work as an interdisciplinary team rather than
operating a number of individual research projects. Problems were
approached from an interdisciplinary viewpoint in order to reach the
most satisfactory all-round solutions. Much of the fieldwork was

carried out by both research students: the resoms for this were twofold:

(a) it was quickly discovered that farm interviews were best
carried ocut by a two-man team;

(b) in order that the two theses finally produced could be
complimentary the same data (where possible) would be
used for each.

(It was originally intended that the two students would produce cne
Joint thesis in order to best show all sides of the work and their
interaction. Although, however, this was not contrary to University
of Aston regulations the University Senate decided not to allow such

a submission. Both students and supervisors alike feel that this has
to be counted as a lost opportunity for an experiment in the field

of doctoral research. As it finally turned out then the students split
up the areas of research and, apart from Chapters 1, 2 and 3, wrote
completely independent theses. As will be seen the three chapters
written jointly tell the story of the first part of the research
programme when the problem areas” were being defined. Such a level
of collaboration was well within the bounds of acceptability by Senate.)
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The opinion is ventured that "team" research, although providing unusual
administrative problems, is of the greatest value when examining multi-
disciplinary, real-world issues. The interaction of ideas and
personalities and the iteration of conclusions is undoubtedly a sure

check upon suggestions made and solutions offered.

That the Wolfson Foundation decided to award research monies in the
field of Natural Resources is indicative of the trends in thinking
current both in 1974 and still., In Britain, the slowing in the growth
of population combined with a dramatic rise in unemployment and
inflation have ushered in the era of "planning for no growth". (2)(3)

In Britain this has takem the form of gevere cut-backs in the expansion
of public expenditure, depsite the fact of a Labour Government. (That
Milton Friedman was awarded the Nobel Prize for economics in 1976 is an
important indicator of the breakdown in Keynesian economic planning (4).)
At successive budgets and in successive Public Expenditure White Papers,
the policy has been of restriction rather than expansion. The 'Roads
Progranme" has suffered more than most sectors under this weight of thrift;
and that there will be no reversal of the diversion of resources away
from the Trunk Road Network is evident from both the January 1977 Public
Expenditure White Paper (5) and the recently published Transport White
Paper(6).

In addition, at a technical level, the very methods by which proposed
road schemes are tested for economic and environmental viability have
been subject of much criticism., The strength and depth of this criticism
prompted the Government in early 1977 to appoint the Leitch Committee

to investigate the current methods of Trunk Road assessment, obviously
with the aim of improving them. It is this background of an expressed

need for increased care in the assessment of the resource 1m211caticna
of road building that gives the Wolfson Project both its immediate

relevance and its practical context.

Unfortunately, (perhaps because of the Wolfson Group's roots in and
contact with the anti-motorway lobby), contact with those responsible
for planning new trunk roads (DOE DTp/RCU's) was for much of the research
time no more than formally superficial, It is perhaps the mzjor
achievement of the Group that when the research was coming to fruition
and conclusions emerging that the DoE/DTp and RCU's were forced by the
weight of tindinzq'to turn to the Group for advice. This change of
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attitude can be easily traced. In September 1975 the NFU organised a
private seminar at their Headquarters in Knightsbridge to discuss the
problems of "Road Construction and Agriculture”. Despite the fact that
the Wolfson Group was by that time working closely with the Land Use
Department of the NFU and was advising upon the content of the seminar
the DoE representatives refused to attend if members of the Wolfson Group
were present. A year later, however, the situation had changed.
In September 1976 the Roads Board of the DoE in conjunctipn with the
Institute of Civil Engineers organiged a Colloquium to discussg the
subject of "Highways and the Environment”. This was designed in order
to inform those responsible for the planning of the new roads of the
most up-to-date techniques available for predicting the envirommental
consequences of those roads. The collected company of speakers and
audience cannot be described as less than illustricus: it was thus an
indication of the Wolfson Group's improved status that its members were
asked to give the "agricultural assessment” paper at this colloquium.

Subsequently the apparent status of the Group within the "establishment"
improved: in May 1977 members of the Group were invited to give verbal
evidence to Sir George Leitch and his above-mentioned Committee on
Trunk Road Assessment., Finally, and most importantly, as the initial
three-year research period was drawing to a close, the MRCU had to admit
that it was unable to carry out a "'proper assessment’ of the agricultural
consequences of a proposed Newark-By-Pass and asked the Wolfson Group to
undertake the assessment. At the time of writing (October 1977) due to
administrative difficulties it appears that this proposed collaborative

exercise might not be undertaken. Nevertheless, the request from MRCU
that this work be undertaken, because their consultants R, Travers-Morgan
and Partners needed assistance, is proof of both the relevance and quality
of work reported in this thesis.
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Chapter 1:

Major New Roads and .igriculture:

The State of Knowledge.
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INTERDISCIPLINARY RESEARCH AND THE LITERATURE REVIEW.

1.1

1.2.

1.3

One of the duties of a doctoral student is, quite rightly, to
demonstrate how his work relates to and takes forward previous
research as reported in the published literature. For the inter—
disciplinary student this task is of a somewhat different nature than
when tackled by a "traditional” researcher. The subject matter of this
thesis illustrates why this should be so; the "1npact of lnjéf'new roads
upon agriculture” canm be defined as a discreet area of research, but in
order to properly examine a11 aspects of the problems which emerge it is
necessary to draw upon a wide range of disciplines and subject areas.
Foremost amongst these can be numbered:

- agriculture;

- agricultural economics;

- decision-making theory;

- project appraisal (cost-benefit analysis);

- the praxis of planning;

- the law relating to the compulsory acquisition

of land and the payment of compensation;
- the theory and practice of British public
administration;

- pressure group theory;

- the economics of highway comstruction;

- the design of highways.

The task of the student is to be aware of both theory and current practice
in all of these fields and to apply the correct tools of analysis at the
appropriate time. Thus, it is inescapable that as the research project
progresses the student will turn to new fields and new concepts in order
to find the means to solve evolving problems. The implication of this

is that literature reviewing iu a continual, but highly selective process.
Such an approach naturally reflects into the structure of the thesis.
Thus, this chapter focusses specifically upon the literature which is
directly related to our title, whilst the results of reading into the
traditional subject areas are recorded at the points in the thesis where
they are most appropriate to the matters directly under discussion.

The task then of this Chapter is to report that work which devotes itself

almost entirely to the subject of " new roads and agriculture".
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6.
THE LITERATURE EXISTING AT THE INCEPTION OF THE WOLFSON PROJECT.

2.1 The "British Farmer" appears to have been the first journesl to take an

2.2

interest in the subject of métorways and agriculture, publishing in
1964 an article (1) describing how the NFU had influenced the development
of early motorways: '

"With the guidance of the NFU secretaries concerned, the..
construction of the arteries of our future transport system
has proceeded fairly smoothly.” (p.21)

The article, which was written by one of the journal's staff writers,

gave the impression that the Union had been causal in a number of ways:

= it prompted the Government to upgrade the proposals for
under/overpass dimensions;

= 1t made the Govermment agree to carry out (where possible)
all remedial drainage work in advance of the construction
of the road;

- it made the Government accept responsibility for fencing in
perpetuity;

-~ "We had to speed up compensation payments. Normally, payment is
witheld until all necessary legal documents are completed; events
showed, however, that the considerable amount of documentation
necessary was delaying completion for unreasonably long periods.
It was as a result of the Union's submission to the Government

that a 90% on-account payment of the agreed or anticipated sum
should be made in advance of completion.” (p.21)

= it made the Minigtry agree that wherever practical the
permanent fencing would be erected before construction
work started; I

- they instigated the system of Resident Engineers, with the
function of overseeing the contractor's work.

This is not the place to test whether the claims to effective pressure
group activity are valid, Whether they are or not is less important than
the recognition that these specific issues existed. However, any hope
that such matters would be more fully expanded was not sustained.

No other literature appeared until the "Farmers' Weekly" published a
short article inlS66 (2). An example was given: the Ml extension

from Crick passed through the Garendon Estate in Leicestershire for

4% miles. It passed through 7 of the estate's 60 farms "absorbing

152 acres and splitting the block of land from end to end.” The "Farmers'
Weekly" journalist P. Gurmey, summed up the situatiom with remarkable
impartiality:
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7.

"Certainly invasion by motorway may mean the reorganisation of a farm
which may not always be convenient. There may be permanent
disadvantages. But once the motorway is finished and settled its
broad effect on agriculture will not be very much worse than when

the railways first came a century ago. Since most farmers are
motorists they too stand to gain from this 20th century system

for rapid communication.”

An article entitled "Motorway Problems” appeared in the Essex
Farmers' Journal in November 1974 (3). This was written by

Philip Shaw, the Esgex NFU County Secretary and related t.‘-:' the
practical problems that occur for the farming commmnity before and
during the construction of a motorway. Shaw, quite naturally
generalised from his own experience whichfocused mainly on various
sections of the M1l (London-Cambridge) which were at differing stages
of development. The first sentence of the article encapsulates the

farmers' position faced with such development proposals at that time:

"We are gaining n experience of the sort of problems which
our msli:era hnve to face when a motorway is bu:l.lt across
their land.”

In other words, the Essex farmers affected by M1l had no pool of
knowledge upon which to draw and each was having to learn by his
own mistakes. David Hellard (head of the NFU Lands Use Department
in London) confirmed that this was the case nationwide and that

the Essex farmers, having a very active County Secretary, were in

a better position than most to face the difficulties. The point
that at the end of 1974 each farming community had to learn afresh
about the planning procedures end the problems associated with the
imminent motorway construction cannot be made tco strongly, and will
be returned to.

The advice offered by Shaw was , above all, direct and practical:

"The problems usually start when the decision is taken that there
should be a motorway between Point A and Point B. At this
Juncture, we are many years away from the building of a roed,

but the Press usually pick up a decision of this kind and
sometimes produce and publish maps showing roughly where such

a road might go. At this time we always have the greatest
difficulty in trying to convince our members that such a map

in the local Press has no legal significance. This is especially
the case when the final route turns out to be very similar to
that suggested by a newspaper. There is nothing unusual in

this happening; once you know the starting and finishing points
one can make a pretty intelligent guess as to the route most
likely to be favoured, and, if the Press-published route is to

a small enough scale, it is possible at the end of the day to
lock as if you had inside information.” (pl2)
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In a similar vein the article carries Shaw's members through initial
planning procedure ('By the time you hear any more about the proposed
road, a certain amount of preliminary consultation will have led the
DoE to investigate - say - three alternative routes") onto the taking
of bore-hbles,the selection of & route and to the public inquiry.

In such a short article advice was necessarily selective. It was,
however, useful for the Wolfson Group to take this as an example of
how to communicate with the individual farmer. i

Regarding the construction period Shaw focused attention on a number
of points, which we subsequently confirmed as being of prime importance.

(a) Fenc = 1t was pointed out that the fence should be put

up before work begins, but warned: 'We had examples
on the Mll of construction work proceeding well

ahead of any fence being put up. Apparently
timber was short, but when one man threatened teo
stop work on the road, supplies of timber
improved and a fence appeared.” (!) (pp.15-16)

(b) Drainage = "Probably the most troublesome single item.” (p.16)
Shaw complained that motorway drainage was not
adequately connected into farm drains, that
culverts under the motorway were often inadequate
and that new ditches and pipes were sometimes not
deep enough to take either existing drainage or
work danned in the future.

(e) Access -  mention was made of the difficulties involved in
obtaining both temporary (i.e. during construction)
and permanent access to land severed from the main
part of the holding by the motorway.

(d) Responsi- ‘

bility - Shaw emphasised the importance of knowing who to
contact, about which problem, in order that they
might be sorted out most effectively.

A final piece of advice was that 'wise men will have been to their own valuer and
their own solicitors, and taken their advice by this time." This recognition that

the problems involved are complex enough to warrant professional assistance was

well noted by the Wolfson Group and play an important part in subsequent thinking.
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Shaw's article did much to point the way for the Wolfson Group in

both context and style. Primarily it revealed that the farming community

was in real need of comprehensive, concise and compact advice on all
matters concerned with the comstruction of rural motorways. From this
time onward Shaw became an important contributor to the Wolfson Group
and much research was carried out in his county both on the schemes he
had written about and others. His influence on the farming community
caused us to be warmly received and the level of co-opefatibn to be high.

The flow of favours was by no means one-way; as will be seen, the Wolfson

Group, having tested Shaw's theories, agreed that there was an urgent
need for the procedures and problems of motorways to be explained to
farmers and their representatives and deé¢ided to undertake the task.
Shaw felt strongly this was of immediate use to him and his farmers,
and would obviate the need to continue writing the series of articles,
of which "Motorway Problems” was supposed to be the first.

Apart from these articles in the farming press directly relevant work
was, to say the least, thin upon the ground. Weller in his excellent
book "Modern Agriculture and Rural Planning” (4) touched upon the
problem briefly, and the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors was
responsible for two highly specialised booklets. The first,
"Motorways: Procedures on the Acquisition of Agricultural Land” (5)
was published jointly with the Chartered Land Agents' Society, the
Chartered Auctioneers and Estate Agents. Institute and the Central
Association of Agricultural Valuers. The second was writtem by RND
Hamilton and entitled "Compensation for the Compulsory Acquisition
of Agricultural land” (6). (Both of these boolets refer to technical
matters not dealt with in this thesis and so are not reviewed in
detail here. Bell's thesis, which is the companion to this, deals
with them.) :

Gerald Rhodes in his book "Administrators in Action: British Case
-

Studies (7) writes of The Wentworth By-Pass which was planned and

_.

constructed during the lsso's,and indicates that farmers were given

little woice in the decision=-making processes during the pre-motorway
phase of road development. One case study will suffice to demonstrate;
when this scheme was first mooted in 1938, it was found that the

line of the road would pass through Mr. Bishop's farmlends, separating
his fields for grazing from his cowsheds. It was, therefore, agreed

at that time that when the road improvements were made, new cowsheds
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would be built on the severed land with perhaps an underpass for
cattle and farm machinery. It was not, however, until 1955 that
the scheme received financial approval and detailed planning went
ahead. Mr. Bishop reminded the highway authority of the previous
agreement and they informed the District Valuer (DV) who was -
responsible for handling claims for compensation. The DV pointed
out that the cost of the cowsheds and underpsss would exceed the
amount of compensation paysble. It was, therefore, decided only to
build the cowsheds: this meant that the farmer would have to use
public roads to gain access to the severed land. Enter the DV
again who by this time had decided that even the buildings (which
it was thought would cost about £ 6,500) would be worth more than
the compensation payable. He did, however, suggest that the
buildings be treated as accommodation works (i.e. carried ocut as
part of the construction of the By-Pass) in which case he would
have no objection to their construction. The highway engineers,
therefore, contacted the Ministry of Agriculture which agreed to
pay the standard grant (a third) on the buildings. The highway
authority agreed to supply the other two thirds, about £ 4,000.
However, a subsequent minute from the Divisional Road Engineer to
the Highways (Trunk Roads) Division some 6 months later in October
1956 revealed another twist in the story:

"The District Valuer has now discovered that the Ministry of
Agriculture grant would not be one-third of the whole but
one-third of the cost after deducting this Department's
contribution! (Possibly we were a little optimistic to
expect otherwise!) To add to the complication the builder's
estimate for what was proposed appears to be higher than
was anticipated. When the first builder's estimate, based
on an architect's plan, was put to the District Valuer, the
cost was of the order of £ 7,500 and he felt this was much
too high. I agreed and verbally informed him that I
considered £ 4,000 was the limit of the Department's contribution.

The District Valuer therefore proposed as a settlement that
the Ministry of Transport be responsible for éither two-
thirds of the cost of the approved buildings or £ 4,000
whichever was the less.

Since it has been ascertained that the Ministry of Agriculture
is working on a different basis from what was first understocd,
however, it is doubtful whether Mr. Bishop is prepared to
accept the Ministry's approved design and find the extra

money. In view of this the District Valuer has decided to drop
the proposal for constructing the new buildings and to deal
with the matter purely on a compensation basis.

He estimates this compensation to be just about the prpposed
£ 4,000 figure, and so far as I can ascertain this will leave
Mr. Bishop to meke his own arrangements for building cattle
sheds on the eastern side of the By-Pass or alternatively to
get rid of his cattle!
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It 1s understood that Mr. Bishop is likely to agree to the

compensation and the only question then will be how quickly

he can make arrangements for stopping his cows crossing the

By-Pass. Presumably this will depend on how quickly he gets

his money!" (p.42)
In April 1957 Mr. Bishop hired his own builders to construct the new
cowshed: the next month he received the sum of £ 4,000 plus legal
costs. (The reader is warned that,although there is no evidence upon
which to decide whether or not this was an exceptional case for the
time, the body of this thesis (eppecially the two Chapters which follow
directly) indicatesthat since the setting up of the Road Comstruction

Units in 1968 such ill-treatment of farmers has been widespread.)

There is then,flittle doubt that when the Wolfson Group formed there

was an urgent need for work to be carried out upon the impact of

ma jor road development on agticulture. It may finally be asked

whether there was any excuse for such an omission from current research.
The answer is emphatically negative. The work of the agricultural
economics department at the University of Reading upon the effects of
the development of Milton Keynes (8) and the agricultural input to the
third London Airport (9) deliberaticons (designed by Professor Wibberley
and Boddington) had demonstrated that it was possible to bring analytics
to bear upon the problems of development upon agricultural land.

The work of Jones in North Wales (10), although falling into basic traps
as regards compensation and relying on a basically descriptive approach,
serves to reinforce this argument. Ideally, those responsible rbr
motorway planning should have recognised the "knowledge-gaps”, located
the people able to tackle the problem and set about finding the relevant
solutions. Instead, this task has fallen to the Wolfson Group which
began operations some fifteen years after the first section of motorwsy

was opened.

RECENT RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT

General interest in the subject of "motorways and agriculture” has

recently been growing upon the more general tide of environmental concerm.

Thus, whilst the Wolfson Group was at work (during the period September
1974~September 1977) others have also been active. This activity has
not, however, usually manifested itself in research and publication,
but rather in working seminars and conference discussion. The Wolfson
Group played a fairly prominent role in these deliberations.
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The three most important landmarks were:

(a) A seminar organised by the NFU to discuss specific "motorway and
agriculture” problems. Sigaificantly, howéver, the DoE demanded
that the Wolfson Group be excluded from this meeting. The Group
did, on the eve of the seminar, brief the NFU delegates.

(b) A colloquium organised jointly by the DoE and Institute of Civil
Engineers to discuss a wide range of issues pertineﬁt'fb motorway
route selection. The Wolfson Group was asked to give the
"agricultural” paper.

(ec) The Leitch Committee was set up in early 1977 to examine the
problems of "Trunk Road Assessment”. Although the primary focus
of this committee was stated to be the efficacy of traffic modelling
procedure, the Wolfson Group submitted specially prepared
agricultural evidence. The result of this was that the committee
called for further oral evidence from the Group.

In addition to this,Jefferson , Deputy Director of the SWRCU, was given
the task of drawing up a report designed to indicate how environmental
impacts of new major road schemes should be taken into account at the
stage of final route selection. This Report, which was finished in mid=-
1976, was never removed from the confidential classification. The Wolfson
Group was, however, allowed to examine the Agricultural Chapter and the
overall 1mpact matrix; the detail of the Report is reported in

Chapters 4 and 7.

Others speaking at more open conferences have tended to be quite forthright
in their opinions of how agriculture ought to be treated. Smith, a
highway engineer asserted (11):

"The evaluation of loss to agriculture can take the form

of the loss of agricultural production to the nation due

to the construction of a new road. Again an envelope
approach is used for this assessment, the periphery line
being the land acquisition line. The agricultural envelopes
can be overlayed onto the land classification maps of the
Ministry of Agriculture. Instead of subjectively scoring
the various land classification areas within the envelope,
costs of production based on an area of measurement can be
made. Various universities today produce booklets containing
information in this direction.”

"Thus for each alternative route the consequences can be taken as

AG = E(Aﬁlxcl'I-AGzxcz....--......o..AanCn)
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AG is the total costed agricultural loss of production where
Aﬁl = AG_ are the various agriculturasl classificatioms within
the landnncquiaition envelope and C,.....C is the production
costs evaluated by compound 1nteres% methoas to perpetuity or
over a period of years.” (pp.l146=7)
The detailed reasoning why it was felt that this approach had been only
half thought through will emerge in the main body of the thesis, but

the main defects of it are:

(a) the inadequacies of the basic Land Classification

(b) the lack of direct relationship between grade of land and
actual farm activity

(c) the lack of recognition that not just the land taken for
the road might be affected

(d) the variability of costs within the agriculture

(e) costs would not appear to be the most logical measure to

choose, ocutput would give more indication of lost production.

At the time the Wolfson Group came together the Ministry of Agriculture
(ADAS Wolverhampton) was beginning an investigation into farm crossings
along the M6 in Cheshire and Staffordshire (12). Two and a half years
later (Feb. 1976) the 10-page report was published. The investigation
had two main objectives:

"(1) to assess, on the basis of their current use, whether the

farm crossings provided by the highway authorities along the
M6 in Cheshire and Staffordshire had justified their cost, and

(1i) to assess the effect of the motorway on the farms provided
with crossings as regardg changes in farm structure and
agricultural production.’

The paper peointed out that:

"It was considered important at the outset to try and establish
the criteria agsinst which the provision of agricultural crossings
was assessed.’
However, the unnamed investigator (who was, in fact, a retiring ADAS
officer) found this difficult due to changes in personnel involved

and so made the assertion that:

+sss++1t 18 believed that the primary motivations were then

as they are now, to meet the needs of agriculture and to
preserve economic farm units, provided always that the crossings
were economically justified.'

This seems to be a circular pilece of reasoning of the highest order
and really gives no indication of what criteria in practice were or

are employed. More telling is the statement that:
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"Research has also revealed that when the route was planned through
Staffordshire this Ministry was not consulted after the design
team had made provision for all the crossings included in this
report, nor were we called upon to advise on the agricultural
Justification for them."

But

"Consultation arrangements on crossings are very different
nowadays and Ministry advice is invariably sought before the
design stage as well as at earlier stages in the route planning.”

The conclusion from all this is that:

"Hhilat, therefore, the criteria in general terms may have
remained virtually unchanged over the years, it would appear
that interpretation may have been somewhat different when this
portion of the M6 was planned.”

Such was the standard of discussion throughout the paper. The factual
information was not much more illuminating. A 48-mile stretch of the
motorway was surveyed: in all there were 31 farm crossings serving

29 farms. Of these, 22 were bridges and 9 underpasses. Only one of
the 26 occupiers seen reported any restrictions in the use of severed
land as a result of severance, and in no cases did farmers state that
the width of bridges and underpasses, or the height of the latter,

were inadequate for agricultural purposes. Generally the existence

of these accesses 'tends to perpetuate the severed structure of farms.”

The conclus;ons dravn from this most limited study do nothing to
increase its quality:

"It was never intended that this investigation should apply
cost-benefit criteria in assessing justification for these

farm crossings. With hindsight now, it is even more obvious

that this would have been quite impracticable. What this investigation
has shown is that nearly all the crossings continue to be used

for agricultural needs on a scale that is not significantly

different from that envisaged when they were first provided

some 12 years or so ago. To that extent the crossings have

Justified their provision for farming purposes.” (p.4)

Finally, however, it was admitted that:

"The f£indings of this investigation point to the need for a

larger scale, in-depth study on the impact of motorways on

agricd tural production. Whilst several of the farmers interviewed
in this investigation claimed that agricultural production had
suffered as a result of the motorway construction, no attempt

was made to substantiate or refute their claims. The Aston

Universigx project referred to below may meet this need and
(p.5)

obviate the need for a further MAFF study.

Certainly the Ministry have not attempted any follow-up study and so
must be judged on the basis of this one poor piece of work.
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Finally, in this section we must turn our attentién to the only article
in a recognised academic journal on the impact of motorways on agriculture.
Frost and three colleagues published their article (13) in September
1976: it was based upon a "'short survey' which was completed in 1973.
Two stretches of motorway were investigated, a short section of M58
south of Manchester, which at that time had been open for less than

one year, and part of M6 between Warrington and Sandbach, In all,

47 farms were visited. At the time of publication of this article

the Wolfson Group had been operating for two years (without hearing

of this Salford research from any of its contacts with the MAFF, NFU
or DoE), and so were able to measure its achievements against the
conclusions already reached. The verdict reached was that this article
did a disservice to the study of motorways and agriculture. The

editor of the journal was approached and agreed to publish a reply
article (14) from the Wolfson Group. The reading of both articles
will indicate ihere it is thought that Frost was at fault. Briefly,

however, the basic faults were:

(a) the survey appears' to have been of a sample variety, but the
basis of the sampling was not given.

(b) the questions posed were not well formulated. A lack of basic
agricultural expertise was indicated.

(c) too much emphasis was placed upon individual uncorroborated
farmers' replies. For example:

"One said milk yield had become more variable and was generally
about 5% less than the yeld prior to the motorway. He attributed
this to the vehicular noise and the unsettling effect it has on
cattle.”

If only one out of 47 thought this worth mentioning is it really worth
repeating especially as a 5% fluctuation is well within the bounds of
change farmers would expect anyway?

Again:

"Cars and other goods are wrapped in polythene sheeting and

sent north on trucks. As the trucks drive north and sheeting
becomes torn, parts of it are ripped off and blown into fields.
These sheets of polythene and polythene bags from other vehicles
may be eaten by cows and cause death., One farmer has lost at

least one cow from intestinal ohstruction caused by eating Elastic."
Emphasis added.) Many farmers expressed grave concern that

they too would lose stock in this way and they continually

collect plastic from their fields."
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In the conclusions we find:

"Costs to the farmer are increased by the time involved in
collecting litter from his fields and the loss of cattle which
eat litter and die."

(d) the word "cost" is mentioned a number of times thrcnghout the
article.
"They (motorways) increase the inconvenience costs involved in
farming land across the mtorway and the opportunity cost of
not using the best use.’
However, no attempt is made at all to assess any of theimpacts in
economic terms. It must be admitted that no precise tools exist for
making such economic assessments exactly, ‘(hence the need for one
part of the Wolfson work), but there are approaches which can give
meaningful results and ocught to have been investigated; without such
investigation it is impossible to state, as these authors do:
"The reduced viability, the inconvenience, the time involved in
collecting the litter and the changes to production could all
be assessed in monetary terms.”
Not only did the authors not attempt economic analysis, they did not
collect the data which would make such analysis possible.

(e) Much more attention is given to those factors which can be more
easily dealt with., Quantifying the easily quantifiable whilst
sidestepping those factors which cannot be so readily examined
is an error which should not be committed by researchers hoping
for recognition. However, after missing almost the whole gamut
of economic arguments the authors of this paper focus most of their
attention and effort upon conatructing tables of factors upon which
information is readily available. These factors are those which
the farmers have mentioned as being disturbing such as noise,
litter, fumes, dirt etc.:

(f) Despite the assertion that:

"Farmers should receive compensation or subsidy to offset all
of these effects, which act to make their farms less competitive
and productive than their neighbours.....

no mention is made of the very complex compensation code that
exists, let alone any assessment of how smoothly it works or how

effectively it compensates.
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Overall, the impression gained from this article was that the authors
had not really set themselves specific objectives at the outset and

so had ended up listing problems which sprang to the minds of farmers.
In its place, the tracking down of specific problems can be a useful
research approach, but not when the overall object is to give a balanced
view of a field of research. (Anyway, by this time the Wolfson Group
had already published its own list of problems in the form of Advice
Notes to NFU County Secretaries of which much more will be told.)

This then, is the range of literature available before and during the
life of the Wolfson Project, up to mid-1977. It can hardly be called
an impressive list. In order that other ideas might be gathered a
brief review was made of current practice in other countries.
Preliminary letters indicated that the North American experience would
be of most relevance to our needs. The work in Europe seemed not to be
directed at our specific problem.

THE NORTH AMERICAN EXPERIENCE

4.1

The United States

4.1.1

4.,1.2

Contact with the US Department of Agriculture proved most fruitful in
revealing the extent of research carried out in that country into the
impact of major highway developments upon productive agriculture.

It appeared that the Department of Agricultural Economics and Geography
at the University of Minnesota have been responsible for virtually all
the work in the field. This research was carried out between the end

of the 1950's and about 1963, in close connection with both the Mimmesota
State Highway Department with the "co-operation of" the US Department

of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads.

Gensurowsky and Smith's paper "How Farmers Adjusted to an Inter—-State
Highway in Minnesota” (15), published in September 1970, is of most
direct relevance to ocur requirements. Between 1956 and 1958, an 8-mile
length of the Inter-State Highway system was built through the farm

country between Owatonna and Faribault, Minnesota. This research
focussed on 3 separate but inter-related gquestions:

1. how is farm size and shape affected by the Inter-State Highway?
2. how do farmers adjust to the changed layout of their farms?

3. are payments for acquired land commensurate with the damages
sustained, or is there a substantial difference between the
size of awards and the market value of the land?"
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4.1.3 Compulsory Purchage for the highway affected 28 farms. In 13 cases
the farmers' land was "'trimmed"; in 15 instances the farmhouse was
separated by the highway from other sections of the farm. The average
land loss for each farm was 13 acres. However, the average loss for
the 13 farms which had been 'trimmed” was only 5.1 acres, whilst the
loss for the 15 farms which had been split averaged 20.1 acres. The
trimmed farms decreased in size by 3.3%,whilst those split were reduced

by an average of 13,2%.

4.1.4 During the period following the land acquisition, 18 of the 28 farms
altered in size or shape:

"8 farms were sold and combined with other land in new shapes;
3 farms were enlarged through the addition of rented land;

2 farm tracts were combined into one unit; severed parcels of
two farms were sold; two farms were enlarged by the purchase
of several parcels; less land was rented by one farm,'

4.1.5 In all, between 1955 and 1959 in the study area, 5 of the 28 farmers (13%)
sold out and discontinued farming. Thus,land was released for
redistribution: the result was an increase in average farm size
during the study period. Additionally, the number of farms operated
as 'non-contiguous units" rose from 5 in 1955 to 12 in 1959,
However, Gensurowsky and Smith assert that: "'Because of increased
mobility farmers can cultivate widely separated parcels of land
efficiently.”

4.1.6 With respect to "right-of-way awards” (i.e. compensation for compulsory
purchase), it was found that per-acre payments for land taken from
holdings exceeded the estimated per—=acre market value of the farm,

The payment in excess of market value was mainly attributable to

damage payments. 9% of the total acreage of the 28 farms was acquired,
yet compensation payments were equivalent to 52% of the estimated market
value of the land and buildings,

"One of the larger costs in this total was for buildings which
were condemned and taken to make way for the Inter-State Highway.
It seems apparent that highway costs might be reduced if highway
planners avoided taking buildings. To this end, it would be
helpful in highway plenning to include economic and geographical
data along with the more standard considerations of engineering
and design.”

4.1.7 Finally, it is worth recording that the 8-mile length of dual two=-lane
road required an average of 47 acres of land per mile. Thus 'the Minnesota
Highway Department acquired more acreage than would be inwolved in two
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average-sized farm operating units in this portion of the State’.
(99% of all acquired land was in agricultural use.) In this context
it is worth going on to quote a footnote in this paper.

"Right-ot-way men with the US Bureau of Public Roads estimate that

on average 36-40 acres per mile will be needed for the construction

of Interstate roads in rural areas throughout the nation........

these estimates are based on a projected width of 300-350 feet.

In the study area in Minnesota the average right-of-way' width

exceeds 400 feet......this segment of highway (is) somewhat

atypical when compared with most planned Inter-State roads elsewhere....

A number of points pertinent to the Wolfsonm Group research arise
from this study and its place in US highway planning:

(a)

(b)

(e)

(a)

The paper by Gensurowsky and Smith demonstrates a far greater
insight into the pertinent problems of highway construction on
agricultural land than that displayed by Frost and his colleagues
in writing what we have described as the chly publication of
research findings on the subject in Britain before the Wolfson
Group published parts of its work.

No information is available as to why the University of Minnesota
felt motivated to undertake such research work, but it seems fairly
certain that at this time those with responsibility for planning
US freeways had little knowledge of how agricultural matters ought
to be treated.

It must, however, be recognised that the approach adopted was
descriptive more than amdytical and focussed upon those issues
which were easily quantifiable,rather than those which could not
be reduced to numbers so efficiently. Thus, for example, great
attention is given to readjustment in terms of post=-acquisition
land-trading, whilst the rearrangement of farm systems is totally
ignored. 1In general,the methods of the highway planners were used
in preference to those of the agricultural economist. This is
even more obvious in other papers published by the same research
group which have as the focus of attention traffic projections

and the urbanindustrial impact of the freeways under investigation.

A great deal of emphasis, however, must be placed upon the "individual

farm impact” approach which these Americans adopted. This, it will

be seen, is in direct conflict with the approach by the Ministry of
Agriculture in Great Britain, where the overall agricultural patterns
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are placed above individual interests. This is not the place to
investigate the theoretical and ideological roots of such divergent
approaches, but a good starting place would seem to be the difference
between the strong ethic of capitallsm and the related rights of the
individual to be found in the United States,as opposed to the sense
of "administrative fairnmess to all and favouritism to nome', which

J
seems to pervade thinking in the British Civil Service.

The second aspect of American work we felt it necessary to investigate
was the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Group undertook an
analysis of the treatment givem to agriculture in a number of typical
EIS's. The initial selection of material was by an Americen researcher
who had been a visiting member of the Wolfsom Group. Useful informatiom
on the American approach was elicited. Most notably that the price to
be paid for land is offered in advance of public debate, and that
agriculture is treated strictly as an economic impact and not a vague
socio-environmental one as in Britain. Methodologically there were no -
significant advances offered by the method which is directed more at
open presentation of issues than detailed analysis. Indeed complex
calculation would be out of place in a document for public information.
The method's main advantage for agriculture resides in the systematic
treatment it is given with the authorities being forced to garmer

information early.

Canada

4.3.1

4.3.2

The Canadians too, are attempting to erect a feasible framework in which
to assess the viability and impact of major new road schemes. For example,
the Ontario Government made an initial step towards enacting legislation
requiring an environmental assessment for those projects having potentially
significant impacts on the environment. Other Provinces are comsidering
gimilar approaches.

I.V. Oliver (Head, Environmental Office, Ontario Ministry of Transportation
and Communications), and J.J. Armstrong (Senior Environmental Planner with
the same organisation),highlighted the important fact that:

"very few, if any, of these initiatives have been, or are being
taken, on a purely voluntary basis by the Governments concerned.

A number of environmental groups such as the Sierra Club and

the Environmental Law Association are applying continuous pressure
on various levels of Government on & policy basis as well as on

a project specific basis.” (16)
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The Environmental Assessment System (EAS) is just coming into operation
in Ontario which:

+es218 definitely one of those sensitive areas of intensive
farming where land take is a delicate issue.”

The objectives of any EAS are:

T To identify and evaluate all potentially significant enfironmental
effects of proposed undertakings, at a stage when alternﬁfive
solutions including remedial actions and the alternative of not
proceeding, are available to decision-makers.

2. To ensure that the proponent of an undertaking and governments amnd
agencies required to approve the undertaking give due consideration
to avoiding or mitigating any adverse environmental effects prior to
granting any approval to proceed with an undertaking.

4.3.3 Reference to the booklet published by the Ontarion Ministry of Transportation
and Communications "Highway 7, Kitchener to Guelph, Feasibility Study:
Route Selection” (17) reveals that the fifth objective of the study was
to minimise adverse impacts on agriculture. The rating each route

received as a measure against this criteria depended very greatly upon
the "effective number of acres of farmland lost” (Eff). This was
calculated as follows:

Eff = R.W. + Sev = Spec - Z, where

R.W, = Acres of farmland taken by right-of-way
Sev = Acres of farmland lost due to severance
Spec = Acres of farmland held in speculation

A = Acres of farmland zoned non=agricultursal.

Happily ,not all the work was of this rather quasi=-scientific kind.

Much showed practical empirical knowledge of severance = particularly

that special agricultural crossings rarely proved economically worthwhile =
end of the need to go to the individual farm level:

"ees..8uch items as effects of severance, effects on machinery
movements between parcels of land, effect of partial loss of land

on farm viability, are subtle impacts which our public participation
programmes assist us in discussing with farmers on a one-to-one
basis. These types of evaluation can also be included in our
evaluation.”
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EUROPE

Work in the New World appears to have progressed much further than in
the old. Apart from a library and Jjournal literature search the
pursuit of European research was undertaken through the EEC, OECD and
Bureau Européen de 1'Environment (BEE). Over the course of some 1%
Years considerable numbers of subordinate and related institutions
and organisations were contacted via these sources. Detaile@ywork

on knd use policy and road construction was available but nothing

on the nexus between them. Unlike North America with sizeable modern
units split by roads, the concentration of work uncovered in Europe
was on using roads and rural transport development as a means of
rationalising old holding patterns. (See, for instance, the works

of the Dutch Institut voor Culturtechneik en Waterhuishouding =
Institute for Land and Water Management Research.)

CONCLUSIONS

The most important finding to emerge from this Chapter is that much
work remained to be docne when the Wolfson Group came together in
September 1974. In addition,the work carried out contemporaneocusly
with the Wolfson studies was of indifferent quality and added little
to the store of knowledge. Thus ’the work contained in this thesis,
along with that in Bell's, forms the main corpus of knowledge upon
this subject. However, in the absence of specific guidance from
published literature the task fell to the members of the Wolfson
Group of detining the problem areas to be investigated. How this
task was approached is the content of the next Chapter.




Chapter 2:

The Problem Areess Defined.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the important exploratory
work undertaken by the Wolfson Group which led to the selection of
those issues most demanding of research attention. The areas of
investigation finally chosen are those found in the theses of Bell
and Hearne. Because of the interactive way in which the two research
students decided to work this chapter is a reflection of their early
Joint activities and was writtem in draft by both of them.

Throughout tha'period of the research programme motorway construction
was a highly controversial issue achieving national repute;

a Transport White Paper (1) was published towards the end of the
research. Dispute was to be found in many areas relating to the
planning and construction of major new roads. Motorway research
blossomed in academic inatitutions; for example, the Science sndf
Society Department at Bradford University focussed much attention

upon the Public Inquiry stage of proceedings, whilst the University

of Surrey, with a DoE grant, concentrated effort upen Public Consultation.
Meanwhile the North East London Polytechnic's "Motorway Research Project”
worked upon the environmental implications of the Motorwey Programme. (2)

Chapter 1 described in some detalil the litersture upon this specific
subject and came to the comclusion that very little work of substance
had been carried ocut prior tc the formation of the Wolfson Group, eand
that this had pmot beem substantively added to during the course of
the research described in this thesis. Thus, the members of the Group
had the task of examining the whcle range of posmsible impacts before
being eble to select those most deserving of detailed attention.

That is, an important original portion of the work comprises the

delineation of the most appropriate areas for detailed study.

Dr. van Rest was responsible for setting up the Wolfson Group.

His reason for doing so was that experiemce at Public Inquiries into
proposed motorways (M40/M42 and M65) seemed to indicate that sgricultural
considerations were being given little weight in the planning of such
roads. Thus,K the basic hypothesis with which the group started to

work was that "the true agricultural costs of & major new road were

not being fully assessed the promoting authorities of maijor new roads."

The altermative implications of this statement are either the authorities

did not know the true agricultural costs and so could not consider them,
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or that the costs were known but not being considered for some other
reason. It should, of course, be recognised that the implicit assumption
behind this hypothesis is that if a true agricultural assessment was

to be made the overall balance of cost and benefit would be

significantly altered.

In order to obtain the "external supervision” essential to any IHD
project contact was made with the NFU and a meeting arranged with the
head of the Land Use Department at Knightsbridge, David Hellard.

The contact with Hellard proved invaluable, for as the Group had no
official sponsor, a "touchstone” was necessary in order tc assess the
quality and appropriateness: of the project outputs. Hellard and his
department have provided this touchstome throughout the duration of
the research programme. In addition, and independently through comtact
with NAMAC, the Group was introduced to Philip Shaw, NFU County éecretary
for Essex. The importance of both these contacts is expanded upon in
Section 4 of this chapter; it is, however, useful to state here that
the preliminary meetings between the Wolfsom Group and Hellard and
Shaw (late in 1974 and early in 1975) ensbled a number of problem
areas to be articulated.

Regarding the actual research priorities, Hellard, although not dsagreeing
with Dr. van Rest's basic hypotheuit) felt that the immediate needs of

the farming community were of a different nature. It eppeared that his
department had been the recipient of an increasing number cf inquiries
and complaints regerding major new roads, from both individual members

and County Secretaries. These focussed around three issues:

(a) there appeared to be a high level of ignorance among members and
County Secretaries about the procedures that surround the planning

and construction of new roads.

(b) the disruption during the construction phase of new roads, recorded
by Shaw in his Essex Journal article (3), were not just confined to

that County but seemed to occur on a nationwide basis,

(¢) the farming community at all levels expressed dissatisfaction with
both compensation received from the Government for loss of land
(and interest in land) and algso at the way in which contractiors

seemed unwilling to settle third party claims for damage caused.
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Hellard very forcibly made the point that, although he thought trunk road
development a great threat to NFU members, his department simply did not
have the resources to set in progress in-depth investigation upon these
matters. Instead, he had been placed in the somewhet unenviable position
of having to respond to "cries of help” from around the county; thus,
each case of trunk road development he tackled involved improvisation

at the last minute. He also emphasised that very often the NFU had its
hands tied in the question of the selection of a route because it could
not afford to favour one route as opposed to another when both routes
affected farms run by NFU members.

Thus, the Wolfson Group,in conjunction with the NFU, developed a number

of initial hypotheses which set the research programme preperly under

way. These were:

(a) that agricultural considerations were not being given the aﬁpropriate
weighting during the decision-making period of major rced planning;

(b) that if agriculture was properly considered the cverall balance of
cost and benefit would be altered;

(c) that the agricultural community did not understand well the problems
or procedures surrounding both the plamning and construction;

(d) if advice on these matters was to be made availsble, the agricultursl
impact of new roads would be lessened;

(e) that farmers were not being properly compemsated either for loss of
interest in affected land or damage caused to remaining land by

contractors during the constructiom pericd.

4 fieldwork programme was devised tc examine these issues which thus
formed a basis for the attempt that was subsequently made to rank the

various impacts.

TESTING THE INITIAL HYPOTHESES: THE FIELDWORK PROGRAMME

M16 (Al0=-Al2) Public Inquiry

For those not actively involved in the planning processes leading up

to the construction of a major new road the only point at which it 1is
possible to examine the agricultural input to the decision-making model
is the Public Inquiry. Thus, it was decided to attend a Public Inquiry
in full to examine, as well as possible, the decision-making forces.
Since the M40/42 Public Inquiry in 1973/4 the issues whichmy be

discussed at this forum have been widened and so the examination of



26.

the proceedings of any Inquiry in detail should revesl much of the
promoting authorities' attitude towards the balencing components of
the overall project appraisal which is carried out. In additionm,
daily attendance enebles the researcher to hear all agricultural
objections presented and the promoting authorities' responses to them.

2.1.2 A few weeks after the Wolfson Group began work, a major Inquiry was
due to start. Through contacts with MMAC and NAMAC it was discovered
that the M16 (A1l0-Al2) Public Inquiry was due to be held in Epping
and was likely to prove most illuminating as co-ordinated objecticmns
were being prepared by local action groups. (It should be recocgnised
that vigorous opposition, although giving a Public Inquiry a particular
shape, i3 necessary i1f analysis of the proceedings is to prove fruitful,.
Without opposition, the promoting authority is not forced to expose
its thinking on particular subjects.) ;

2.1.3 At this time, at the very beginning of the research programme, the
nature of work carried cut was very much under the direction of
Dr. van Rest. He decided that the Group should attempt to make a
complete record of all proceedings at the M16 Inquiry by being in

attendance from beginning to end. The reasons for this were fourfold:

(a) to introduce the Wolfscn Group to the curremt state of the debate
over motorway policy and planning;

(b) to test whether the application of time snd effort would enable
the techniques of project appraisal used by the ERCU to be
successfully dissected;

(c) to examine the extent to which objectors could be helped by
daily news reports;

(d) to gain access to farmera' records and thinking by collaborating

over an objection.

It was expected that the proceedings would take no longer than 2=-3 weeks;
as it turned out, however, the Inquiry opened on December 6th 1974,

but did not actually finish until July 1975. Because it was so
prolonged the Group did not attend every day, but covered virtually

all of the first half of the proceedings end the most relevant days
efter that.

2.1.4 Thus it was that a case study which was designed to be a brief testing
ground for preliminary hypotheses grew into something of a more

fundamental nature. For as the days went by, the evidence grew



2.2
2.2.1

2,2.2

27.

more cdetailed and it became possible to almost completely dissect the

way the ERCU had gone about planning this particular section of

London's Outer Orbital Motoarway. It must be emphasised that, whilst

the evidence gathered could not prove a negative, there was considerable
data to the effect that sgricultural comsiderations were not being
accorded adequate treatment. Without early indication of this conclusion,
which was of central importance to the project, the coverage of the
proceedings probably would not have been so extemsive.

Because of its increased stature within the research programme the M16
Inquiry is reported in detail in a separate chapter; it is however,
most pertinent to record here that neither the ERCU ncr the farmers
themselves seemed able to present,in any useful way, the implications
for agriculture of either the chosen route or the objectors' alternative
routes. Thereasons for this are discussed in Chepter 5. Hera wé must
note that this finding had important influence in haping thoughts upon
how to assess the agricultursl impact of a proposed road scheme.

The M42 (Solihull Sectiom)
Some very early exploratory farm interviews were carried out upon the
M42 (Solihull Section). This road was chosen for investigatiom primarily
because of its convenience as regards the execution of fieldwork being
close to the University, and because contact with famers was initially
established through the MMAC organisation of which Dr. van Rest was a
prominent member. It was partly because the hypotheses put forward by
Hellard and Shaw very closely accorded with the results of the fieldwork
on the M42 that they were given such great prominence in the planning
of future work., It was, however, decided not to extend the M42 sample
survey intc a full-scale investigation. The ressons for this were twofold:
(a) Mr. R, Bridle, who was in charge of the Roads Programme within
the DoE, offered co-operation upon the rest of the reseasrch
programme if this apparently sensttive scheme was left alone:

(b) the frms of this area were undoubtedly plagued by many problems
because of their position upon the "urban fringe", which would
have served to complicate any investigation unduly.

Before the brief survey ended it was, however, possible to obtain the
opiniocn of both the promoting authority (MCRU) end their contractors
(Douglas). Both parties were at pains to play down the problems of

construction. Mr. Manzoni, Managing Director of Douglas, went so far

as to express the opinion that there were nc real problems, merely
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incidents, and that these could be (and indeed were) cleared up (usually

by money payment) by either the site engineers or the insurers. That
farmers and engineers involved on the same stretch of motorway construction
could place such divergent interpretations upon events seems to be a clear
indication that communications between the two sides had indeed broken down.

This is a theme which occurred regularly thrmoughout many of our farm
interviews: <farmers complainedthat those responsible for planning and
constructing major new roads made little attempt to liaise with them.
It was noticeable that on the few farms where liaison had taken place
farms were able to keep functioning more smoothly.

M1l Contract 3 (Harlow=Bishop's Stortford)

2'3

2.3.1

During the early stages of the M16 Inquiry, and whilst M42 interviews
were in progress, contact was made with David Hellard. This his views
coincided with preliminary findings from both these pieces of fiéldwork
prompted the Welfson Group to organise another survey of a stretch of
moetorway in order to further reinforce findings and gather edditional
evidence on extant problems, Both because of its preximity to the M1S
Inquiry at Epping and because it was the section that Philip Shaw had
written about (3),it was decided to carry out a survey of the M1l
Contract 3 (Harlow-Bishop's Stortford).

This 10.7 mile length of dual carriagewsy three-lane road forms part of
the London=Cambridge motorway. It was designed both to relieve the All
and take traffic from en expanded Stansted Airport and was opened on
23rd June 1875, some three years after the beghning cf comstruction and
six months behind schedule. In all, 16 farms were affected by this
section of Mil. As might be expected in a fairly small area,the
farming systems did not vary greatly. Only one unit, a 40-acre
bullock=-rearing concern is not predominantly arable. The range of
farm sizes was markedly large spreading from 40 to 1326 acres; the
average size, however, was 431 acres, a reflection of the arable
characteristics of most units. All farmers were interviewed during

two separate periods of fieldwork. The authority in charge cof
construction was ERCU and their consulting engineers were Atkins and
Partners. The main contractors were Fitzpatrick and the earth-moving

contractors, Dick Hampton.
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M6 (Cumbria)

2.4.1

2.4.2

It was also thought necessary to examine the problems that hill-farmers

faced during the planning and construction of a major new road. In all
eight farms were interviewed upon a section of the M6 covering three
ceniracts between the Lune Valley and Carlisle, which were constructed
and completed concurreantly, the last being opened in mid=-1971. These
schemes totalled 50 miles in length, but interviewing was concentrated
in the hililier central area and around junctions. The farms were
selected on the basis of having reported their difficulties to the NFU
County Secretaries who in turn reported them to David Hellard.

The contractors on the schemes were, working northwerds, French, Laing
and Tarmac. Scott Wilson acted as consulting engineers throughout;
information obtained from one of the Scott Wilson engineers is of
general interest, and provided a useful starting point for inveséigatian.
The main factors that had to be contended with during the planning of the
new road, he told us, were (a) gradients and (b) amenity considerationms,
particularly avoiding the boundary of the Lake District National Park.
Agriculture, he maintained, was not considered until construction began,
and not surprisingly, many problems arose. It was because so much
attention was paid to the aesthetics of the scheme within the NWRCU,

who knew that these were being closely scrutinised, that the contresctors
could behave badly towards affected individuals. It was clear that the
RCU was totally committed to having the schemes finished on time and
looking attractive (the Lune Valley section has indeed won awards on
this score). Scott Wilson, it was reported to us, knew they would
receive no backing if they attempted to be strict with ccmtractors
regarding the treatment of individual farmers.

Al2 Chelmsford By-Pass

2,5.1

Although the evidence from the M16 Inquiry that emerged during the
first few weeks of proceedings seemed conclusive, it was also apparent
that the London Orbital was a motorway of strategic importance to both
the promoting authority and objectors alike, and that because of this
the picture of decision-making in action might have been somewhat
obscured. Especially minor issues, although important to the process,
may have been gwallowed up by matters supposedly greater of national
import. It was therefore,decided that it would be of use to examine
the proceedings at another Public Inquiry.
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2.5.2 The Al2 Chelmsford By-Pass Inquiry, which spanned a period of 5 menths
in mid-1875, was chosen. As with the M16é this Inquiry tummed out to be
far more informative about the decision-making processes involved than
could have been expected at the beginning of the proceedings. Therefore,
in crder to give full justification to the findings, a complete chapter
has been devoted to it. (Chapter 6.)

3. TESTING THE INITIAL HYPOTHESES: THE FINDINGS

3.1 From these preliminary surveys a number of very important conclusions
emerged which served to shape the whole of the research programme from
that time on:

(a) the promoting authorities reponsible for plans to build major new
roads appeared to have no way of making an objective appraisal of
the agricultural effects of proposed schemes; ;

(b) few farmers had any conception of the highway planning process
and tended to enter it far too late to have any significant effect.
The promoting authorities, arguing that the effects of blight would
be too severe to do so,were reluctant to try andinvolve the farming
community at earlier stages in the decision-making. As a general
rule 1t seemed to be true that the later consultation cecurred the
greater were problems for individual farmers;

(c) Shaw was correct (3) in his asssertion that drainage, fencing and
access to severed land were the factors most remarked upon by

farmers as causing problems during construction. This applied

especially to drainage matters;

(d) however, as well as these problems, numerous others were mentioned
elso, trespass by the contractors on farmland being the one other
most worthy of individual note;

(e) the farmers thought far more sbout the physical damage caused by
the road than they did about the economic consequences, It would
not be an overstatement to record that many of them felt much
offended by the contractors attitude towards their farms.

(£) it appeared from the interviews that most farmers were greatly
disgatisfied with the level of contact they had with both the
planners and the contractors. 1In general they could understand
that on a large project problems were bound to occur, the main
complaint stemmed from the lack of communicetion channels through

which problems could be solved.
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(g) much distaste was expressed at the slow process involved in

assessing the level of compensation to be paid, the final level
of payment and the menner of settling third party damage claims.

(h) Mr, Menzoni's (Douglas) attitude to the construction of new roads
explained th% lack of liaison; he argued powerfully that the
building of a motorway is a multi-million pound operation, where
the contractor cannot afford to have men or machinery idle.
Thus, it pays contractors to plen their work in the most effective
manner for them, regardless of how farmers are affected. If damage
is done in the process, then settling up through third party
insurance claim is cheaper for the contractors than extensive
bargaining and consequent delay. (It is then most important to
record that our subsequent findings indicated that payments for
such Third Party damege upon which Mr. Manzoni placed much faith
were in many cases not ever forthcoming, let alcme 1mnadiaté1y.)
Four major hypotheses,therefore,emerged about thke sctual

construction cf new roads on farmland:

= that there are few problems of a physical nature that the
present technology cd?civil engineering profession cannot solve;

- problems, however, do occur frequently becsuse of a breakdown
in farmer/contrector relationships;

= this breakdown in communication is due, in most part, to the
contractors’' desire not to delay work in order to negotiate;

= the mechanism for paying third party claims for damage caused
does not work efficiently.

Alsc in this gsection it is necessary to reccrd that meetings were held
throughout our period of "problem definition” with both members of the
eivil engineering profession and MAFF. The engineers, in general, were
reluctant to admit that many real difficulties existed. The one problem
that they would concede to, however, was that of dealing, at the planning

stages of a new road, with farm severance, Severance coccurs when part

of a farm is separated from the farm buildings by a new road. Because
of the linear arrangement of land take for roads, severance is today a
phenomenon almost entirely confined to this type of development.

It would, however, have occurred during the "Eailway Age". One important
difference can be seen between the construction of the rail and road
network; unlike the Railway Acts, the current Highways and Special Roads
Acts do not plage an obligation upon the promoting authority to replace
all farm accesses., Thus the Highway Authorities have the discretion over



32,

whether or not to provide such access, either in the form of a bridge
or an underpass, across a new road. There is little doubt that
highway engineers as a body saw farm severance as the main and almost
exclusive agricultural problem they had to deal with, but that they
had no consistent method for doing so. All other problems,as far as
the engneering profession was concerned, were matters for compensation
and could be left for the District Valuer's office to deal with. More
specifically, the enginaeri view of the situation was that the only
other agricultural impact of a new road was that of land loss, and for
this, market value compensation would be paid. In addition the more
slert of the engineering fraternity were wont to point out that
agriculture as a whole would benefit from the distributional
capabilities of the new trunk road network.

Mention should also be made of initial contact with the MAFF. :
Introduction through the Wolfson Foundation was made at high levél,
but the first contacts with the Ministry did little to shape ocur
thinking at the problem formulation stage. This wes in the main, due
to the cautious way the Ministry approached us. It was not until after
our ideas had gelled and been reported to the MAFF that they made a
positive contribution. (Contacts were made with the Chief Surveyor at
Horseferry Road and Regional Surveyors in the West Midlands, South

3.3

Western, South Eastern Regions.)
4, THE NFU AND THE WOLFSON GROUP
4.1

It will, perhaps, at this stage, be wondered why more detail has not
been given of the results,especially of the farm survey work undertaken.
The answer to this query is simple (and for the researchers involved
rather gratifying). David Bellard, having seen the preliminary results
of the surveys, made certain suggestions as regards the dissemination
of the available information in order that the farming community might
be made more aware of both the procedures and the problems involved

in the planning and construction of a major new roed. The main result

of this increase in intensity of co—-operation between the Wolfson Group
and the NFU was the publication "Motorways, Trunk Road Development
and the Farmer: An Information Pack for the Guidance of NFU County

Secretaries.” The production of this booklet was, in the mein, undertaken

by the Wolfson Group and was based upon 211 the fieldwork results alluded
to above as well as those from specially designed surveys set up after
Hellard had suggested that the booklet be produced. It is in Chapter 3
then, that the detailed results of fieldwork are found because there the
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story is told of how the "Information Pack” came to be written.

Having said this it becomes fairly obvious that the NFU played an
important part in the Wolfson project andindeed, acted as "problem
owner”. The consequence of this was that a highly useful, two=way flow
of ideas and information was erected. It is then, perhaps, of use to
examine in a little more detail the nature of the organisation with which
we were working.

There are a number of studies (4) (5) of the reations between the Government
and the agricultural industry generally. Yet, apart from an exposition

on the workings of the Cheshire County Branch (6), little detailed work

has been carried out to discover how the NFU functions sither internally

or as a pressure group. This is surprising, givem the statutory role

the Union has regarding the Annual Price Review, In the field of Land

Use pclicy it functions more simply as a large, important body of

interest. Thus the Wolfson Group had to learn as it went along sbout

the functioning of the organisation, and adjust its research programme

ip accordance with what it learnt.

Within the NFU the Lands Use Department has responsibility for co-ordinating
and implementing Union policy within a vast field. The Department

exists solely at HQ level; no local equivalent is to be found within the
County branches. The Uniwn is 2 democratic structure and at local level
there is a system ¢f committees which have responsibilities for different
issuen; one of these deals with land use matters. Policy overall is set

at the Annual Naticnal Conference and monitored during the yeer by a

series of elected HQ committees to one of which the Land Use Dept. is
responsiblie,

Individual County Secretaries are responsible within their areas for all
matters relating to the welfare of their members to whom they report
directly. Within each county are to be found a number :at Group Secretaries;
the prime function of these men (the Union is remarkably Chauvinist) is

to run the Unicon's Mutual Insurance business. The degree to which they
become involved in more general issues depends on both their outlock

and thelr insurance selling techmnique. The proceeds of the insurance
gelling are, with the amual subscriptions, the prime source of Union
finance. The proceeds s syphoned up from the Group Secretary to the
County Secretary and on to the HQ,

Hellard made it clear from the outset that the NFU cotld enter into no
direct financial commitment in the role of 'problem owner" or sponsor.

This was not a handicap to the Wolfson Group as it was thought to be
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desirable to maintain the air of independence by using only the Wolfsom
research monies, and thereby allow the possibility of producing and
disseminating results which the NFU would find unhelpful to their case.
(That this has rarely beem the case is, therefore, a measure of the
Justification of the NFU complaints,)

The style of operation of the department is reflected in the way Hellard
felt the Wolfson Group and his department should wark together. Three
parameters received prominence:

(a) there was 2 nead to lessen the work load of his department;

(b) results had to be of immediate relevance tc current problems;

(e? the Land Use Dept. and the NFU should be seen to be providing

the members with a useful service.

Daring the initial months of the project the liaison between the Qroup
and Hellard became stronger with each side gradually understandiﬁ& how
the other could assist it in the attainment of its own a2im. Thus it was
that in mid=1975 he felt eble to put more specific requests to the Group
in order that the NFU might benefit from work carried out more quickly
and directly. The proposals he put are interesting in that they well
reflect the thinking within the NFU:

(a) that some form of "Code of Conduct” be drawn up in order to restrict

motorwey contractors within additional contractual obligations

vhen working upon agricultural land. The success of such a Code

would only be possible if the authority responsible forhiring

the contractors agreed to include it in the contract documents;
(b) that an "Advice Manual” be drawn up with the objective of

informing the farming community of the procedures and probiems
which accompany trunk road development;
(c) thet an objective investigation of compensation provision be made
by scme independent body cutside the NFU.

It was intended that these three pieces of work should be based upon
fieldwork already carried out and additional, specially designed surveys.
The Group agreed to undertake the work , primarily upon the assumption that
by helping individual farmers to better cope with the procedures and the
problems involved with the planning and constructicn of & new road, the
loss of national agriculturel resocurces woild also be lessened.

It is important at this point to recognise the fundamental distinction
between these two lines of action laid out in (2) and (b) above.
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Put simply, the attempt to have a2 Code of Conduct accepted by the
appropriate body is to attempt to change the existing administrative
framework, whilst informing the farming community of procedures and
problems is just to tell them how to operate better within this framework.
The construction industry is highly organised in the field of contracts
and contractual obligations; although contracts will differ from job to
Job this is primarily a matter of detail for there is a standard ICE
contract which all aspproved contractors expect to be used. Thus to
suggest any modification to the standard contract, which hes been

~refined over a period of decades, is a dramatic move not to be undertaken

lightly. On the other hand a continual stream of advice pamphlets
emerges from NFU HQ designed to inform farmers about all types of
issues,so that a trunk road advice manual would neither be unusual nor
would it involve anybody except the NFU and its members,

As it finally turned out the request for a "Code of Conduct” becsme an
issue of high priority in May 1975,because the Glamorgan County Branch
of the FUW, faced with the imminent construction of sn extension to the
M4, put in a request to NFU HQ for such a document. Although time
constraints were fearsome, in that only a couple of weeks were available
for preparation of the document, it was decided to make an attempt to
carry out the task. Hellard was prepared to give valuable advice:

"As I see it the Code of Practice should fall into three parts.
First, there should be & general memorandum of assurances from
the Road Construction Unit or the Welsh 02fics as the case may be.
Secondly, there should be an actual Code of Practice governing the
activities of contracters and sub-contractors setting out in some
detail issues which are perhaps already covered in specifications
for contracts but which should be brought together in one place
as agricultural considerations. Thirdly, there should be an
advisory leaflet or perhaps an NFU circular to be sent to all
farmers affected by any road contract which would include
elements of both Stages I and II.

Stage I: the memorandum of assurance would, for instance, deal
with preliminary works and survey; tke appointment of
a Liaison Officer, an initial meeting with all affected
farmers to establish liaison, tke preparation of farm
plans, schedule of works and impect of road scheme on
individual farm units also detailing accommodation
works, etc.; the establishment of an appeals procedure
and safeguards for delays or emergency action; the
claims procedure for damage caused during construction,
and the final section dealing with procedure for
checking works before the contract: is handed over.
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Stagell: Code of Practice for contractors. This should deal
with your points about discipline of contractors, the
timetable for work standards for accommodation works
detailed issues such as drainage, fencing, water supply
and other services and should generally extract all those
matters which may be covered in specifications in the
contract or a general guidance from the Road Comstruction
Unit or the Welsh Office to the contractor on the ways in
which he should carry out the work to minimise impact on
farmers and famming activities.

Stage III: the circular to affected farmers should give a brief
resume of the road proposal and the assurances from
the Road Construction Unit as to the ways in which
impact on farmers would be minimised, an indication
of the contents of the Code of Practice and a check~
list of do's and don’t's to assist farmers and agents
in coping with road construction.”

(Letter, 21st May 1975.)

Using existing fieldwork results and drawing upon the only such “CQde of
Practice” ever to have been adopted (7), a draft document for use on the
M4 was drawn up, and Hellard endeavoured to have it accepted by the Welsh
Office (the promoting authority) and the contractors, at least in
principle, if not detail. It waa at this point, however, that it became
apparent that such a document was a pelitical non-starter and that it
would not, in the current climete of opinion, even be considered by
those on charge of comstruction. Thus the attempt to change the
administrative framework faltered at the first hurdle. Despite such a
negative result, this was an important event in the shaping of the rest
of the research programme, for it beceme immediately apparent that the
farming community could, in genersl, expect to receive little help from
the authorities in their attempt to minimise the impact of the actual

construction phase of development | Jjust as we had seen at the Mi6 Inguigz.
thez could expect little co-operation during the plannirg stagps.

Therefore it was decided that the primary priority from_that time

would be the development of an Information Pack describing all the
possible procedures and problems throughout every stage of development
of a major new road.

A RANKING OF THE PROBLEMS

In order that the research programme should continue on the most effective
lines, it was necessary, having made a prelimipary survey of the problem
areas, to assess which were of most significance. In drawing up this

"ranking of problems’ it was important to bear in mind the terms of
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for it will be recalled that the grant was awarded on the basis that the
national resocurce implications of the comstruction of major new roads on
agriculture would be investigated. Thus, to speak the language of the
economist, we should be looking to the costs and benefits occurring to

the National Farm (as opposed to the individual farm) because of the trunk
road network. (It is also pertinent to point out that this "ranking"
exercise was an integral part of the IHD First Annual Review which is

used by students and supervisors in order to examine the results of the
first year's work, which then makes it possible to shape subsequent research.

The main problem areas selected by the ¥olfson Group for research are
described below,

5.2 The Procedures involved in Planning and(Constructing a Major New Rnad
and the Problems Caused for the Farming Community.

5.2.1 Hypothesis: That the farming community does not fully understand either

the procedures involved in planning and building a major new road or the
problems that are likely to occur at the varicus stages of development,

5.2.2, Assumptions:

(a) The NFU HQ (Land Use Department) would be capable of assembling
and disseminating the relevant information, but does not have

the resources to do so.

(b) Those responsible for the construction of new roads are quite
capable of solving the technical problems which arise on farmland.

(c) Due, however, to both a breakdown in comminications between the
contractors and the farmers, and the financial penalties for not
keeping to the construction schedule, the contractors are disinclined
to plan and execute their work in a manner that takes account of the

needs of the farmers.

(d) the farming community cannot,in the immediate future,rely on assistance
from those associated with the development of new roads and should
seek to provide its own input and protect its own interests.

5.2.3 Because the NFU had placed so much emphasis on this problem and
Preliminary investigations had supported fully the initial Hellard
hypothesis, it was decided that the aim of describing and explaining
the procedures and problems should receive high priority in the research
Programme. Examining this component of the research from the standpoint
of natural resource use, it can be argued,with full justification, that if
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the farming community were able to better understand the procedures
and anticipate the problems then many of the difficulties would be
lessened. From this, it could be sustained that the pattern of farming
would be less upset and less production lost. Few pfople would argue
that the solution of current problems would create ;—éreater loss of
agricultural production, so that the question then arises by how much
would the lcss in production be reduced.

5.2.4 This was seen to be the point where the Group could make the most

5.3

immediate and positive contribution because of the manifest desire

of the farming community to have the relevant information. Although
the point will be made mcre fully at the appropriate place it is
necessary to point out here that what was required was not a dellicately
balanced appraisal of the interaction between planners, contractors end
farmers, but far more fundamentally, a comprehensive, stage-by-stage
listing of practices and problems in order that farmers could be aware
of the complete range of possibilities, An explanation of the likely

incidence of various occurrences would be useful but not so important.

(Such a guide to farmers' concerns it was hoped would also be useful
to engineers.)

The Agricultursl Input to the Highway Decision-making Process.

S9.3.1 Exggthesea

(a) The true sgricultural implications of the comstruction of a ma jor
new highway are not understood by either the authorities responsible
for the developments or the farmers whom they affect, and therefore
they cannot properly be taken account of in the overall project
appraisel which is carried ocut on each scheme.

(b) The inclusion of an agricultural assessment would have an impact

on the overall project appraisal balance.

Assumptions

(a) Given the way that traffic benefits are counted by road planners for
the purpose of justifying the construction of a new road, it is
unlikely that the size of agricultural disbenefits will cause a
particular road not to be built. In other words, agriculture
cannot be expected to greatly influence the debate over whether
or not a new road is justifiable. (This assertion corresponds to
Wihberley and Boddington's findings concerning the agricultural
implications of the Third London Airport as reported to the Roskill

Commission (8).)
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This means that the stage at which an agricultural input can have
most impact is to be found after it has been decided to construct
a road, whilst the actual route is being selected.

Those responsible for planning new roads are engineers by training
and have little background knowledge about agriculture or farm economics.

Land loss and severance are seen by the engineers as the two components
of agricultural impacts, but of these only severance causes them
problems, because they believe that land loss is covered by
compensation payments.

5.3.3 If the explanation of procedures and problems was the most immediate task,
then the aim of improving the agricultural input to the decision-making

process was seen as the most important in terms of the conservatiom of

the nation's agricultural resources. Here, the argument runs that if the

true agricultural consequences of any route are identified it then becomes

possible to reduce and perhaps minimise the level of impact. Thus the

savings here are likely to be of a long term nature whereas those

acceruing from a better understanding of the operation of the system are,
in the main, likely to be shorter lasting. Thus it wculd be hoped that
once the true agricultural input is reflected in the system, the need for

the farming community to be aware of all possible turns of events would

b2 lessened. To this extent, them, the task of informing the agricultural
community cen be looked on as a short term attempt to minimise agricultural
losses to the trunk road network, whilst the improvement of the agricultural
input is the long term solution.

5.4 Compensation
5.4.1 The preliminary interviews indicated that farmers were dissatisried/with

both

the lsggardly way in which compensation negotiations progressed, and(for
the few who had settled) the total amount, Because the farmers affected
by the sections of M1l and M42 selected for investigation had not yet

finally settled their compensation payments,it was not possible to assess

the reaction to them. The impression was given, however, by meny of the
farmers, that the final settlement was likely to be less than satisfactory.

Thus again we began rather negative hypotheses:

(a)

(b)

that procedures for negotiation of compensation payments are
unnecessarily slow,
that the final amounts paid in compensation do not fully reflect the

economic losses on individual farm units.
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It is important here to recognise the nature of compensstion payments:
they are primarily amounts of money paid tgfindividual farmmer for the
individual losses on the market value of his farm, or for the loss of
his tenancy as an interest in land. Thus the aggregated compensation
payments to all the farmers on a section of new rosd will not necessarily
equal the national loss of agricultural rescurces consequent upon the
construction of that road. Therefore it beccmes 1mport#nt to compare
the economic loss on individual farms with compensation paid:

{(a) to ccmpare the theoretical agricultural costings used in the
planning and design stages with reality, and
(b) to assess the efficacy of payment in Jjustly settling losses,

Planning Policy and the Secondary Effects of the Trunk Road Network.

5.5.1

5.5.2

Apart from the issues of cost benefit analysis end project appraisal
which the Chelmsford Inquiry brought to 1ight, end which are explained
in Chapter €, Leslie Ginsburg, of Associated Planning Consultants, who
was appearing for one of the objecting bodies, drew attention to what is
perhaps the most important secondary effect the new roads can have on
agriculture. He argued very simply that farmland between existing urban
areas and newly built roads becomes vulnerasble to development pressures.
Supporting this argument he pointed to specific examples of farmland
which had been so trapped and which had subsequently been developed;

for example: Lower Earley was trapped between Reading and the M4 and
quickly "infilled", similarly with Cressex between High Wycombe and the
440 (M) and part of Worcester by the M5. These examples, he argued,
were not unique and so care must be taken when routing rural roads near '

urban centres to take account of possible secondary impacts.

The intrinsic appeal of Ginsburg's arguments convinced both the Public
Inquiry Inspector and the Wolfson Group. It was fairlygain from
Ginsburg's substantive evidence in specific localised areas where such
secondary land losses were larger than the losses to the road itself.
However, in terms of national resource use it is of greater importance
to know how widespread the phenomenon is and what overall impact it is
having upon agricultural resources.

Relating this secondary impact to the published work upon urban fringe
problems, it seemed valid to develop the hypothesis that even before
development actually took place on potential infill land, problems
such as trespass and vandalism would occur and the land might in
consequence be "underfarmed’. That farmers might 'farm to quit" such

land would not be beyond the bounds o possibility.
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5.5.4 Naturally, local and national planning policies will play the all-important

role in determining whether or not "vulnersble” land will actually be
infilled. Land would only be subject to infill if the relevant planning
authority decided either to allow it or carry it out themselves. Thus
any study of the problem would require an understanding of the reasons
for the relevant changes in planning policy.

5.5.5 This undoubtedly is an important area of study; it was decided, however,

that as the problem was by nature at a secondary level,it ought to be
placed behind elements of research already outlined in terms of priority.
(The solution of the primary problems proved to be most time-consuming,
and sc it was only possible to make a few preliminary investigations upon
this subject.)

THE PLANNING AND PROGRESSION OF SUBSEQUENT WORK

6.1

The most immediate task of the Wolfsom Group was then that of informing
the farming community about the likely progression of events surrounding
the develcpment of a major new rad. (The completion of a sound piece

of work con this task was also important first, to secure positive NFU
co-operation for the rest of the research programme, and second, to prove
our credentizls to professionals in the field.) Work started on this task
first, and for the opening phases of it all Wolfson Group resources were
used. Even though preliminary fieldwork had proven Hellard's hypothesis,
it was necessary toc further reinforce the data base in order to snsure
both that the initial findings had not been exceptional, and also that all
possible problem sreas had been uncovered. In addition, study had to be
made of the relevant gstatutes and instruments in order that the true
position as regards legal procedures could be discovered. It was decided
that both the Wolfson research students would be invelved at all stages

cf this part of the research. Thus, this is thq section of the thesis upon
which all stages of the work were carried out jointly by the two research
students.

As regards the remaining areas of investigation outlined in Section 5 it

was decided, becaugse the University authoarities would not allow the production

of a completely joint thesis, to split up the areas of investigation.

This author took on the task of examining the present agricultural input

to the highway decision-making processes, and the way it could be improved.
Bell devoted himself to examining both the efficacy of compensation

procedures and the administrative network which surrounds the technical

appraisal techniques. In order, however, to facilitate the necessary fieldwork
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and allow the two theses to dovetail as far as possible it was decided
that the major case studies (M40 and M5) would be undertaken by both
researchers, although the data would be analysed with different objectives
in mind.



Chagter 3

The Development of the "Information Pack'




43.

BACKGROUND

1.1

1.2

The problem definition stage of our work (Chapter 2) revealed that

the farming community in general was ignorant of:

(a) the procedures surrounding the planning and construction of a
new road; iy

(b) the problems likely to occur;

(c) way in which to avoid or minimise problems.

The hypothesis was formulated that if the individual farmer could
better understand the procedures and problems the agricultural impact
of any particular road scheme would be lessened and, hence, national

agricultural resources would be better employed.

David Hellard (NFU, Land Use Department) having seen that the result

of the preliminary fieldwork supported well his contention that the
farming community were ' starved of informatinmn” about all agpects of
the planning and construction of new roads, made the suggestion that
some form of "information pack" be drawn up in order to provide this
data in a readily consumable form. From the "ranking of research
problems” drawn up in Chapter 2 it can be seen that "'the procedures
involved in plamning and constructing a major new road and the problems
caused for the farming community" was highlighted as being of utmost
importance. Thus, it was that Hellard's suggestion was met with a highly
positive response.

This idea, however, posed an immediate question, in that there might
be a danger of losing objectivity by directing the focus of attention

just at the affected rather than the promotors of the scheme and thereby
taking up a position of advocacy on behalf of the farming community,

which would be unjustifiable both from an academic and practical viewpoint.
This was the topic of considerable dscussion with several members of

the University; from this a number of counteracting points emerged:

(a) the concern in our case was not with achieving any particular
end extraneous to the existing process, such as preventing a
particular road from being built or opposing the conversion of
a particular plot of land from its agricultural purpose. Our
aim was one which fits strictly into the concept of interdisciplinary
research, namely to remove the barriers between the parties

involved and to aid useful dialogue;
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(b) the emphatic non-acceptance of a Code of Practice (Chapter 2)
for highway contractors working upon agricultural land was the
clearest possible indication that the authorities responsible
for promoting new roads were unlikely to aid themselves the
farming community towards e better understanding of the processes
involved;

(c) a distinction should be noted between maximising the opportunity
for the fullest inter-communication within tpe extant system, as
differentiated from attempting to chagge that system to suit the
achievement of agiven end. We would contend that it makes perfect
sense to explore the extent to which existing systems can be
improved before proposing changes; in other words the Department
of the Environment has erected a process whereby new roads are
planned and built. It should therefore be in the interests of
all concerned that each of the participants in the process enacts
his role to the full, Helping the farming community to better
understand the system and therefore play a fuller interactive role

is simply an attempt to improve the overall system:

(d) therefore those who would argue that the farmers by receiving this
extra assistance, are achieving an unfair advantage, thereby
upsetting the balance within the decision-making process, must be
ruled ocut of order because it ought to be the aim to help all

participants increase their level of useful involvement.

Additionally, it should be recognised that the Wolfson Group was in need
of continued NFU contact in order to both help the progression of further
work through contacts and in order to test the contemporary relevance

of research proposals suggested and solutinns to problems of fered.
Thus, in this light the production of an I.P., can be seen as something
with which the Wolfson Group could trade with the NFU in return for
continued co-operation. Indeed,throughout the duration of the project
there was a continual, if sometimes sporadic, dialogue between the Land
Use Department and the Wolfson Group. It appeared that only pressures
of time prevented David Hellard participating more than he actually

did throughout the project. That the I,P. as finally circulated,

proved to be a nnanimous success must have had something to do with this.
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"Motorway, Trunk Road Development and the Parmer: An information pack

1.6

for the guidance of NFU County Secretaries” was first issued in May 1976.

A revised and updated second edition was published for gemeral sale in April
1977. This later edition is incorporated as Appendix A. Final publicatioﬁ
took place a full eight months after the first draft had been completed. :

This time delay wes due to the prncéss of iteration between the Group and
Mr, Hellard, which was required because it was decided at an early stage
that the publication would be a joint one, even if the major part of the
work would be undertaken by the Wolfson research—atudents. Hellard and
his team made comment end suggestions upon the preliminary and subsequent
drafts of the I.P, and were also successful in obtaining the views of

the RICS through the office of R.N.D., Hamilton. Advice was also sought
from RCU's, project engineers, land agents, NFU county officials and
other interested bodies. The Wolfson Group had the final word upon
content and was responsible for the fmal preparation of the booklet.
Hellard, on behalf of the NFU, readily accepted that there was a need

to apply academic standards and constraints to the material published
and on this score there was little need for decisive editing.

It is perhaps finally pertinent in this introductory explanatinn to draw
the reader's attention to Section 2 of the I.P. "The Role of the NFU".
Referring back to Chapter 2 it can be seen that (paragraph 4.6(c)) one
of the parameters of the Wolfson/NFU co-operation as laid down by Hellard ,
was that through the Wolfson Group the Lands Use Department,and the NFU
in general, should be able to be seen to be providing the members witﬁ

a useful service. Thus it was that Hellard made a convincing case for
including the preliminary Section 2 which served to emphasise the
importance of the NFU as a body in this context. The Wolfson Group

were happy to see this section in the final publication because it
reflected their views that co-ordinated agricultural effort was likely
to bring greater benefit than individual efforts.

GATHERING THE EVIDENCE

Rigorous desk study and literature reviewing was undertaken to provide
the detailed theoretical background. The task fadng an "affected”
individual in attempting to obtain and comprehend the range of legal

and official literature was evident. Initial fieldwork, however,

had indicated that the complexities of procedural theory waned before
the realities of practice. For the deskwork the I.P. is its own
evidence incorporating the most relevant references and being founded on
the review of literature. The practical works however merit a much

fuller discussion.
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The first draft of the I.P. was drawn up in September 1975 and based
largely upon the evidence gathered upon the "problem formulation”
stages of the project. Therefore the results of the M42, M1l
(contract 3) and M6 farm interviews were combined with the evidence
from the M16 and Chelmsford Public Inquiries and meetings held with

engineers, MAFF representatives ‘etc.

As was explained in Chapter 2,concurrently with the preparation of early
drafts of the I.P.‘the two Wolfson students were-preparing formal

"end of first yesar reviews" which were designed to formulate research
programmes for the rest of the Project. It was in these reviews that
the research priorities were "ranked”. It was decided that evidence
gathered in the time of "problen definition” would benefit from
expansion., Thus,two further farm surveys were planned: the first

of these again involved the M1l but this time not the Harlow=Bishops
Stortford section (contract 3) but that immediately to the south

between Loughton and Harlow (contract 2). The results of the

contract 3 research indicated strongly that there had been a complete
breakdown of farmer-contractor communications; in consequence,
individual farmers had been confronted with a large range of problems.
It was hypothesised that:

(a) the engineers and contractors have the capability and technology
to avoid or quickly solve any problems that may arise during

the construction of a major road upoﬂ?tarm, but that,
(b) because of a breakdown in communications unnecessary problems arise.

The general opinion amongst the farming community was that this breakdown
was due in the main to the uncompromising nature of the Contractors.

It was decided that this hypothesis should be tested as rigorously as
possible. The next section of M1l to be built (contract 2) had the
advantage that)apart from a change of main contractors (from Fitzpatrick
to Dowsetts) all other variables were held as constant as possible:

ERCU were still the promoting authority, Atkins the consulting engineers
and the road ran through the same type of Essex arable farmland, which
was fairly low-lying and susceptible to flooding. The main question
then was did Dowsetts manage to operate with fewer problems being
created for the farmers? This section was, at 8 miles, a little

shorter than Contract 3 and affected fewer (12) farmers. Because
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of changes in standards and the abandonment of Stanstead Airport

expansion plans this section was down-graded (immediately prior

to the beginning of construction) from dual 3 lane to dual 2 lane
carriageway. Construction began early in January 1977 and was

nearing completion at the time of writing.

That Dowsett's were sble to run their M1l contract with far fewer
problems than on the Fitzpatrick scheme,6indicated that our hypotheses
were valid and that the most important factor ih deciding the overall
level of difficulty individual farmers could expect during the
construction of a2 major new road was the approach of the contractor.
It was thought, however, important also to ascertain how lack of
communications would manifest itself in areas of animal-based farm

systems. Because of good NFU contacts in Cheshire it was decided

to select the AS5 (Chester Southerly By-Pass) for the next investigation.

As well as being an area of dairy farms this road was also not a

 motorway and so provided another interesting variable factor.

The 6.9 mile length of by-pass affected 11 farms. Of these two

were market garden units serving the City of Chester and the rest

were predominantly dairy farms. Cheshire C.C. was in charge of the
scheme and Sir Alfred McAlpine and Son (Northern) were the contractors.
Work started on the £ 10.8m contract in January 1975 and was completed
in late 1976. The major constructional feature of the road was the
bridging of the River Dee, apart from this the dual 2 lane carriageway
was constructed on almost completely flat land. The overall
conclusions from this study conformed with the hypotheses set

out above: more problems occurred on this section of road than on

M1l Contract 2,but there were far fewer than on MLl Contract 3.
McAlpines it seems through prompting by a very active Resident
Engineer, had made some attemptat least to dovetail their work

with the running of the farms.

The M1l (Contract 2) and Chester By-Pass investigations were underway
whilst successive drafts of the I.P. were being drawn and naturally
all evidence that became available was incorporated in the text.

The final draft was completed and printed in May 1976: at that

time both additional surveys were still incomplete. However, to

make our task here more straightforward it is intended to deal with
the revised version of the I.P, which was issued in May 1977, by which
time all fieldwork evidence had been gathered and analysed. The 1977
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version was only different from that issued the previous year by
virtue of the "Corrigenda”. The limited scope of this addition is
an indication both af the correctness of what was originally published
and the lack of new evidence appearing from the later phases of the
M1l and Chester surveys.

It is, finally, in this section important to make the point that
although we have classified the M1l, Chester, M6 and M42
investigations as farm surveys, the extent of information gathering

did not stop with the farm interviews. Attempts were made to ceontact
the relevant engineers and contractors. This was donein order to both
obtain their opinion on the general nature of problems and also to
give them the opportunity to answer specific charges against them made
by the farmers. Unfortunately, this attempt to "trace-back” problems
to their source was in the main unsuccessful, only one engineer could

be persuaded to commit himself. Elsewhere nothing more than superficial

. contact could be made. The RCU's involved refused to grant interviews.

Naturally though, background information was available from the local
NFU representatives.

METHODOLOGY

As has already been stated for the M1l (Contracts 3 and 2) and the A55

(Chester By~Pass) surveys all affected farmers were interviewed, whilst
on the M6 and M42 a gample survey only was carried out. Indeed for the
first three case studies, most farmers were interviewed twice in order

to ensure continuity of views over time. The interviews were formally

established by individual letter and confirming telephone call:

(a final reminding call had been found necessary for the exigencies

of farming can easily lead to researchers being forgotten when more

relevant issues arise!).

The M42 interviews were simply a general conversation with the farmers
with more intensive questioning on those matters which seemed of
importance. However, once the main problem areas had been defined,

it was possible to construct a more formal questionnaire. This was
initially drawn up for the Mll survey and subsequently modified and
improved. The final version is shown in Appendix B. The questionnaire
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was used as more of a checklist than in order to obtain precise
answers to precisely worded questions. This accorded with our
prime objective which was to locate as many of the problems and
difficulties farmers had to face: therefore‘it was essential to
allow the interviewees to speak qbcut the issues they thought to be

of greatest moment.

On all surveys, except the M6, the two-mam interview techmique was
used. The experiment with just one interviewer on the M6 demonstrated
the diffculties involved in marshalling and retaining a constant
stream of information: interviews took much longer than the‘average
time on the other sections and more points were unclear in the
subsequent writing-up of information and had to be rechecked by

telephone or letter.

The point cannot be made strongly encugh that this type of research

is extremely time consuming and expensive, It takes a great deal

-of preliminary organisation to set up, for example, a week's series

of interviews. Farmers are notoriously difficult to pin down, even
if,when they are contacted, they are usually most helpful. It must
be recommended thatany investigator undertaking an extensive series
of farm interviews should, if at all possible, work through the NFU
branch in order to obtain initial recognition.

THE EVIDENCE UPON WEHICH THE I.P, IS BASED

Route Investigation and Selection

Current procedures mean that just the planning of a new road can
take well over five years: during this time, the surveys indicated,
conclusively, that the farming community tends to be kept in the dark
about the progression of events. The MAFF may be consulted by the
RCU or County Council, but individual farmers most certainly are nat.
The result of this was that often in the Pre=Public Consultation days
the first time the farmers really knew that something was afoot was

when engineers appeared to survey their land as part of the process

of route selection or final design. This surveying will take the form
of both placing concrete pegs in the ground for siting aerial photographs
and the digging of bore~holes to carry out soil analysis. Bore-holes
appear to cause most problems as they take longer to dig than posts do
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to erect and contractors are in many cases reluctant to f£ill them in.
Although usually only 6"=12" in diameter, bore-holes may be up to 200
metres deep and so substantial drilling devices are necessary to carry
out the work. Movement of this’machinery across the land may cause a
loss of crops depending upon the time of the year and the care with
which the operation is carried out. It appears that the shock of work
being carried out, about which the farmer has no prior knowledge,
combined with an inconsiderate attitude on the part of the contractor,
is the best recipe for causing a normally mild-ﬁﬁnnered farmer to
become irate. An initial bad farmer-engineer relationship is likely
to grow rather than diminish.

To demonstrate the magnitude of the borehole problem we cite one
particular case on M1l (Contract 3) where the farmer awoke one morning
to find a man, his drilling equipment and a residential caravan camped
upon his land without prior permission. In all four bore-holes were

drilled: this took the man over three weeks (!). At no time were

the holes fenced off and finally they were left unfilled. It was a
matter of months, during which numerous phone-calls were made, before
the holes were filléd in. Compensation negotiations (for crops
destroyed and use of land) had still not been completed at the time
of last investigation (June 1976) even though the bore~holes had been
made over five years earlier (!). No other case was nearly as bad as
this, but the example allows us, and through the I.P,, other farmers
to be aware of the range of possibilities.

Even upon M1l (Contract 2),which ran more smoothly than any of the other
cases we investigated, because the contractorswent out of their way
to improve on-site communications, communication during the period

of route selection was virtually non-existent.

Public Consultation and the Public Inquiry

The Chelmsford By-Pass proposal was the first scheme to be subjected
to the newly developed DoE system of Public Consultation, which was
designed to involve the public in the selection of a final route
(from a choice of 3 or 4 usually) which would then be worked up in
detail and published as a preferred route. For Chelmsford this took
place in 1973 and gave the public a choice of three routes: one to
the north of the city, one more or less on the line of the existing

by=-pass close into the city centre and the eventually chosen Southern
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Route. The Inspector's Report (1) contained comments on the consultation

exercise which are most revealing:

"I find myself by no means as clear as to its objective.

Mr. Little (appearing for the objecting group R.A.P.E.)

submitted that it had no value in relation to the conclusions

I had to reach and asked me to ignore it. In the absence

of other advice, this appears to me to be sound.....But it

is, perhaps, not enough to dismiss the exercise as irrelevant

to the conclusions I have to reach. 'In some respects it appears

to have been positively undesirable, either because it introduced

an extra stage in the procedures and thus delayed necessary action

or because the conclusion emerging from it aroused hopes and

expectations that may not be fulfilled.” p.2C0
Conversgsations and interviews with the farmers involved at Chelmsford
revealed a fatalistic approach to the whole Consultation Exercise;
most of them expressed the opinion that they felt that the farmers
would always "lose"laimply because there were more people living in
the city centre who wanted the new road as far from their houses as

possible, than there were farmers who wanted to protect their land.

In addition, the Al-M1l Link Public Consultation Exercise was subjected
to a brief survey by the Wolfson Group. This involved speaking to
engineers and a somple of farmers at the travelling exhibitions and
interviewing farmers who had not attended, who it appears were in
the majority. The predominant reason for non-attendance cited was that
the farmer felt that he could in no way influence the decision that
was finally taken. However, it appears that those farmers who g}g
attend and the NFU working behind the scenes might have had influence
on the final decision to choose the least agriculturally disruptive
route. (It is, however, hard to unravel precisely the decision-making
processes at work here, because much debate raged over "environmental

issues’' and especially the preservation of Naseby Battlefield).

The evidence from the M16 (AlO=-Al2) and Chelmsford By=-Pass Public
Inquiries is presented in detail elsewhere (Chapters 5 and 6).
Although the Chelmsford decision was finally a victory for the farming
commnity, the victory stemmed not from the individual farmers, but
from the case presented by the NFU, the lack of ERCU competence and
the attitude of the Inspector, In both these cases however, the
evidence presented by the individual farmers was characterised by

an inability to puc acrosé to the Inquiry the evidence that really
mattered as rezards influencing the decision, as opposed to merely

obtaining sympathy. Of most farmers it can be said:
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(a) they did not really understand how the decision-making system
worked; and

(b) they did not know what real impact the proposed roads would
have upon their farms.

4.2.5 Great difficulty arose when questioning farmers about the Public Inquiry.
Two factors served to confuse:

(a) the time lapse between the Inquiry and the Woelfson interview;

(b) the confusion that exists between the general public inquiry
into the Line Order ,which is convened to examine the proposed
route, and the inquiry to examine objections to the compulsory
Purchase Order. (These may be taken either separately, which
almost invariably happens in practice, or together, or in
combination with assorted Side Roads Orders.)

For all the schemes we investigated the general conclusion was that

the farming community adopted an apathetic attitude towards the general
Line Order Inquiry and focussed almost all their attention and effort
upon the CPO inquiry. The reasoning behind this was simple in that they
felt the outcome of the line inquiry would not be influenced by their
appearance, and that the only stage at which it was worth fighting was

when the detail of land=take was under discussion.

4.2.6 From evidence that it was possible to obtain about actual Line Order .
Public Inquiries (Inspector’'s Reports were extremely helpful) a number

of points of some importance emerged:

(a) cases that farmers present at Inquiries are, because of their brief
descriptive nature, of little use to the Inspectors decision-making

framework ;

(b) much emphasis was focussed upon access to severed land and the

provision of bridges and underpasses;

(c) 1little success was had in persuading the promoting authority to
supply an agricultural access if they had not planned such
provision prior to the Inquiry,thus emphasising the need for
farmers to influence the essentially Eglitical decision-making

process far earlier;
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(d) some farmers employed Chartered Surveyors (i.e. their agents)
to present the Inquiry objection. This appeared to have made
little difference to the outcome: indeed, some farmers voiced
the opinion that using the agent was a waste of money (fees are
only met by the Government in the rarest of cases) and he could
have done just as well himseli.. This appears to be due to the

theoretical roots that the agents have in valuation and surveying

rather than the techniques of project appraisal economics and
cost benefit analysis.

Finally the point should be made that although we indicate to farmers
the need for analxtic as opposed to descriptive cases at the Inquiry,
it should be realised that until the Wolfson Group, there had been no
"post hoc" studies of the actual agricultural impact of a major new
road. At the time the I.P, was being written the Group had only just
begun to process the results of the M4Osurvey and was, therefore, in
no position to dfer detailed advice upon how to present such an
analytical case. Thus,the main thrust of advice in the I.P. concerns
being aware of proceedings, thinking deeply about the presentation of
a case and using the Inquiry forum as a way of formalising agreements
beforehand. (We have examples of engineers not honouring agreements
made prior to the Inquiry simply because they were never formalised.)
The NFU and the Wolfson Group realise that the farming community

needs supplementary information upon the preparation of a good case.

made

The development of the "new approach to impact assessment’ has provided

a framework in which this advice can be given, and work is underway
to provide a Public Inquiry supplement to the I.P., It will, however,
play no part in this thesis,

Drainagg

4.3.1

The hydrological problems of constructing motorways through farmland
are, arguably, second only to the civil engineering details of
construction in demanding technical knowledge. Despite general
background reading in the subject there was worry that the problem
might be beyond the technical expertise of the Group. This would
have been a grave limitation given the importance of the subject.
However, it soon became a working hypothesis that,rather than there
being technical difficulties, problems arose from procedural and
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communication difficulties. This point was put to farmers, academic
hydrologists, the NFU and eventually the MAFF, All parties concurred.
Problems arose from (a) contractors not taking cognisance of farm under=
drainage ¢ (b) not considering early enough what provision was required
to marry the road and farm drainage systems and (c) in most cases,

poor execution of the intended planl ‘This lack of communications
manifested itself in a number of ways:

- A lack of knowledge about the existing drainage patterm on farms
on the part of the contractors means that inadequate plans are

drawn up.
- Farm field drains are often simply not connected to motorway drains.
- When the connections are made, water may on occasions even be

expected to run up hill,

- Streams are often not cleaned out sufficiently so that they will

not carry the very fast discharges from the motorway surface.

= Debris from the road surface is washed into ditches, causing

oil/rubber pollution.

- No provisions are made for farms not losing land to the motorway,
but which are affected by the run-off from the road by virtue of

being "downstream" from the motorway drains.

- Field drains are broken by contractors’ heavy plant moving across
the farm.
- Contractors are most reluctant to return to the site once

construction is finished, in order to put right errors made

during construction.

- Some contractors place unwarranted pressure upon farmers by not
involving them in the drainage reinstatement. (It takes a strong-
willed farmer to demand a hole, once filled in, be dug out again

to ensure that the connections have been made properly!)

The one technical difficulty to be regularly raised, most notably in
low=lying land as at Chester was that the contractors set their main
roadway drains at too shallow a depth to give farmers with adjacent
land a chance, in the future, to redrain the land at a lower level

than at present. Some farmers undoubtedly thought of this as the
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most important impact of the Chester By-Pass after actual land loss.
As can be seen from the I.P. itsef this was treated as being a major
matter of policy for the authorities concerned and beyond the bounds
of the booklet, except for the inclusion of a warning:
"It is important to ensure that. the level of drains along the
motorway or new road should be set low enough for the future
needs of the area. To ensure the long=term implications of
the road have been fully considered, members should seek the

earliest possible consultations with the Regional Water Authority
and MAFF's local land-drainage officer.” (Para 4 10(f).)

In many ways it would have been advantageous to be able to recommend
the active involvement of ADAS land drainage experts, but it was clear
that both because of strict delineation of function and also a lack of
will, they could not and moreover did not want to become involved.

All MAFF responses to road authorities stemmed from, and stayed within,

the Lands Arm of the Ministry.

The object of this section of the I.P, was to describe the best of

the procedure as practiced, in order to encourage high standards.

Certain pieces of advice, such as bringing in the local specialist
contractor being the best of the procedure eventually adopted, rather
than that first acceptable to the promoting authority. The recommendation
was strongly supported by farmers and agents alike.

M1l Contract 3 was,and remains, the worst example of overall lack of
drainage provision we have found. Undoubtedly, the man physical
difficulty experienced by the farmers was the disturbance and
reinstatement of the farm drainage pattern. Only three of the

sixteen farmers had been contacted before construction began to find
out the drainage characteristics of their farms, and the same number,
indeed the same farmers, were given an opportunity to offer suggestions
on how motorway and farm drainage might be integrated. Although a
direct casual link cannot be established because of other influencing
factors in operation, it seems very likely that the proliferation of
drainage problems (fourteen farmers were adversely affected both during
and since construction) was to some extent due to lack of early technical
communication. The severity of problems encountered varied considerably,
as did the type of problem. Fairly naturally, the main problem areas

were found to be in the vicinity of the main water course. Two complaints,
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above all others, were prevalent along the whole route: first, that
drains at the base of the embankment running alongside the motorway
were either inadequate or entirely missing. Second, the farms' drains
were not picked up properly, usually because the new drains put in by
the motorway contractors were not deep enough, but sometimes because no

attempt appeared to have been made to-do so.

Regarding the effect of drainage deficiencies for the fourteen farmers
with problems: three said they had "moderate” effect on production
and four thought the effect was nne scale higher than this on the
questionnaire employed at "noticesble": three classified problems

as "severe”, and the "scarcely any” and "none" categories were occupied
by one and three respectively. It has to be emphasised that references

here are to short-term effects on fairly small pieces of ground, usually

one or two corners of fields nearest the edge of the M=-way, although in
two cases there were complaints of changes in the level of the water table
and the positioning of springs, obviously problems of a far more
fundamental nature. 4n important finding, pointing to the need for
specialist advice, was that almost every farmer had particular problems
unique to his holding; these included becks that should have been cleared
out, but were not; a floodgate which should have been erected but was
not; squashed mole drains; flooding; septic tanks not catered for and
interference with fields whilst work was being carried out., All but one
of those interviewed said that they had to redrain part or all of a
field to counteract the changes brought by M1l, Again, they mostly
referred to fairly small areas, although one spoke of a 20 acrefield.

The general impression gained from most respondents was that procedural
difficulties proliferated. It was argued that time and money could

be saved by consultation before construction began and by the District
Valuer and RCU agreeing to proposed schemes for rectification quicker.

The contention about consultation seems to be borne out, albeit tentatively,
by the two cases where there was prior consultation, and the farmers

were given the opportunity to offer suggestions on how motorway and

farm drains might be married, and where no subsequent problems appeared.

The close, often blood relations, between some of the affected farmers on
Contract 3 and those on Contract 2 of Mll, enabled some farmers to be

better prepared to handle drainage problems. Two respondents had
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prepared reinstatement schemes on their initiative prior to the beginning
of construction and had had these accepted by the DoE and the D.V. Both
farmers were fully content with the ocutcome of the construction period

as regards draimage. Three more farmers on Contract 2 were consulted,
prior to construction, by either the DoE or consulting engineers,
presumably because of their position{néar the River Roding. These too

can be classified as being ""satisfied". Three more had not been consulted
beforehand but were nonetheless satisfied and only two expressed
dissatisfaction. ;

Access and Severance

It is often useful to draw attention tothe obvious and, perhaps, it is

of use here to reiterate one of the themes of the I.P,, that problems

can be forestalled if discussed at an early enough stage in procedures.
What is most important about the access and severance sections is their
position in the I.P. before the section on the Public Inquiry. Too oitemn,
in fact, such matters were found to have been left as vague assurances

or not considered at all until an inadequately late state, The aim of
the I,P. was to provide the requisite information to permit optimal use

of the existing system: this it was felt implied having mogst issues settled

early on. The evidence gathered on severance is briefly summarised in

Table 3,1, from which 3 major conclusions are warranted:

- in general "satisfaction” is much more pronounced amongst those
who had their cases settled early. There are, of course, examples
of cases where an early negative decision is given and generalised

dissatisfaction is recorded;

= there are clear indications that similar procedural matters have
been dealt with at different stages of the procedures. On M1l
Contract 2 everything was finalised immediately before or after
the CPO Inquiry, mostly by negotiation and mutual agreement. On
Contract 3, by comparison, there was much greater emphasis laidon

Inquiry decisions;

- No-one was satisfied with a last minute arrangement, even where
considerable efforts had been made to provide for the farmer

concerned,



TABLE 3.1: Decision-Making and the Provision of Access Facilities to Severed Land

Procedural Stage at which Decision Taken

58.

Line Inquiry Immediately
Farmer v Between CPO Post CPO Immediately Prior
Inquiries mmmcﬁmm Inquiry to Construction
Scheme Satisfied(S)} Dissatisfied(D) S D S D S D S D
M1l Contract 2 0 O 1 1 z 1 3 0 (8] 4
M1l Contract 3 4 (0] 0 1 3 1 0 (0] 0 2
Chester By-Pass 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3
M6 2 o] 1 (o] 1 0 0 1 0 3
TOTAL 10 2 2 2 6 2 3 2 0 12
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Table 3.2 refers to the problems of access provision, both
temporary and permanent, illustrating the important issues
arising. A few words of explanation will be illuminating:

we have recorded above that farmers are prone to be psychologically
upset by the construction of a road upon their land and this
often prompts them to complain about those features of the
intrusion which are most readily apparent rather than looking

in depth at the true cost of the development. Thus farmers tend
to focus much of their attention upon the ease of working the
unit during and after construction., with the result that those
with severed land tend to lay great store by having access
facilities which in no way impede operations. Agricultural access
bridges and accesses are built to standard specifications which
unfortunately do not allow the largest combine harvesters through
without taking off the table. Such a task of dismantling and
reagsembling, because it would be done only once or twice each
year, would not in eny way be a burden upon the farmers, but
nevertheless they feel aggrieved at being put to this extra
trouble. Similarly}those who are made to share accesses with
public footpaths or another farmer feel upset, even though the
actual disturbance this causes is minimal.

The important problem of brucellosis transmission on shared
accesses or public roads is, by definition, geographically limited
to eradication areas. The Lake District had been one and after
NFU pressure Appendix C to the I.P, was accepted for use upon an
aqueduct scheme. Nonetheless there was no consideration of the
matter during the M6 contracts, nor at Chester where the question
of accredited and non-accredited herds did indeed come up.

The British system of public administration tends to leave such
problems for the individual or interest groups to bring to the
attention of the Minister, usually through an Inquiry. It is
hoped that the I.P. will serve the important purpose of helping

those affected comprehend the suystem and issues.

Access across the construction site was a matter which caused a
substantial number of farmers real problems. The contractors

having signed the contract with the authority promoting the



TABLE 3,2: Problems bﬁpm»mm from Severesnce and Access Provision

Danger of Access Need to
Scheme Inadequate Shared Brucellosis Across use public Fencing
Width Transmission Site roads Inadequate
M1l Contract 2 0 1 : 4 4 1
[}
M1l Contract 3 1 2 0 ] 4 2
Chester By-Pass & 2 1 5 2 1
M6 French 2 1 2 = 0 2
M6 Laing (0] 1 0 1 A ¢ 0
M8 Tarmac/
Dowsett m 0 1 0 0 2 0

TOTAL 4 8 4 22 13 6
Total as % of
those with
‘'severed land 9.8 19,5 9.8 537 31.7 14.7
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particular road scheme are at liberty to carry out the work
required in any order they wish. Thus, we discovered that it

was possible for farmers to be left without any access to

severed land because the agreed bridge or underpass had not

been built before the road causing the severance. In all fairmess
it has to be pointed out thaf wﬁere possible the contractors would
allow farmers to move machinery and animals across the site, but
often this was not possible because of work being carried out or

the steepness of embankments and cuttings.

The need to use the public road network to reach the land severed
wag again often cited as being problematic. Here we came to
recognise two types of problem: the first was similar to that
described over shared accesses and inadequate width of bridges/
underpasses in that the farmers simply objected to the extra
inconvenience, when in reality the farming pattern was disturbed
very little. Secondly, however, we can record what appeared to
be a real problem which manifested itself in economic terms;

this concerned those farmers whose land was near to the major
motorway/existing road intersections, for it was often expected
that farmers would use such junctions as access points. This
caused a number of our respondents to alter farm systems in order
to minimise the number of journeys that had to be made.

Finally,we have to record that in some places the lack of tenciﬁg
upon bridges made it possible for stray animals to wander (or,

in the cases of steep embankments, fall down) cnto the motorway
verges. This possibility caused affected farmers to use addfional

men when moving animals in such circumstances.

Fencing

4.5.1

Standard highway construction contract documents plaee contractors
under an obligation to fence off all land required for the
construction before any other work begins. Shaw recorded in his
"Motorway Problems’ article (see Chapter 1) that work on the M1l

. proceeded "'well ahead of any fence being put up' . Thus, the

efficacy of fencing arrangements was an important integral part

of our investigetions. The procedure followed by contractors on
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all 4 of these case-studies was that of erecting a temporary femce,
which is supposed to last during the construction priod and which
is finally replaced by a permanent fence when the construction is
complete. This arrangement was adopted to avoid damaging the more
expensive permanent fence. Temporary fencing usually comprises a
simple rough post and (barbed)rwire.

4,5.2 Farmers, in general, were much upset by the attitude of contractors
towards the erection of fencing. Table 3.3 demonstrates the type

and incidence of grievances aired.

TABLE 3.3: Problems arising from the Fencing of New Roads

M1l AS55 Total Total as
€ontract 3| Contract 2 % of all
Farms
Land not completely -
fenced off before 14 2 S 21 52.5
construction.
Inadequate temporary
fencing. 3 2 p y 17.5
Permanent fencing
inadequate. i (0] 2 3 g
Gates inadequate B ¢ o] <] 12.5
No problems. 0 8 5 13 325
4,5.3 A number of points worth specifying emerge from this table:

- the most important problem to occur was that of not all the land
required for construction being fenced off before construction
actually began;

- the difference between Contract 3 and Contract 2 of M1l indicates
that the change of contractor was the vital factor in determining
the overall level of problems experienced.
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= in general, the permanent fencing when finally erected was
adequate for existent farming systems. The only complaints
involved fencing which was not strong enough to keep in heavy
stock. (It should, perhaps, be recorded that the permanent
fence is often of much higher quality than a farmer's own fence.)

It is worth pausing here to note a paper entitled "A Survey of Motorway

Fencigg' published by the Building Research Establishment in 1976 (2).
Although not specifically looking at the agricultural implications

of the adequacy of fencing,6this paper does allow us to take a view
upon the long term efficacy of fencing. The paper is based upon the
results of a survey of four stretches of motorway (Table 3.4.),
Table 3.5 shows the state of decay that these posts had fallen into.

TABLE 3.4: The BRE Fencing Investigation

Motorway Approximate age in years Number of posts
examined
M1 15 30
M5 14 25
M6 12 100
M50 14-15 25
TABLE 3.5: Percentage of Posts falling into different Categories of
Biological Condition on BRE Study
Sound Slightly Moderately Severely Failed
decayed decayed decayed
M1 60 14 13 13 0
M5 12 25 38 0 25
M6 70 28 1 1 (0]
M30 4 0 32 438 10
All four
motorways 51 21 13 10 5
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The conclusion reached by Cockcroft, the BRE author, was that:

"The survey has confirmed that the Department's specification
is adequate to provide fencing with the envisaged life (50
years), but it has provided evidence that it has not always
been effectively implemented in the past”. (p7)

Table 3.6 provides much evidence to support this contention.

TABLE 3.6: Percentages of Posts conforming to the Department's

Specification with regard to Quality, Size and Type.

Quality Size Tyﬁé

M1 80 100 100

M5 o2 32 72

M6 90 100 65

M50 96 4 8

All four motorways o1 T 64

Cockcroft's conclusion illustrates the point we made above that the

expertise appears to be available to solve problems that can occur

on a farm during the construction of a new road, but that communications

breakdowns and short=cutting by contractors does allow difficulties

to occur,

What farming problems does inadequate fencing bring? They can quite

gimply be broken down into 2 groups.

on arable farms the existence of a gap in the fencing means

that the contractorslmen are far more likely to trespass on
farmland, deposit litter etc. However, once the construction
period is over, the lack of fencing will be of little moment.

on farms keeping animals the problem is more positive in the sense
that animals escape either onto the construction site or onto the
completed road. (The opening of part of the M6 surveyed was
delayed because cows were found wandering across the road on the
morning the Minister of Transport was due to perform the Official
Opening Ceremony.) The Animals Act, 1971, Section 4 (1) lays the
responsibility for such escaping animals upon the farmer, not the
body responsible for the fencing. It was discovered in early
fieldwork that the police have prosecuted a farmer whose cattle
strayed on to the M6 at Birmingham because the contractors had

not mended a hole in their fence.
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Finally, mention should be made of the confusion which surrounds
the planting of hedges: engineers will it seems, on nom=-motorway

roads glve farmers the option of having & hedge planted alongside
the permanent fence. This appears to be both for aesthetic reasons
and in order to obviate the necessity for future fence maintenance.
Dispute, however, arises over whether the hedges are planted on the
farmgide of the fence or the highway side. Evidence on the Chester
By~Pass is that hedges were planted on the farm side and the first
edition of the I.P. was so written (4.10(e) pl4). The DTp, however,
in a formal comment on the I.P, asserted that all hedges are planted
on the road side of the fence-~lines. At present the dispute is not

The outstanding finding concerned with the behaviour of contractors,
(and one which has been strongly borme out by supplementary
evidence collected on the M40 and M5) ,is the consistency of views
about their misconduct. In most cases, starting from the farm
interviews and working back to the NFU, land agents and on M6

a consulting engineer, the story came across of firms who would

not trim their policy to fit in with affected land-owners requirements.
The exception to this general rule was M1l Contract 2, where
Dowsetts it appears under strict instructions not to cause the
friction Fitzpatrick had done on Contract 3, went out of their way
to create good working relationships. This indeed is the excepﬁion

that proves the rule that problems have commnications roots rather

4.5.8

aﬂlv'edo
4.6 Contractor Behaviour
4,6.1

than technical ones.
4.6,2

The worst example is, perhaps, to be fonnd on Fremch's M6 contract.
The chief engineer had set a distinct tonme of 'getting on with the
job" to his staff and refused any formal or informal direct contact
with affected landowners. That virtually the full gamut of potential
problems were cited is not only a measure of French's lack of concern
to avoid them, it is as much a reflection of the residual anger and
frustration of the farmers concerned. We found with the other studies
that many farmers had experienced similar problems but did not mentionl
without prompting, those which were solved quickly. This was not

the case on the French contract: even where there were considerable
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long-term farm system problems they were given secondary place in
the farmers interview response to the displeasure at French's
behaviour. Running throughout this story as we followed it was

the theme of a contractor determined to optimise profit and minimise
delay by making no concessions to affected landowners. The NFU
made early contact with French but were told by the site director
that the firm had no intention of liaising with any outside parties
at all. The intention was carried out to the full! According to
NFU Group Secretaries and farmers alike Scott~Wilson were unable

to exert any authority.

4.6.3 The Scott=Wilson engineer we interviewed was delighted to have the
opportunity to express his concern at the arrangements on the scheme.
French had made it clear, he argued, that they were out to make a
large profit by completing the earth-moving ahead of schedule.
Scott~Wilson were appalled at what were quite blatant contraventions
of the contractual provisions regarding agriculture, but could elicit
no support from NWRCU, Inthe last analysis the only weapon they had
was to cancel the contract, halt the scheme and sue French for the
excess cost. Mr., Crowther, the RCU Director, was not prepared to
take such a step and Scott-Wilson were left "'powerless and
embarassed”’. (NWRCU consistently refused to answer letters or

respond to phone calls concerning the study.)

4,6.4 The comparison with the other contractors on the M6 is striking
because the complaints received about them were far less numerous
and vehement. This appears to have derived from a genuine will
to discuss problems and go some way toward meeting them. They
employed specific liaison officers, an administrative arrangement

of utmost importance,which found itself placed prominently in the I.P.

4,6.5 The M6 study supplied a cross—section of virtually the entire range
of problems which could occur. It was apparent from the farm
interviews that those on the Laing, Dowsett and Tarmac schemes
who were most content had intentionally fostered relations with
the on-site personnel. In some cases this had led to quite
considerable fringe gains., Examples included drives being laid
with "waste" concrete. This conclusion accorded with the evidence

collected on the A55 and M1l studies. It was a carefully considered
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decision, based upon this type of evidence, to distinguish in

the I.P. between the need for informality when dealing with day-
to=~day construction issﬁes and the importance of formal agreements
when handling more important, lasting matters. In this latter
category the problem of making 'deals” with the contractors holds
prime importance. Arrangemeﬂts'which had originally looked most
favourable to the farmers had soured rapidly when the contractors
broke the contractual rules. The most frequently occurring incident
was that of contractors not "restoring” land which had been rented
for use as a soil tip to agriculturally viable condition, but we also

found many examples of misuse of farm equipment etc.

On M1l (Contract 3) these matters were to the forefront of farmers’
thought. Of the 16 farmers,all but four made private contracts, the
one farmer who did not employ his usual agent to handle motorway
negotiations, wasadvised by that agent not to enter into such private
deals, It might well be that he had experienced some of the numerous
unpleasant possibilities before. These private deals can best be
broken down into renting or selling land to be used for scil dumps
or borrow pits and getting certain jobs done around the farm, usually
in return for some favour carried out to benefit the contractor.

The second classification of private agreements were naturally not
too deeply discussed by the farmers as presumebly they did not want
to prejudice any outstanding ®mpensation claims, but we were able to
find instances of hard roads laid down, ponds filled in, ponds dug,
etc. often to the great satisfaction of the farmer, Satisfactiom,
however, was much less widespread when talking about soil dumps and
borrow pits. There was only one farmer who would admit to doing well
out of leasing a field so that material could be taken from it.

The payment was very good, and the ground restored in reasonable
shape, and although a crop has yet to be grown on it, there seems
little doubt that it will grow. Others were much less happy; the
backcloth to this discontent is that grave mistakes were made in

the assessment of suitable earthwork material that was needed at

the various points on the route., Thus hasty arrangements had to

be made throughout the construction. The farmers who were reating
land out naturally felt the backwash of these miscalculations and
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most lost their land for much longer than they first anticipated,
and although they had penalty clauses built into these private
contracts, the general opinion was that these were not stiff enocugh,
gwving the contractor no incentive to move off the land. In addition
to this we found cases of too much spoil being put onto a site,

thus compacting the topsoil and leaving large mounds, often where
the agreement had been made in the hope that a field could be
levelled off. Most of the farmers affected in this and similar

ways said they regretted making such deals and wished they had kept
their land in ifs original state.

M1l Contract 3 was a sad story regarding farmer-contractor relationships;

Fitzpatrick were almost universally felt to have developed an

institutionalised form of avoiding responsibility, "buckpassing” as
it was generdly termed. Thus problems agein fell to the Consulting
Engineers, Atkins, who, however had problems of their own: the 1974~5

Appropriations Accounts of the House of Commons record (3):

(1) M1, Stage 3 (Harlow-Bishops Stortford)

The M1l Motorway was designed and its construction is being
supervised by Consulting Engineers on behalf of the Eastern
RCU. The road is being constructed in four separate stagex
and soil surveys over the whole route were carried out by
specialist contractors between 1966 and 1970 at a cost of

£ 142,900. The contract for the 9.74 miles of Stage 3 was

let in Cctober 1972 at a price of £ 7.105m. and was due to

be completed in October 1974. The completion date was
subsequently extended to June 1975 and the latest estimated.
cost is £ 10.750m. The increased cost includes £ 1.400m.

for variations to work in the Bill of Quantities due to the
discovery during construction of substantially more unsuitable
material than was allowed for, and £ 1.377m. for the consequential
disruption of the contractor's work programme. A Departmental
review showed that the under-estimate of unsuitable material
arose from the scope and interpretation of the main soil survey.

The soils report was not a good one and, furthermore, in interpretng

it, the Consulting Engineers had lacked foresight in not
appreciating or following up all its implications. The Department
concluded, however, that the Consulting Engineers had not lacked
the "reasonable skill, care and diligence" contractually required

of them.,"

Class VI, vote I.
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The lack of will by Fitzpatrick alliéd with Atkins problems created
what might be termed a "responsibility void". Amongst farmers there
was agreement that neither the RCU representatives nor the consulting
engineers who were on site really had the time or the expertise to
deal with the agricultural problems as they arose, and so, when asked
all agreed that some form of agricultural liaison officer would be of

great use working in this on-tlie-spot capacity. Two farmers even went

so far as to suggest that the farming community as a whole could have

- saved money if they had paid for such an expert themselves, although

the general feeling was that the contractors or RCU should bear the
cost. Atkins had appointed an engineer with the task of acting as a
general public relations/liaison man but he was felt hy the farmers
to be powerless both institutionally and persomally.

The difficulty of actually proving damage or disturbance, when farming
expediency required that it be made good quickly, was a major one.

The farmers on the M1l were lucky, as they readily acknowledged, in
having two dedicated land agents working on their cases. These agents
were unequivocal in stating that the difficulties of the contract had
turned out much worse than they had anticipated. They had both
prepared for the construction by drawing up 'statements of condition”
for individual farms so that subsequent impacts could be irrefutably
identified. This excellent idea was incorporated into the I.P., as

wasg the point made by both of them and many other experienced valuers
that a detailed diary of events is an almost essential pre-requiéite
of specific damage claims.

The I.P, thus recognises in this section that motorway construction
is only a part of a greater process of planning, designing and
eventually compensating. The ''Construction of the Road" sectiom,
therefore, looks back to matters which should have been previously

settled and forward to the eventual "catch-net” of compensation.

Mr, Manzoni, Director of the M42 contractors, Douglas, in an interview
made the point that there will always be issues during anything

as complex and hectic as motorway construction, but they should not
become problems: rather they should be sorted out by direct negotiation
between farmer and contractor. There were he admitted substantial
amounts of money to be made £7om "eutting corners'”, but if good

liaison channels of communications existed then the issues would

fiot become problems.
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The realism of this was emphasised on M1l Contract 2. The County

NFU was very conscious of the Contract 3 failings and ,therefore,

took matters up early with ERCU. Soon after Dowsett’s were appointed
as contractors a meeting was held at which farmers and their agents
met the principal figures amongst the contractors. Dowsetts set out
to minimise the development of "problems" with a puissant senior
engineer as liaison man and, above all, by ensuring that he was
available at most times. The farmers on the section, who were worried
in advance by tales of problems which had arisen on Contract 3.

found that difficulties were corrected quickly and effectively.

In the final analysis the advice given in the I.P. emphasising
reasonableness, establishing relationships, and the need to keep

a diary and establish a 'record of condition"” is a recognition of the
weakness of the farmers' position at this stage of proceedings. At
the time when he is faced with the difficulty of re-establishing his
farm system around a major road he also has to farm in an alien
environment. To have problems rigﬁted he has to deal with a network
of contractors, consultants and public authorities which often seems
unable or unwilling to settle disputes. Not to put the point over
delicately, if a contractor wishes to act awkwardly there is little
in practice the farmer can do about it. The Chester By=-Pass
illustrated this well: the farmers were well organised in advance,
had agreed with the NFU to co-ordinate their cases through one _
experienced land agent andcould be fairly categorised as comprising
generally very aware farmers. McAlpines, it seemed, had done a

good job of setting up a liaisnn system and meking contact with the
individual farmers. Nonetheless a number of issues became long=-
running problems., Most outstanding amongst these were dust and
drainage. Bowsers to dampen the dust were promised but our observation
and farmers reports indicate that only a token effort was made.

4s on the other contracts the farmers who avoided drainage problems
were those who made time to build up a good working relationship with
foremen and inspect work as it was being carried cut. Contractors
were , however, reluctant to hold up their work in order to obtain
the farmers' seal of approval and so drains, badly connected, were
covered up before inspection. Only one farmer had success in

"persuading" McAlpines to expose drains already covered in.



71.

The I.P.,in an attempt to improve the decision-making process of

road planning’by making readily available the best and most up=-
to=-date data and advice required to help the individual inform

and communicate with the decision-makers. It is then a commnications
aid to the agricultural community, but will, hopefully, also serve

to inform that relevant authorities of the issues that concern farmers.

4 number of assumptions evidently underpin the approach:

- the farming community desires to have the Information;
- better involvement of the agricultural community will help
to lessen overall agricultural losses to road development;

- that there is inadequate information at present.

The first two assumptions are fundamental to the Wolfson research
and are discussed in relation to the period of "problem formulation"
(Chapter 2). The third assumption, however, merits attention here.
The complex, digparate official sources from which the picture of
road planning in the I.P. is culled are not the end of the official
output. The DoE/DTp puts out 2 brochures for public consumption

which are of interest to farmers; these are:

- "public Inquiries Into Road Proggsals" 18pp

- "Land Compensation Your Rights Explained, No. 4, The Farmer and
Public Development” 21pp

Both are small in size and, more importantly, are only concerned with
the later, formal stages of procedure and make no attempt to go into the
practicalities of decision taking and the setting up of communication
channels., Put simply, it is assumed you want to present a case and
know what to say, just as it is assumed you have lost land as required
by a CPO and are in the process of preparing a claim., There is no
provision outside the I.P. for an understanding of road planning as

a process, and a process which can be influenced.

4.7 Communications
4.7.1
4.7.2
4.7.3

Too often the ocutstanding problems found on fieldwork arose because
there had been no knowledge of them at an early enough stage to
accommodate them into original plans or contract documents or set up
communication or liasison machinery to deal with them., In informal
conversations, with RCU engineers during the fieldwork the desire to
meet agricultural requirements was strongly expressed, however, the
formal line was that repeated by Mr. Carrington of MRCU in his letter
of comment on the first edition of the I.P. when he argued that
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agricultural considerations are given full weight through consultation
with the MAFF. In the strict sense of compliance with the specific
wording of the Highways Acts this is probably true. In any wider
sense it is not and this letter expressed in reserved official form
an acceptance of the I.P.'s role in expanding communications:

"We feel that the report is a useful document in that it sets

out the procedures followed by the Department when promoting

new road schemes. It also contains such good information and "

good advice which will be invaluable to the farming community.
One of the more important meetings on this theme was with an ex=DoE
engineer who strongly emphasised that he and his former colleagues
would have welcomed an opportunity for continuing inter-communication
with affected farmers. Of all the issue$ facing them agricultural
impact was the one they were least able to accommodate within the
structured assessment practices employed. It was to be expected,
he emphasised, that the official response from DoE would be one of
Placing emphasis on the formal procedures - as indeed it was =
nonetheless the engineers would welcome farmers coming direct to
them at sub-unit level regarding their own schemes. This view
accorded with others gained "off the record” and was incorporated

Our evidence points clearly to the conclusion that the moment of
least resistence for an authority was not at the public inquiry when
policies tended to be stoutly defended, but immediately before whén
there was a possibility of dispensing with the objection altogether.
In order to optimise this relatiomship, however, farmers needed to
be informed of the limits within which the engineers were working.
Hence the length and importance of Section 4.10 "Prior to the Publie
Inquiry” in the I.P, By the final stage of precise routing a roads
promotor needs to be fully informed of the effects of alternatives.
Not only is this so that Farm A or B can be properly accommodated,
but so that the route comparison and assessment is fully informed.
In the last analysis that input must come from the individual farm
itself. And that, broader, argument forms the burden of the Wolfson
Group approach es developed in the rest of the thesis.

g
4.7.4
into the I.P.
4.7.5
B THE LEAFLET FOR FARMERS
5.l

The I.P. was written specifically for NFU County Secretaries although
the second edition (due to public demand) was made more generally
avallable. It was however, decided at an early stage that it would
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be of use if, when specific road schemes were announced the County

Secretaries had a circular to give the affected farmers.

Thus it was that "Roads and the Farmer: Some Practical Advice"

was written. A copy is found as Appendix C. This was based upon
the same fieldwork and evidence as the I.P. itself and puts over
the same message, albeit in a much truncated version. Agsain the
Wolfson Group undertook the main drafting task, but, in distinction
from the I.P. the NFU Land Use Department took charge of the final
preparation and content of the document. This decision was both
political (the NFU was to pay for this publication whereas the
Wolfson Group paid for the I.P.) and practical (Hellard felt that
he better understood how to communicete with individual farmers.)

SUCCESS OR FAILURE

6'2

The I.P. and the leaflet for farmers are documents that must speak
for themselves. The content and style must appeal to the audience
at which they are directed otherwise they are of no use, no matter
how well researched or written. In this sense both documents must
be counted as undoubted successes. This is best reflected in the
response of the County Secretaries which can be seen in two forms:

- a number of County Secretaries wrote to Hellard expressing
their gratitude for the document. Only one expressed
positive dissatisfaction and this was with the presentation
rather than the content;

- perhaps more indi ative than this is the fact that the
enormous flood of inquiries about roads to Hellard and his
team, which had been continual before the issuing of the
I.P. dried up almost entirely after the issuing.

(The I.P. originally sent simply to County Secretaries was
accompanied by a list of planned roads for the whole country broken
down by county. This was the first time such a list had been

compiled and it was, apparently of great use to the County

Secretaries.)

In addition, we record that a number of RCU's offices of the MAFF,
the I.H.E. and the RICS expressed the view that the document would

be of "great value" to the agricultural community.
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It was the response from the County Secretaries and other bodies
that prompted Hellard to suggest an updated version of the I.P. be
printed. After careful consideration it was decided that in order
to take on board all the points made by those who were prompted
to comment it would not be necessary to rewrite the I.P., but that
the addition of Corrigenda ﬁbuld suffice. The length and content
of the Corrigenda is an indication of the "correctness” of the

first edition.
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M eeeessssdt is better to know what it is that one should know, even
if one cannot know it, than to know something irrelevant.”

E.J. Mishan.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

The decision to build, or continue building, a motorway network in
Britain has to be made politically. It is not for us to question

here whether the political decisions taken upon.this subject already
have been based on sound socio—economic arguments.* However,

successive Governments have laid down standards which individual schemes
must reach before being built. It is the purpose of this Chapter to
examine the theoretical underpinnings of the techniques of project
appraisal employed by highway promoting authorities to ensure planned

roads meet the required standards.

It is perhaps pertinent to point ocut here that, although the Government

" has erected what might be termed this "safety mechaniémﬁ those who are

responsible for carrying out the appraisals are also those who are
developing new project appraisal techniques and are, most importantly,
the people who advise the Government on what technique to employ and
what standards to set. It is this strong element of vested interest
which is at the heart of the recent civil disturbance at public
inquiries, but it is also important in our context of endeavouring to
actually influence the process of decision-making to understand the
biases at work. For it is important to realisé that this Chapter,
although in the main only a review of available literature, is
essential to the remainder of the thesis. Our main objective is to

go as far as possible along the road of developing a new agricultural
input to the highway decision-making process: in order to do this it
is necessary to understand not only how agriculture is taken account
of but also how the agricultural input is balanced*off against other
factors. The two chapters following this demonstrate, by the use of
case=-study material, how the procedures work in practice: the purpose
of this Chapter is to explain and criticise the theory behind the

practice.

The basis of all project appraisal techniques used by highway planners
is that of Cost Benefit Analysis. Therefore we begin with a survey of
the theory of CBA.

* The author does, however, argue elsewhere that this has not been

FrE.T-11%
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2. COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS - THE THEORETICAL BASIS

2.1 The present level of Government expenditure, much of it on long-term,
large~scale, capital-intensive projects, combined with the growth of
the Welfare State, deeper public scrutiny of public decision-making,
and the development of economic theory, has enabled the "art" of cost/
benefit analysis (CBA) to expand massively in recent years. Such
expansion is inevitably accompanied by controversy, evidenced by a
subgtantial literature on the theoretical and pfactical problems
involved in such an analysis.

2.2 CPA is a method of ".....setting out the factors which need to be
taken into account in making certain economical choices.......the aim
is to maximise the present value of all benefits less that of all costs
subject to specified constraints.” (1). Thus CBA purports to describe

and quantify the socio=-economic advantages and disadvantages of a policy

in terms of a common monetary unit., With this basic concept it is

possible to pose four questions which, somewhat arbitrarily, contain

all the problems and possibilities of CBA.

(1) Which costs and benefits are to be included?

(2) How are they to be valied?

(3) How should they be aggregated over time?

(4) . How should the results of the analysis be used to make decisions?

2.3 The Philosophical Underpinning: the Pareto Optimum

2.3.1 Self (2) describes certain economists as Econocrats :

"Econocracy.....is the belief that there exist fundamental economic
tests or yardsticks according to which policy decisions can and
should be made. Thus stated, econocracy is much more ambitious,
and consequently more dangerous to the public than any kind of
technocracy.” (p5)

He goes on to assert that the "supreme example of econocracy" is the

art of CBA, 1In the light of such a contention it is important to
consider the philcsophical argument that the econocrats use to
Justify their approach to CBA. The approach used is to turn to
welfare economics and employ the Pareto Optimal criteria. A Pareto
improvement takes place "if some economic rearrangement makes one or
more people better off without making anyone worse ofz.” (3), or,

"if one or more individuals in society can be made better off without

any other individual being made worse off." (4). Pareto optimality

will exist if no further changes of this kind are possible.
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'2.3.2 The way in which economists interpret the Paretian concept in the

2.3.3

2

.4

context of CBA is to assert that if the benefits accruing to those
who are "gaining” are of sufficient magnitude that they could pay
those who are "losing” the equivalent of their lcss, then the project
under discussion will be worthwhile on the basis of being a Pareto
improvement. Translated into the usual CBA terms this means that
having added up all benefits and costs, the presence of a net benefit
indicates that the "gainers" are receiving benefits which could pay
all the losers the equivalent of their loss whiist some benefits

would still remain.

There are, however, a number of objections to the use of the Pareto

criteria as the cornerstone of CBA:

(a) It is assumed that all gainers and losers can be located and
the extent of their gain or loss be exactly measured. This,
in itself, seems unlikely, but it also raises questions over
whether the individual is the best judge of the utility or
disutility he receives.

(b) The Pareto test clearly ignores any rssultant changes in income
(welfare) distribution. For example, a change which makes the
rich better off by £ 250,000 at the expense of the poor who are
made worse off by £ 100,000 still produces a2 net benefit, or
gain, of £ 150,000, As such it is unlikely to find favour as
being a gain to the community as a whole - at least, not unless
it is to be accompanied by observations on the resulting

distribution, and even by recommendatinns in this respect.

(c) Perhaps most importantly it has to be realised that those
employing the Paretian approach in theory are not allowed to
apply it in practice. Compensation is payable to certain people
suffering disutility from any project, but even those who drafted
the legislation would not contend that all losers are paid the
complete extent of their loss.

The Measurement of Costs and Benefits

£

= .

4,1 Assessing the costs and benefits of a proposed project in the public

sector "simply" means measuring all the effects that will be caused
by the implementation of that project, by placing a monetary value
on them so that they might be aggregated and compared one with
another. There, however, the simplicity ends, for a formidable array

N
of problems arises at every stage of trying to implement this for
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even the smallest of projects. Basically it is necessary for the
monetary value placed on the costs and benefits to reflect society's
valuation of the final goods and resources involved. Two immediate
questions arise: (a) if markets for the relevant goods and services
exist, will the current market prices reflect societz's valuation?
(b) if market prices do not exist, how are surrogate prices to be
derived, which, in turn, will reflect social valuations? Thus, the
problem of imputing money values or prices to any given cost or
benefit turns around the setting-up of shadow prices to reflect the

true social opportunity cost of using resources in a particular
project, when either the market prices for the resources are affected

by imperfections in the market, or markets simply do not exist.

It is not the purpose of this account, to go into great detail over
the problems that exist in measuring costs and benefits. However, a
brief reminder of the well=-rehearsed arguments will be useful. This
can best be done by looking in turn at the problems which surround
first, the market prices, and second, the formulation of shadow prices

to be used when market prices do not exist.

A number of factors exist which will serve to distort the true market
price of any factor involved in an investment decision. Most

important among these are (5):

1. a monopolistic market;

2. unemployed resources within the economy;

3. indirect and direct taxes, levied either nationally or locally;

4. foreign exchange valuations and exchange rates;

5. some investment projects are large enough to influence the price
prevailing in the market place for the commodity involved;

6. the existence of a consumer surplus for any commodity; (this
means that the consumer would be willing to pay more than the
prevalent market price to obtain the goods.)

Economists have attempted to find ways around all these problems, but

it must be reported that there is little consensus amongst the major

protagonists.

The shadow pricing of non=market goods throws up even more disputes

and problems. Here we must deal with both collective public goods

and the external effects of any project. Market prices clearly cannot
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be used to value net benefits which are not capable of being marketed.
The: key point is that some goods and services supplied by the
Government are of a collective nature in the sense that the quantity
supplied to any one member of the group cannot be independently varied;
thus, though individuals may differ in their marginel valuation of a
given commodity, they all consume the same amount, in that each unit
is consumed by all of them. It has long been recognised that any
attempt to get customers to reveal their preferences regarding
collective goods founders on the rock that the rational thing for any
individual consumer to do is to'under-state his demand, in the
expectation that he would thereby be relieved of part or all of his
share of the cost without affecting the guantity obtained. So that,
where commodities are supplied at zero or non-market clearing prices
which bear no relationship to consumer preference, there is no basis
for arriving at investment decisions by computing the present value

of sales.

There is little doubt that E.J. Mishan has been one of the strongest
campaigners against the trend adopted by Self's "econocrat” of
quantifying the quantifiable (i.e. some of the direct costs and
benefits) whilst ignoring the unquantifiable, which category is
usually comprised the externalities of the project. The point he

makes is a strong one,for he does not contend that the external
effects of a project should be counted in for the sake of economic
neatness, but, that by counting them in the whole cost=benefit balance
will be upset and far fewer projects would be undertaken than when

only direct net benefits are recorded. (6)

"As several conscientious economists have pointed out, the outcome
of all too many cost benefit studies follows that of the classic
recipe for horse and rabbit stew which is made on a strictly
fifty=-fifty basis - one horse to one rabbit. No matter how
carefully the rabbit is chosen for its flavour, the taste is
sure to be swamped by that of horse-flesh, The horse, needless
to say, represents those "other considerations” which seldom
take up more space than a sentence or two in a footnote, or in
the preamble against the expert's detailed and quantitative
analysis which is the scientific rabbit, one invariably having
all the earmarks of exacting professicnal competence., On this
recipe, standerd for practically all transport studies, I should
have no difficulty in producing impressive estimates of net
benefits over costs for almost any conveivable traffic project
in the London area, beginning with a four=lane highway through
St. James' Park and a ramp over Buckingham Palace.," (p7.)
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He then goes on to answer the question as to whether it is possible to

measure such external intangibles.

"The answer is: yes, in principle. A conceptually exact measure
would add together the minimum sums each family in the country
would be willing to accept to reconcile it to the destruction of
this area of natural beauty. And not only each family now living.
As the destruction of natural beauty is virtually irreversible,
the loss suffered by future generations would also have to be added
to the total reckoning. Such calculations are currently
impracticable. But even the most conservative guess of the total
loss on this principle - which is, strictly speaking, the correct
economic principle = would swamp any measures of net traffic
benefits the Minister could come up with. By the same logic, a
conservative guess of the social costs of the supersonic booms
would be enough to reverse a decision based on a conventional
cost-benefit study'. (p7.)

2.4.5 It is then hardly surprising that economists have shied away from
attempting to measure the vast gamut of externalities which exist for
each project subjected to CBA. It would be hard enough to define and
isolate all such external effects; if this could be done satisfactorily
then it would be necessary to establish scciety's preferences for
various goods; and finally, some way would have to be formed of
quantifying them, on a basis comparable with the quan:tification
techniques employed to measure the direct costs and benefits.

Undoubtedly, at present, this cannot be done and it is, according

to many writers, never likely to be comprehensively achieved. This is

severe condemnation of CBA as a conceptual approach.

2.4.6 Even when the vast problems concerned with valuing marketable and non-
marketable goods have been listed, the whole story is not told, for
we have to examine the difficulties that are common to both categories.
There are two major factors to deal with here. First, the impact of
the distribution of wealth and income, and the incidence of costs and
benefits, Two basic questions have to be asked. Should allowance be
made for the inequalities of wealth and income distribution? If so,
what weighting system should be employed to ensure the greatest
possible redistribution of benefits? Second, we must recognise the
effect of the risk and uncertainty involved when trying to enumerate
possible benefits and costs in the future. There is no reason to
argue that public investment projects are free of uncertainty or
rigsk, This element of doubt must be contended with in the assessments
of annual levels of benefit and costs, in the assumptions about

project length of life and in the discount rate.
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The éggggggtion of Costs and Benefits over Time

2.5.1

Are we to give the same value to benefits and costs which, within the
probabilities we feel are tolerable, will accrue in twenty years'
time as we give to those which will accrue next year? The simple
answer, and the justification for adopting a discounting procedure is
no. Future costs and benefits become increasingly less important to
the community over a period of time. Put another way, as long as
benefits can be reinvested so as to produce further benefits, it will
always pay to have returns earlier than later. Thus, the social

discount rate is the key to the aggregation of costs and benefits

flowing from any public investment project. The aggregation of
costs and benefits over time will produce a Net Present Value (NPV)

of the scheme involved,

The real problem here focuses around the choice of an appropriate

social discount rate. The Government sidesteps the theoretical

‘issues by laying down an official Treasury discount rate; at present

this stands at 10%. Much work has been arried out, however, upon a
way of accurately determining the theoretically correct discount rate.
A number of alternatives exist, but there is no general consensus
upon which is the correct one. Indeed, discussions about theoretically
derived social rates of time preference and social opportunity costs
do not cut much ice in most empirical work, and Prest and Turvey (1)
were not able to discover any cases where there was any convincing

complete application of such notioms'.

The Criteria for Decision-Making

Suppose we have a number of projects with a positive NPV, how are
we to decide between them? A number of alternative approaches have
been offered.

(a) Benefit-Cost Ratios

Any project is potentially worthwhile if NPV > O; where projects
are mutually exclusive the project with the highest value of NPV
should be selected. When funds are constrained, the issue is 2
little more complex, The objective is thiut of maximising the
combined NPV of the projects chosen., If the constraint is
confined to expenditures in only one period, the correct rule
requires projects to be ranked by their benefit/cost ratics,
i.e. by the ratio NPV(B)/Ki - where Xi is the constrained

expenditure in the relevant period. Where funds are rationed



beyond a single period, no simple rule will suffice. The
objective remains that of meximising the combined NPV of the
chosen projects, but programming methods are required for the
general solutionm.

(b) Single or First Year Rate of Return
In some circumstances the computatimnal requirements inveolved in
obtaining an NPV are so great that it is not feasible to produce
more than a single year rate. Analysts then.turn to the ratie of
user bemefits in a given year to the total capital cost of the
scheme., (It is not necessary for it to be the first year,
al though the technique is often labelled thus.)

(c) The Internal Rate of Returm (IRR)

This rule requires that the percentage rate of return implicit in
the benefit and cost flows of the project be calculated and then
compared with the social discount rate, which is derived

1ndeﬂdent lz .

COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS AND TRANSPORT PLANNING

3.1.

The previous section outlined the bagic theory of CBA and some of the
difficultiesinvolved. It is possible to be more specific in critical
analysis when the frame of reference is narrower. Thus this sectiomn

is devised to demonstrate the mest important deficiemcies of CBA when
applied te trangpert ecomomics. The field is obviously still very wide
and the literature voluminous: scme of the more interesting CBA
studies include Foster and Beesley's work on the Victoria Line (7),
Hall and Smith's analysis of the possible conversion of railway track
to narrow gauge roads, to be used as busways (8), Quarmby's assessment
of the possible benefits of building a barrage across Morecambe Bay(9)
and Else and Howe's paper upom the withdrawal of certain railway
services(10). There is, however, little doubt that the Roskill

Commission (11) into the stting of the Third London Airport is the

grandest CBA ever attempted, certainly inm Britain, perhaps in the
world. As such, it has been exposed, also, to the greatest attention
by eritics. This is useful for our purposes: virtually all the
criticisms that are voiced about CBA when used in tramsport appraisal
were levelled against Roskill and his fellow Commissioners. Thus,

an analysis of this criticism will serve to highlight the practical
defects that exist,
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The Roskill Commission was established in May 1968 to investigate
the relative merits of different locations for London's third

airport (TLA). The Commission detalled a research team.to produce a
CBA of the relative merits of the 4 short-listed sites = Cublington,
Thurleigh, Nuthampstead and Foulness, all sites being within 50 miles
of London. (One of the most unusual aspects of the study was the
absence of any measure relating to most of the benefits for the 4
sites. Some benefits were measured but were emtered into the final
analysis as negative costs. Thus it is pessible to argue that
choosing between the four sites is misplaced in that nome of them
may fulfil the criterion of having positive net benefits.,) Mishan(16)
criticises this approach but lays more emphasis on the fact that the
initial brief to the Commission did not allow for the possibility
that a decision could be taken to the effect that no airport should
be built. This he calls the "'major defect” of the report; but, it is
not unusual for the economists in this field to be working within a
Pre=conceived political framework which excludes the pésaibility of
the propesal under review not being required at all.

Moving on from this most important broad criticism to the actual
"nuts and bolts” of the CBA itself there are a number of distinmct
areas to deal with:

Sa) The need to make unjustifiable assumptions

To establish the demand for the TLA it was necessary to forecast
the growth in air traffic in the medium=term future. This in
itself was difficult enough, but the analysis had to be taken a
stage further with assumptions being made about the use of
regional airports within Britain. It was decided eventually te
deprive the potential future users of a chance to use Birmingham
or Castle Donnington, offering them only Lutom or Manche ster,

as alternatives. Such an agsumption has been heavily attacked
by many critics manly because the decisinn was taken outside any

parallel decisions upon regional airport policy, or regional
planning policy. As such it was completely arbitrary.

(b) The use of unproven modelling techniques

In order to distribute future passengers between the airports
they would be "allowed” to use, it was necessary to predict how
passengers would choose between them. These forecasts were based

on a "gravity model” which Pearce (4) describes as "a widely used
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but dubious engineering comstruct” (p75). Gravity models assume
that the volume of traffic between a geographical area and an
airport is determined by the "attractiveness” of the airport and
the difficulty of travelling there (the "deterrence” effect).
Pearce goes on:
"Unfortunately, gravity models do mot have a good history of
accurate prediction. In a survey of several studies Heggile
has concluded that "gravity and interactance modelS........
give a very poor explanation of cbserved traffic flows.
The margins of error are so wide that they canmnot
consequently be accepted as a valid means of explaining

present trartic behaviocur or of predicting future traffic
patterns”.” (p75)

The use of the gravity model was bound to have caused criticism
of the Commigsion; the use of a model simply because it is the
only one or best available is an approach which, rightly, finds
very little favour.

The use of money as a standardised measure

(c)

(d)

Self (12) contends that CBA gets its plausibility from the use of
a common monetary standard. He warns, however, that the common
value of the £ derives from its use in actual transactimms.
Outside these transactioms:

ssssscCOmmon values cannot be presumed, and symbol and
reality become easily confused. The greater part of the
figures used in this type of analysis represent notional
values which will never be adequately tested or validated
by actual exchanges, and which are highly arbitrary in
the sense that a very wide range of values can plausibly
be predicated, depending upon innumerable opinions and
assumptions.” (p251)

Self asserts that to call these opinions and assumptiocns £'s
1s to "engage in a confidence trick”.

Such an adverse judgement can perhaps best be substantiated by
referring to the Commission's attempt to calculate the "consumer
surplus” on a property which would be sffected by noise or,
alternatively, on the "recreational” behaviour of those likely
to be injured.

Aggregation

Colin Buchanan, himself one of the Roskill Commigsioners, felt
compelled to write about his and the other Commissioners' efforts:
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"Where I beginto get into difficulties....is over the aggregation
of costs to produce a batting order ....with some twenty items
included in the analysis, and a diversity ranging from direct
costs which will actually be paid out to fully notional costs
which will never be paid out, I have to confess that the
process has been stretched beyond my ability to understand what
the total really means.” (11) (pl5)

Buchanan is not alone in holding the view that to aggregate a large

number of diverse factors that have had momnetary valuations placed

upen them constitutes an unjustifiable and incomprehensible

approach, Much of the work on developing altermative approaches

to CBA have been based upon just this criticism: most prominent

amongst the alternative techniques have been Lichfield's Planning

Balance Sheet (13) and Hill's Goal's Achievement Matrix (14).

Most simply put, the process of adding up the scores arrived at

to give one or two alternative totals is compounding the errors

that may have been made when imputing the modified market prices

or the shadow prices o the individual items. Given that in a

CBA of a scheme of any size many of the elements to be aggregated

will be of a subgtantial size, small percentage errors in the

original calculation will cause large real differences in the

sl zes of the elements to be aggregated. Roskill went one stage

further in that the final results were presented in a totally

comparative form with only total cost differences being given.

A number of authors make the peint that,althoush such figures

do demonstrate the seemingly great difference between

Cublington and Foulness (£ 197 million),this amounts to less

than 5% of the real costs. For the other 2 sites the difference

is only just over 2%, so great are the total cests involved.

Only the very bravest econocrat would contend that a:5% error

could not be found in calculations such as these. The 2%

difference must be considered insignificant. (Table 4.1)

Table 4.1: The Real and Comparative Differences in Overall Cost of

the 4 Potential TLA Sites. (€ million)

.Cublington Foulness |Nuthampstead |Thurleigh
Aggregate cost
differences(10) 0 197 137 88
Aggregate Total
Costs (13) 5433 5632 5569 5520
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(e) The Importance of Time Savings in the Calculations

Table 4.2 gives a breakdown of the real costs of the 4 alternate

sites.

Table 4.2: The Absolute Figures Underlying Table 1 for High Time
Values only (£m) (15).

Cublington | Foulness Nuthampstead|Thurleigh
Row
1 Airport construction 301 315 297 283
2 Exension of Luton 3 20 | 3
3 (i) Airport services 37 23 37 29
(11) Airpert services
taxying 89 82 84 81
4 Meteorology 7 2 E 3
5 Airspace movement costs 1899 1906 1934 1929
6 Passenger user costs 2883 3080 2924 2922
7 Freight user costs 20 34 25 20
8 Road capital 24 29 28 . 29
9 Rail capital 15 38 24 12
10 Air safety 1 3 1 1
11 Defence 73 44 49 105
12 Public scientific
egtablishments 4 3 24 30
13 Private airfields 13 5 18 20
14 Residential conditions
(noise, off-site) 23 10 72 16
15 Residential conditioms
(on=site) 11 0 8 6
16 Luton noise costs o rh 0 o]
17 Schools, hospitals and
public authority
buildings (inc noise) 8 2 12 10
18 Agriculture 8 11 16 10
19 Commerce and industry
(inc noise) 1 4 2 4
20 Recreation (inc noise) 13 0 7 7
Totals 5433 56832 5569 5520

It can be seen that items 5 and 8 "airspace movement costs’ and
"passenger user costs" consistently make up sbout 88% of total costs
for all sites. These items refer to costs accruing due to time spent
in the air and passenger user costs refer to those incurred travelling
to and from the airport. The basic theory behind the use of time~
savings in transport CBA's of all kinds is that any time-saving
occuring because of an improvement in the transport network constitutes
a positive gain to the community. It does not matter how small the
time-savings are the agssumptions are that the worker will be able to



(£)

87.

do more work and those taking a leisure trip will enjoy greater

leisure becasuse they arrive earlier. The logic of this system
is that 60 people arriving at their destination 30 seconds earlier

than usual because of a transport improvement would be taken as

being gguivaleut to one person arriving 30 minutes earlier, In
the TLA context Buchanan, who felt strongly enough to submit a

dissenting minority report, wrote (1l1):

"I do not feel that I have ever properly fathomed the basis of
user travel costs and I still feel intemsely suspicious of the
role they play in the whole analysis. I cannot in spite of
all the arguments to the contrary, avoid the conclusicm that
since the rail travel times from Central London to Cublington
and teo Foulness would be 39 minutes and 44 minutes respectively
+sesthat all traffic originating from Central London and all
foreign visitors could as easily use Foulness as Cublingtom,
and that the difference would be wtterly immaterial to the
great majority of travellers.” (pl55)

Mishan (16) agrees:

"Notwithstanding assertimns to the contrary, indivisibilities
of time are important here. If the delay were of a full day,
it could matter to the individual firm though, again, it might
not matter that much for the country. If the difference in
delay were of an hour's duration, one might think up
circumstances in which it would matter. But such circumstances
would not be relevant to the choice under consideratiom in
the Report. If Foulness is chosen, it is not to be supposed
that many firms could make profitable use of the extra hour
or so of representatives' time saved in travelling to the
agport. To most firms, I should imagine it would make no
difference at all:the representative would have tb get up

a little earlier on the appointed day and travel a little
longer.”" (p458)

It is also possible to challenge the values that were placed on
the time savings. A value of 46 shillings (£ 2.30) per hour was
placed on business travel in 1968, rising to 72s. (at 1968
prices) by the year 2000. For leisure passengers, in contract,
a mere 4s.7d. (23p) an hour was deemed appropriate. Both
figures were assumed to rise over time at 3% pa. Mishan (16)
remarks:

"Clearly there is some margin to be got by playing around

with such figures, and this makes any choice on econom!.c
grounds alone appear somewhat less than satisfactory.’ (p457)

The Treatment of "Externaliirties"

Criticism has been levelled at both the valuation of those
"externalities” which have been taken into account and also
at the omission of certain disamenities altogether. This is
hardly surprising given the basic theoretical difficulties



involved. For example, a great attempt was made by Roskill to
take account of the effect of noise upon the areas surrounding
the four proposed sites. To assess the effect of noise on homes,
the Commission compared the value of houses in noisy and quiet
areas and added in the removal costs. They allegedly took account
of not only direct costs, but also the value people put on their
homes over and above the market value (the Consumer Surplus).
Stern (15) calls this "meaningless” as the Commission itself
admitted that many people are unwilling to move for any monetary
consideration whatscever. A4lso, as Mishan (16) points ocut, it
is wrong to attempt to calculate the cost of noise by comparing
gimilar property in noisj and quiet areas, because there are few
or no areas which are quiet now and always will be. Indeed, as
noise spreads, Roskill's cost differential will diminish.

"On the day when the whole country is submitted to a uniform

high level of noise, the Roskill Commission will be able to

establish that noise costs nothing end in time 1984 style
will proclaim that "noise equals peace”. (15) (p919)

Mishan (11) illustrates those environmental externalities which
have been omitted from Roskill's "Felicific l:::.-.].t:'.l'xil.\'ls"J by citing
the "destruction of natural beauty” and "loss of life". Per
million passenger miles fatalities may be falling, but what
matters in a cost-benefit calculation is the expected rise in
abgolute numbers attributable to the rise in numbers of pasgsengers
brought about by a TLA. 1f thechoice of Foulness implied fewer
pallengerafloaa of life would be correspondingly smaller also -
this the Commission did not take into account. Expressing grave
concern for the fate of the Vale of Aylsbury should the TLA
be gited at Cublington, Buchanan (11) commented:
"This is the way in which we could, within a period of years
effectively ruin the environment of this island,that iz to
say by a series of individual decisions (each one apparently
essential to our economic survival) which in their

accumlation produce & country which is not worth surviving
in." (p153)

A comprehensive CBA cannot afford to ignore the social and amenity
costs inflicted by new air travel facilities, simply because they
cannot be reduced to a series of numbers.
"1f they appear intractable to existing methods of computationm,
the economist mmst say so, in which case an otherwise

favourable cost=benefit calculation must be deemed
inconclusive.” (16) (p469)
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(g) Discounting Procedure .
As the Government lays down a statutory discount rate of 10%

there is no point in quibbling with its use. A useful
examination can, however, be made of the discounting dates
involved. According to the Commissioners the congestion costs
at existing airports will shoot up rapidly between 1981 to
1983, to a point when they would greatly exceed the savings
which the community would gain by putting off expenditure om
the airport. This affects all calculations.

"If we assume that the third airport has to opem in 1975,

then discounted values are only about half those which
emerge if the opening date is taken at 1982, In other

words the a ent disadvantage of Foulness goes down.
(17) Ep&Oﬁ)Eemphaais added)

Table 4.3: Total Net Costs Discounted to 1982 and 1975

_Em Cublington Foulness Nuthampstead Thurleigh

1975 Teotal Net Costs 2264.6 2385.2 2273.9 2266.3

1975 Total Net Costs
as differences from the
lowest cost site 0.0 120.6 9.3 1.7

1982 Total Net Costs 4416.0 4651.0 4434.0 4419.0

1982 Total Net Cost
as differences from
the lowest cost site 0.0 235.0 18.0 3.0

Source: 17, p.305

The figures in Table 4.3 demonstrate the powerful influence the
discount time-period has over the final result of any aggregations.
An arbitrary choice can have a decisive influence for, although
relative differences will not alter, real differ ences can be

enlarged or reduced quite dramatically.

(h) The Consideration of "Social Equity”

Mention was made in the previous section of the "pareto optimum"
concept and the way some theorists see its relationship with CBA.
There is little doubt that the Roskill Commission did nothing to
avoid the pitfalls mentioned. If the business travellers and the
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holiday-makers bound for the West-Indies are shown to benefit,
after paying their fares, from the TLA, to such an extent that
they could more than compensate the victims of aircraft spillover,
the cost-benefit criteriaare met. But full compensation is not
paid, and how could it be when no attempt is made to locate all
the disbenefits and associated "losers”? The former comtinue to
enjoy the profit and the pleasure; the latter continue to suffer
the disamenities. Buchanan (11l) concerns himself with the
distributional effects of the proposed TLA:

"The second confirmatory argument for Foulness springs from
the point which I have already touched upon, namely the
possibility of using the airport as a means of promoting
eqnality of wealth and opportunity. Looking at the present
cage from this angle I can see absolutely no convincing
reasons for locating the airport at Cublington or indeed

at Thurleigh., There are no pressing social or economic
problems in thege areas that need the airport for their
solution.....On the other hand the location of the airport
at Foulness could, in my view, make a very powerful

contribution to one of the biggest social problems in the
country, namely that of east London.” (p.157)

The above 1s a fairly comprehensive, although net complete, summary
of the main criticisms that have been made about the werk carried out
by the Roskill Commisgssion. It is perhaps a2 useful reflection that
,in 1977 the Government has no intention of building a TLA (the plan
to build at Maplin having been dmpped)’ but there are plans to expand
either Birmingham or Castle Domnington Airports, which Reskill saw
fit to ignore for future use. Most of the objections to the use of
CBA in transport assessment have been revealed, albeit briefly.

When we came to examine the techniques employed in motorway zappraisal
it will be of interest and use to realise how many of the defects

in that field coincide with those found at the Piccadilly Hotel,
where Roskill and his colleagues sat for so long taking evidence.

THE EVALUATION OF MAJOR ROAD SCHEMES

This section is not designed to be a detailed investigation of the
techniques used in the evaluation process employed by the DoE. The
aims are more wide-ranging and include primarily an assessment of
which factors are taken into account and how they are weighted and
compared with each other. Economic models for appraising road
schemes were introduced into use in this country within the then
MOT in 1963, These models were subsequently modified and codified
and issued, in 1967, in the form of Technical Memorandum T5/67 (18).
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This was metricated in 1971 with the advent of Tech Memo H1/71 (19).
Two years later the DoE introduced the computer package COBA which is @&
program designed to operate the basic H1/71 model, although various
sophistications have been built in and the whole package is being
continually updated with COBA Advice Notes. By mid-1977 16 such
Advice Notes had been issued, The main body of this section will

focus on the general operation of COBA. Before going on to examine
this computer package, however, it is illuminating to take a look =t
the much remarked upen M1 study (20) which was the first appraisal of

a motorway scheme in this country. The analysis was, however,
retrospective, being carried out not:

"with a view to deciding whether or not the London=Birmingham
motorway should be selected as 2 profitable scheme, but it was
undertaken as a subject of research to see whether reliable
methods of assessing both the traffic that would flow upon it
and the economic value of the scheme could be devised.” (p 1ii)

4.2 The M1 Study

4.2.1 The study was separated into two distinct parts, with the "Traffic
Investigation” being carried out by Coburn and the "Economic Assessment’
undertaken by Beesley and Reynolds. The main function of the traffic
investigation was to provide estimates of the amount of traffic likely
to transfer to the London-Birmingham motorway and of the consequent
saving in vehicle time. This data was then used in.the economic
appraisal in order to calculate the expected rate of ecomomic return.
It was estimated that the time saved by existing traffic transferring
to the motorway would total about 1.6 million vehicle~hours per annum,
Additionally, reduced congestion on existing roads would save, it was
calculated, 0.4 million vehicle hours per annum. It was also
recognised that journeys would often be increased in length because
of the transfers necessary to reach the motorway: the total annual
increage would be of the order of 13 million vehicle-miles. On the
basis of comparative accident rates on motorways and gemeral-purpose
roads in other countries, accident savings were estimated at about
520 casualties per annumincluding 20 fatalities; it was recognised
however, that these savings would be offset by some increase in
accident rates per mile travelled for traffic remaining on existing

roads.

4.2.2 The approach to the economic cost-benefit assessment can be simply
described. The costs were taken to be just the direct capital

costs incurred in construction and maintenance. Benefit measured
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revolved alternatively around the time saving element calculated by
Coburn.

Table 4.4: Estimated Savings (~) and Increases (+) in Annual Costs

resulting from Construction of the Motorway

Changes in £000's per annum

1st 2nd 3rd
assign . assign assign
ment ment ment
Savings in working time by traffic
transferring to motorway =453 =624 =766
Reduction in vehicle fleets (\) - 80 -161 -227
Change in fuel consumption for
vehicle-mileage transferred to
motorway =117 - 84 - 18
Change in other operating costs
for vehicle~mileage transferred =200 =200 -200
Costs of additicnal vehicle-mileage
incurred in transferring to
mot orway +229 +307 +375
Reductions in cost to vehicles
remaining on old roads =128 =128 -128
Total vehicle costs =749 =890 -964
Reduction in accidents =215 =215 =215
Maintenance costs of motorway +200 +200 +200
Benefits to generated traffic =113 =136 =147
Net annual measured savings (2) -877 -1641 -1126

Notes (1) "Reduction in vehicle fleets" is deemed to have occurred

4.2.3

because time-savings allow more trips to be madeper vehicle.

(2) No value is placed upon saving of non-working time, although
this was measured at 1,87, 2.23 and 2.64 million man-hours
per annum for the 3 assignments.

Table 4.4 is drawn from material presented at various places
throughout the section on economic assessment. The three
assignments are bagsed upon three different sets of motorway traffic
average speed assumptions; Coburn asserted that the first assignment
with the lower speeds was most realistic.

It is important at this stage to recognise that, on average, nearly
85% of net benefits from the 3 assignments are due to time—savings
for drivers both on and off the motorway. Beesley and Reynolds
recognised the nature of the benefits they were measuring:
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"The maximum time saving expected in any one class of vehicle is
about half-an-hour per journey, with an average saving of 14-20
minutes per journey for the 3 agsignments; much of the total
savings are therefore the product of small savings and many
journeys.” (p49)

They go on'however,to agsert that there are compensating effects in
divisibilities of Jjourmeys:

"It is sometimes argued that a reduction of half-an=hour in a
Jjourney of, say, 8 hours will not enable 8=hour journeys = or
gshorter journeys - to be undertaken, thus saving fewer resources
than estimated, On the other hand, there may be travellers and
operators who migst tolerate wasted time of vehicles, etc.
because additional journeys are not possible within conventional
working hours. In this situation & small reduction in journey
time of half-an~hour may enable additicnal journeys of several
hours to be undertaken at little extra cost, thus saving more
regources than predicted. In this comnection, the distance
between London and Birmingham (about 110 miles) is such that

a small reduction in journey time might lead to a comsiderable
growth of return journeys instead of single journeys in one

day, with consequent savings in transport costs.” (p49)

The capital cost of construction was taken to be £ 23,300,000

(2 338,000 per mile); this gave a rate of return of 3.8%, 4,5% and
4,.8% for the three assignments. Table 4.5 demonstrates the effect
of valuing non-working time at various rates upon the ecomnomic rate
of return calculation.

Table 4.5: Rates of Return Including Values for Non-work Time saved

Value of non= uaimt I Assimt Ir Assignment III
work time

shil s) Rate of Returm Rate of Return Rate of Return

(%) (%) (%)

2 4.6 5.4 5.9

4 5.4 6.4 Tl

6 6.2 7.8 8.3

8 7.0 8,3 9.4

10 7.8 9.3 10.5

Finally, the future growth of traffic was taken into account; it was
estimated that the rate of growth would be 6% per annum. The

ultimate rates of return would thus be:

Table 4.6: Rate of Returns including Puture Traffic Growth

Year %

1960 9.9 =~ 15.2
1965 17.6 = 27.3



In order for the construction of the motorway to be economically
worthwhile, it must be shown that the rate of return obtainsble is
greater than the current rate of interest and greater than the rates
of return obtainable in other uses of capital, including other road
improvements. The first condition was easily met. Of the second
Beesley and Reynolds wrote:

"It is more difficult to consider whether the second and more
rigorous condition is satisfied because little is clearly knmown
about the rates of return obtainable......Included with a
selection of 9 smaller road-improvement schemes given by
Glanville and Smeed and calculated on a roughly comparable
but less comprehensive bagis, the comparisan is less favourable
to the motorway......In the long term, however, with increasing
traffic and its greater reserve of capacity, it would be
expected that the comparison with smaller short-term =
improvements would be more favourable to the motorway.
4.3 The COBA method of appraisal
4.3.1 The appraisal technique set out in T5/67(18) as modified by H1/71(19)
relied upon an Economic Rate of Returm (ERR} calculation for decision-
making. This involved calculating the return in an assumed year of
opening of the scheme as a percentage of total capital cost. The
use of the lst year ERR was an advance on previous methods of
assessment enabling schemes that yielded high traffic benefits in
relation to their capital costs to be identified and implemented.
But the benefits from a road echeme are only recouped in full over

a considerable number of years. Table 4.7 shows a simple example:

Table 4.7: Benefits over time accruing from a road scheme

Yesr Capital Cost Bspetit
0 1000 0
1 0 400
2 o 500
3 100 600
4 0 700

The first year ERR for this project would be 400/1000 or 40%; by the
end of the fourth year the return has risen to 700/1100 or 64%.

The DoE considered that prospective variations (upwards or downwards)
in return over time are reflected in the assessment used in order

to give a better measure of total economic value and to enable a
more accurate choice to be made between different schemes. For

this purpose a single year rate of return figure will not suffice.
The alternate appeared to be some form of discounting technique:
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“the use of discounting offers substantial advantages in the
selection of the best schemes to implement, since economic
returns can vary considerably over time between different
projects. For carrying out discounting calculations om a
routine basis it is sensible to use a computer program.” (21)
In order to introduce a discounting mechanism to road appraisal the
Highways Economic and Modelling Analysis Division within the DoE
produced the COBA (COst Benefit Analysis) computer program. From
1 April 1973 all schemes costing more than £ 1 million were required
to carry out a COBA assessment at both the Preliilﬂ.nary Report and
Firm Programme Report stages of &mlopnent. Exactly one year later
the limit was lowered to £ 250,000,

Although the COBA manual describing the manner in which the program
has to be operated is lengthy and involvad,the essence of the
procedure is basically very straightforward. There are several
distinct stages:

1, forecast the level of traffic in the base year without the
facility proposed;

2. estimate the usage of new alternate facility alignments by
predicting traffic flows;

3. estimate the differences in "benefits” between the alternatives
and the "do-nothing” situation;

4. estimate the cost of construction of the facility and the
necessary expenditure upon maintenance;

5. extrapolate both benefits and costs into future
duly using the Treasury Test Discount Rate of 10% over
a period of 30 years;

6. make an investment decision on the basis of the NPV's so
obtained (22).

The rest of this section is devoted to expanding, explaining and
criticising this process. First, it can be noted that the COBA
assessment is couched completely in economic terms, with all other
{social) issues being ignored entirely. Costs are narrowly
defined as those incurred building and maintaining the road.
Benefits are those accruing to the traffic using the affected
network. (23)
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These benefits are divided into three categories, (24):

(A) Time-savings:

These are measmred for both business and non-business time. The values
of the former are based upon the average wage rates of the groups of
travellers involved, factored up for that part of overheads which can
be identified as directly varying with such time savings. "Non=
business” comprises a variety of different sorts of sctivity, ranging
from the journey to work om one hand, to pure recreatiomnal trips on
the other. There is much dispute over how such time should be valued:
at present COBA relies on empirical tests carried out by wvarious
bodies to give average national data.

(B) Accident Savings:

These are calculated on the basis of lost cutput medical costs,
police and administrative, damage to property, plus an allowance
for pain and grief. Currently the value put on a life is £ 39,300,

(C) Savings in Marginal Operating Costs of Vehicles:

Here account is taken of fuel consumption, tyre wear, maintenance
costs and depreciation expense.

(Two other computer models are used apart from the COBA program: the
first of these is used to forecast the amount of traffic that is likely
to exist at any given time and the second hasg the task of distributing
or assigning the forecasted traffic to the road network as it would
exist. Both of these aspects of road planning have come in for

severe criticism with even the basic concepts and data used coming
under fire. This is not the place to debate these points, but we

must record that the traffic benefits as forecast by the COBA

program may well be based upon incorrect traffic data.)

As regards the importance of the various benefit elements,Searle, the
senior Economic Adviser to the DoE, has calculated that, in gemeral,
80% of all benefits accrue from time-savings with the remaining 20%
coming from savings in accidents, with

v.+s.the savings in the costs of operating vehicles being
positive or negative, depending on the features of the particular
scheme.” (24)

Thus, as with the Ml study, we find that time savings are by far the

pre~eminent factor in the cost-benefit equation. Breaking the benefits

down one stage further Searle writes that the 80% time—benefits are
comprised 51% business time and 29% non-business time, Of the 29%
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1]
the greater part (17%) is nadeFLt savings made of journeys involved
only with leisure.

4,3.6 Once total benefits and costs over time have been ascertained a Net
Present Value of the Scheme can be calculated:

NPV = PYB = C; where NPY = Net Present Value
PVB = Total discounted benefits

C = Costs of construction and maintenance.

The test criterion at present in operation is that NPV and NPV/C
should be positive. The ratio NPV/C is also used as ~a ranking
measure of relative acceptability”. The choice between various
schemes is made on the basis of INCREMENTAL ANALYSIS, (25). Again,
this is a simple procedure:

1. Those schemes which have an NPV/C less than the acceptable
minimum are eliminated;

2. Rank all remaining alternatives in descending order of
capital cost; [

3. Take the two lowest cost schemes and calculate the
incremental NPV/C ratio thus:

NPVZ - NPVl NPV

2 1 c

4, If this ratio exceeds the accepted minimum the extra
expenditure is justified and the first scheme is eliminated;

5, Continue the process, taking each scheme in turn, until all
have been comsidered, and the best "ecomomic solutinn” has

been found.

An example. Suppose we have five alternatives:

PVB (£m) c(em) NPV(2m) NPV/C
A 1.7 0.7 1.0 1.43
B 1.2 1.4 -0.2 -0.14
c 3.8 2.1 1.7 0.81
D 7.5 3.5 4.0 1.14
E 8.8 5.0 3.8 0.76

Take the acceptable cut=off as O. Scheme B is eliminated. Ranking in

order of descending cost gives:

3.8 4.0 c 1.7 A s
LB v P33 % | 0.7
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Now try C-A: Vet 150

R —— 0.5 > 0 Eliminate A
Try D~C: 4,0 - 1.7

% g I = 1,64 0 Eliminate C
Try E-D: 3.8 - 4.0 _

. | -0.33{0 Eliminate E

D is selected as the best scheme despite not having either the
highest NPV/C or lowest G

The most noticeable omission from COBA is that of any cost
considerations except those of construction and maintenmance. All
"externalities” are thus ignored; commentators oftem group these
together under the heading "environmental”:
"....the most important consideratiom that is extermal to the
COBA economic analysis is the interaction between the road and
the general environment. To include it would invelve placing
social values upon changes in landscape, noise, intrusiom etc.
Rather than involve these subjective valuations in the economic
analysis, it is intended that the decision makers gshould weigh
environmental factors against any calculated economic benefit
inherent in choosing a particular scheme.” (26) p3
It is important, however, to recognise that there are impacts which
COBA ignores which ought not to be described as environmental.
Destruction of beautiful landscape is environmental damage, but let
us not forget that the same land is also often being productively
farmed. Loss of farmland is an economic not an environmental loss.
Similar reasoning can be applied to other economic effects such as
the impact upon local industry. Judge and Button (22) assert that
this partial approach to analysis has great dangers;
"in the absence of any explicit trade-off technique this could
easily lead to an over—emphasis of the tangible costs and
benefits at the expense of those less easily measured; readily

available statistics are a powerful tool in srgunant whilst
qualitative factors prove difficult to compare. :

However, late in 1976 the publication of COBA Advice Note 15 (27)
entitled "Incremental Analysis of the Evaluation of Environmental
Effects”, did go:a small part of the way towards rectifying the
balance. The aim of the paper was to show, by the incremental
analysis technique explained above, how some order of magnitude
can be placed on environmental (i.e. nom-traffic) considerations
in order that they might influence the final decision between

alternate routes.



99.

4.3.8 The technique can best be described using an example:

Alternate

Schemes ESEEA EEEEEEI EE!iEEl EE!&E
X 1.4 3.9 2.5 1579
1.6 4.2 2.6 1.63

zZ 1.8 4.1 2.3 1.28

The additonal expenditure on route Y over X is justified in user
benefit terms since the incrememtal NPV/C = 0.5.- But it is not
.Just:l.ﬁ.ed to build Z because the incrememntal NPV/C for Z over Y is
-1.5. ‘I'hus,on this basis Y is the most economic scheme. However,
suppese that Y is more damaging "environmentally” than Z .

How can we assess whether or not the extra expenditure (1.8-1.6)
£0.2m is justified in economic terms? The DoE answer is simple:

a minimum valuation of £ 300,000 (HPVz. - NP\; = £ 0.3m) must be
placed on the net environmental benefits (NEB). Using the Treasury
'_rnn over a 30 year period, as with the rest of the COBA analysis
this means that the NEB must be worth at least £ 31,830 per annum to
recommend route Z over route Y. This example dealt with the case
where a more expensive option produced NEB over a cheaper optiom.
Now consider the case where a more expensive option has a positive
incremental NPV/C but produced a net environmental disbenefit.

This can be illustrated by considering the choice between routes Y
and x,wheré Y is at an environmental disadvantage. Here, the
recommendation of route X over Y would rest upon the judgement that
the NEB of X over Y was worth at least £ O.lm (N‘PVY—NPVX) in foregone
net traffic benefits. This technique is undoubtedly useful, not just
for "environmental” considerations, but for all factors other than
traffic benefits which should be taken into account, but two points
need to be made finally. First, no attempt is made to offer
suggestions upen the specific valuation of "environmental externals”
and, second, this analysis does not place these elements on
Gny.uwhwere Dear the same level of importance as the traffic bemefits.
It might be said that technique described in Advice Note 15 is
merely a statement of commonsense. It is to be hoped that this is
how those using COBA were operating it anyway. If not, they now
have to. Finally, it seems that due to the possibility of
quantification of agricultural impact the application of such cost
differential analysis in our specific field may be more feasible

then for (real) environmental side-effects.
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Mills in an article which attempted to compare actual traffic flows
on the Wellington By-Pass with those predicted by the DoE appraisal
techniques, concludes on COBA (28):
"....the COBA procedure still has a large number of practical
shortcomings and difficulties. But to put these criticisms
into perspective, we must consider the use made of the
analysis. Under present circumstances, at least, it seems
unlikely that the size of the DoE's budget for road construction
is affected much, if at all, by the computed NPV ratiocs.
In that case, the results are used only for the ranking of
projects which compete with #ach other for a share of the
(fixed) limited budget, and for the ranking of alternate
project designs:for a specified road link. Errors introduced
by aggregation, for example, may have little or no effect on
such ranking procedures.’ (pl4~15)
Remembering Mishan's "horse and rabbit stew" of the previous secticm,
we may safely conclude that he would not agree with this optimistic
conclugsion from Mills. And indeed, the element of doubt should
logically ride in Mishan's favour, for until a great deal more is
known about the way in which externalities can be assessed and
integrated into the appraisal framework,K the highway engineers
cannot be certain they are not selecting the wrong routes and

schemes using their biased techniques.

The inability of COBA and the RCU's to accurately measure and predict
the environmental effeects of a proposed scheme can be seen to be
working against them in certain cases. An example will serve to
demonstrate the problem: this is drawn from the proposed Newark
By-Pass scheme, which we have already recorded that the MRCU asked
the Wolfson Group for advice upon. Before the recent (June 1977)
announcement by the Secretary of State of a "preferred route” for
this by=-pass, four alternatives had been under consideratiom.
Table 4.8 demonstrates the economics of the alternatives:
Table 4.8: The Predicted Economic Returns from the 4 Altermate Routes
for the Newark By-Pass.

Red Plan Purple Plan Blue Plan B;;’::
Construction Costs (1975 prices £m) 7.4 7.0 8.9 N
Land Cost (1975 prices £m) 2.3 0.9 0.3 0.4
Total Cost (1975 prices £m) 9.7 7.9 9.3 9.0
Possible Additional Cost (+£m) 1.6 Nil Nil Nil
Total Discounted Cost (£m) 4.3 3.5 4.0 3.9
Benefits (£m) 4.8 3.9 4.1 2.3

NPV (£m) 0.5 0.5 0.1 -1.6
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Table 4.8 cont.

Red Plan Purple Plan Blue Plan Brown Plan

NPV/C 0.11 0.14 0.02 Neg.
Inc NPV/C Neg. - Neg. Neg.
First Year Benefit/Cost

Ratio (%) 7.6 7.5 6.4 2.0
First Year Benefit/Cost

Ratio 10% 1986 19886 N 1988 1997
Source: 29

These details confirm conclusively that none of the schemes as
measured by the COBA method of appraisal would produce "value
for money" until the mid 1980's and even then the returns would
not be large. Yet there can be little doubt that the centre of
Newark has a network of roads completely unsuited to carrying heavy
flows of through traffic and would greatly benefit environmentally
from a by-pass. There seems to be a strong local consénsus on this
point end it appears likely that when the scheme comes to inquiry
the debate will not focus around the issue of "need” but simply that
of routing. However, despite the existence of this consensus the
MRCU have it seems (30) a hard time convincing the DTp accountants
that the scheme is worthwhile. It can easily be seen why this
should be the case; for most schemes they are sble to point to a
positive NPV and lst year rate of return of well ever the test rate
of 10%. This being the case it is possible to conveniently forget
the unmeasured externalities which may well serve to reduce the
"goodness” of the scheme. Therefore to approach the DTp with a
scheme which is economically non-justifiable and argue that it is
environmentally desirable is to change the rules of the game which
have grown up with the use of COBA. In other words because COBA
only measures traffic bemefits upon the proposed new .road and not
the relief within the town centre, either in terms of traffic or
the environment it cannot expect to be reflecting the most
important factors in the situation.

4.3.11 Finally, we must record that COBA according to the DoE is not suited
for application to all highway schemes. In particular it is not
used for the appraisal of the largest inter—-urban schemes., As we
will see from the M16(A10-A12) Inquiry evidence, for such schemes
"full traffic modelling is undertaken. This means only that a
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greater degree of precision is exercised in counting traffic flows
on proposed and existing roads, rather than using preconceived
formulas in a computer programme. However, in these exercises

no attempt is made to even translate the predicted flows into
monetary terms. Again all other issues are treated in an "ad hoc”
memner as and when they arise. The DoE has had in use for a number
of years a National Traffic Model which is comprised a suite of
FORTRAN programs, and can model amd evaluate the whole of the traffic
process, from the generation of trips, through ti:leir distribution to
different destinations and their assignment to specific routes.

The use of such modelling methods is currently being extended in a
major programme of setting up Regional Highway Traffic Models for
each of the 6 RCU's. (Since 1970, the MRCU has had available its
own Midland Regional Synthesised Traffic Model.)

4.4 The Jefferson Report

4.4.1 Some two years after the beginning of this research, it was made
known to the Wolfson Group that Jefferson (head of the SWRCU) had,
in company with a working party appointed by the DoE, produced a
report indicating to highway engineers how the environmental impacts
of a new road scheme might be predicted. Although the report was for
internal consumption only, by mid-1977 its contents had been widely
leaked: the Wolfson Group had been the recipients of informed
disclosures. As the evaluation methodologies recommended in the
report are now being widely used within the RCU's it is important
for us to be aware of, if not the detail of the techniques, then
the general approach. What follows is an amalgam of evidence
gleaned from MRCU engineers and two papers presented by Jefferson
at different conferences.

4.4.2 Jefferson himself, sums up (31) what he sees as the aims of
environmental assessment methods:

"2.1 The ultimate goal for any environmental assessment

method must be a procedure which will quantify the environmental
benefits and disbenefits in monetary terms so as to allow them
to be incorporated in the COBA equation with the result that a
more realistic and complete assessment is made. Many believe
that this is an impossible goal but various methods are being
researched and are to be encouraged. But until they have been
developed, calibrated and accepted, the road enginesr's sights
mist be set somewhat lower although hopefully his more limited
aspirations may ultimately give a lead to methods which will
allow the development of expressions in the desired monetary

terms.
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"2.2 These limited targets can be considered as three-fold:

(1) The identification of environmental factors whch can
make a significant contribution to the overall decision
process;

(ii) The expression of each significant factor in a way
which will allow its individual impact on alternative
alignments to be compared;

(1ii) The expression of all these factors in a way which will
allow their collective impact on alternative alignments
to be compared.

2.3 Target (1ii), if achieved, will give to the decision maker
an environmental ranking for schemes and for alternative
alignments within a scheme which could be set alongside the
economic ranking obtained from COBA. This would still leave the
decision maker with a problem of weighting one ranking against
the other in order to come to a conslusion. Until a common umnit
of value measurement - money = can be applied to the two
assessments of economics and environment, subjective decisions
will have to be takem. But they will at leest be taken with an
acknowledgement of environmental benefits and disbenefits and
will not be based solely on those aspects against which a
monetary value can currently be placed.

2.4 Unfortunately no common unit of value or numeric system
has yet been found which can be applied satisfactorily to the
variocus environmental factors and target (iii) would appear to
be still out of reach. Even identification of the various
factors is open to debate and there are many opinions as to the
order in which these factors should be ranked. The debate widens
even further when their individual valuation - target (ii) =~ is
considered, but this paper attempts to suggest a simple starting
point from which better methods may be developed.” (pp2-3)

4.4.3 Nine different environmental factors were considered by Jefferson.

In no particular order they were:

Noise

Air Pollution

Visual Effects

Danger

Land Take

Ecological Aspects

Vibration

Severance

Temporary Environmental Effects.
The first point to make is that agricultural impact is taken under
the heading of "land Take". The detailed approach to agricultural
impact taken by Jefferson is more appropriately discussed in
Chapter 7. Here we are not concerned with the techniques

recommended for the measurement of the individual factors’ but our
interest focusses instead upon the way in which Jefferson feels
that the individual factors should be traded off against each other
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and, more importantly against the traffic benefits which are said

to accrue from the building of a new road.

4.4.4 It is apparent that Jefferson does not agree with Mishan's "horse
and rabbit stew" contention:
"It is by no means certain that in relation to scheme
evaluation the impact of the results will be of sufficient
weight to justify the resource effort involved in
determining them.” (32)
Thus, it is envisaged that this framework of appraisal will be very
much at a secondary level, only being applied to those schemes
which produce positive COBA results. There is, however, far less
certainty upon how the various trade-offs can be made. At present,
the most refined approach suggested by the working party appears
to be that of a matrix using different weights for individual
factors and grading each impact by degree of severity. Aggregation

of an ordinal scale then gives an overall impact. For example:

Degree of Noise Pollution Land Take Visual Total Impact
Impact (Weights) (Weights) (Weights) Effects Index
(1-5) (Weights)

Route A 3 2 1 4 10 32

Route B 3 4 2  § 10 35

W

4.4.5 However, given the (apparent) precisio: which the traffic predictions
are carried out and the monetary values which result it is
extremely unlikely whether such environmental evaluation will

often be decisive in route selection.
5. CONCLUSIONS
5.1 Peter Self (2) writes finally in his work on the "ecomocrats’:

"it is to be expected that future historians will be
surprised at the credence and importance accorded to
economics in 1970's.” p203.

Such a statement implies that the author believes decision-makers
and those who advise them will place more reliance in methods
other than supposedly sophisticated applications of welfare
economics. He suggests that non-quantitative techniques of
planning could be far more effectively utilised. Will Self's
prediction come true in the field of highway planning? There
seem to be forces moving in two opposite directions: the
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current work devoted to erecting the Regional Highway Tra!tic.uodel
is designed to improve the sophistication of traffic predicting

and therefore indicates increasing reliance upon quantitative
processes which ignore nen-quantifiable factors. However, the
work of Jefferson and his "environmental” working-party suggests
that there are those within the DoE/DTp not completely immune

to the plea for a more wide~-ranging appraisal technique.
Ngvertheless, it must be said that non-traffic issues whether or
not considered in Jefferson's framework,are (and will be) accounted
for very much at a secondary level of analysis after the best routes
have been chosen on traffic grounds.

Where does this leave our aim of improving the agriciltural iaput

to the decision-making model? Fundamentally it has to be recognised
that in order for agriculture to make any impact upon the appraisal
methods currently in use the input employed will have to be

couched wherever possible in quantitative, monetary terms.
Descriptive statements of physical impact will not be able to be
taken on board simply becsuse the quantitative framework will not
allow it. In other words it will be necessary to accept ecomocratic
approach to appraisal adopted by highway engineers, no matter

how distasteful this is, because our brief and resources allow us

to go no further.

These conclusions are drawn from the published work upon the
thecry of highway appraisal techniques. We now turn to examine
the praxis of the situation.



Chapter 5:

The M16 (Al0-Al2 Section) Public Inquiry:
planning a part of the London outer orbital.
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BACKGROUND

1.1

1.3

Dr. van Rest decided, for a number of reasons which are outlined in
Chapter 2 (para 2.1.3) that the Wolfson Group should record extensively
the events of the M16 (Al10-Al2) Public Inquiry which opened in

Epping in December 1974, It was expected that the Inquiry would

be a fairly brief affair, however, the Inspector eventually sat

for 89 days (the second longest highway inquiry ever at that time).

A decision was taken to extend the Wolfson Group coverage of
proceedings and althcugh finally not every day was attended, all
relevant days were and most Inquiry documents were obtained.

The Inquiry was made so lengthy primarily because of the existence of
two co-ordinated objecting groups with subsgtantial (althoughk they
would argue insufficient) funds available to hire expert witnesses
and counsel. It was the depth and scope of their objections that
forced the ERCU, the promoting authority, to revesl a great deal

-about the way in which it had gone about the task of planning this

section of the London Outer Orbital, This report of the way in
which the ERCU went about their task would not have been possible
without these strong objections from "The Alliance Against M16"
and NAMAC (in associatiom with FeoE).

Because of this huge, unexpected relesse of information it was
possible to fulfill three intesr-related aims:

(a) to examine how the appraisal framework adopted by an RCU

appears to operate in practice;

(b) to examine the quality of the sgricultural input to the
decision-making process;

(e) to estimate the weight giver to sgricultural evidence as

compared with other factors.

Map 5.1 shows the route for this section of the M16. The proposed
route, had according to Mr. Lawrence, the chief engineering witness,
for the ERCU, a length of 15.74 miles (1), and would have dual
3=lane carriageways separated by a central reserve and flanked

by hard shoulders and verges. The overall width would be 116 feet.
Interchanges with other roads were to be provided at five points,
the Al10, Al21, All, M1l and Al2,
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2, THE ERCU FOUR _STAGE DBCISION-MAKING MODEL

2.1 There are well-rehearsed arguments about the dangers of drawing
generalised conclusions from case-study work; thus it will not be
agsserted that the four stage model which is outlined below could
gserve to explain the behaviour of all RCU's when designing a motorway
route, or that it can even explain a constant ERCU policy. However,
it can be hypothesised that as the particular ERCU staff employed on
the M16 (A10-Al2) were experienced in this type of task, they were
using the best manner of procedure available at the time.

A description of the model is therefore of great use.

2.2 The four stages can be described quite briefly:

(a) Interpretation of Government policy statements concerning the
motorway network and its component parts, in order to assert
Parliamentary backing for a particular road.

(b) Selectinn of the most appropriate route.

(c) Justification of both the need for the road and the particular

route at the same time.

(d) Detailed design: including amelioration of some of the more
noticeable detrimental physical and socio-economic espects of

the chosen route.

The most controversial aspect of this model is that the selection of
a route is held to precede any evaluation of whether there is

sufficient economic justification for building the road. Nsaturally,

the proof on this point cmot be conclugive given that we only have

evidence available from Inquiry proceedings, not internal detail
from the ERCU offices. We do, however, feel that the Inquiry
evidence is strong encugh to support the contention. The evidence
is now presented in a stage—by-stage description and analysis of
the model.

2.3 Stage l: Government Policy Interpretation

John Newey, Q.C. outlined in his opening statement (2) as leading
counsel to the ERCU, those elements of Government policy which the
ERCU had drawn upon when deciding to put the M16 (A10-A12) into
their programme of roads to be built. These can be broken down

into three categories:
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(a) The "historical” statements concermng the need for an orbital for.
London. These dated back to 1904 and included, most importantly,
Abercrombie's Greater Londom Plan, which called for concentric
ring roads to be built around London over a period of 50 years.

(b) Current Government policy concerning the motorway network and
ita component parts. For this he had to rely upon what many
people, critics and supporters of the motorway programme alike,
regarded as an outdated Transport White Paper (3) and Peter
Walker's 1971 House of Commons Statement (4).

(¢) Local Government Plans and Policies:

= the County Development Plais for Middlesex, Hertfordshire and
Egsex have shown provision for an ocuter orbitsl (D ring)

ever since they were drawn up.

= the Greater London Development Plan Inquiry Committee
recommended that Ringway 3 should be constructed. This still
finds support although plans for the other two rings they
recommended have been abandoned.

The prime concerns of any RCU, or other p5mtin¢ authority when
routing a road are the engineering constraints and "ocbligatory
guidance” laid down in "The Layout of Roads in Rural Areas” (5).
However, between any two points there will be a number of routes for

which it would be possible to engineer routes and more thsn one which
will meet the obligations laid down. It is not the purpose of this
section to describe these - parameters; the aim is to see which factors
other than engineering considerations contributed to the final
selection of the ERCU route.

2.4 Stage 2: Routing
2.4.1
2.4.2

In simple terms, the best route as regards traffic flow (and often
cost) will be the straightest possible. Our attentions are therefore
directed at discovering why the road deviated from the most direct
rauting., In particular, it is important to record whether agriculture
Played any part in this decision to deviate. Newey again, in his
opening statement, (2), confirmed the existence of important routing
constreints, by isolating those factors of primary impcrtance in the
ERCU selection of a rcute. The largest single constraint was Epping

Forest:
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"“A route through where the Forest is at its widest and most wooded
would best maintain the general line of the London Orbital and
would be the most satisfactory from the traffic and civil
engineering points of view......Such & route would, however, be
very damaging environmemtally. The route selected was therefore
one further north skirting the main part of the Forest and all

its wooded area, but passing through land which is within the
Jurisdiction of the conservators of the Forest, who are the
Corporation of London....at four places..... (p.13)

2.4.3. It is interesting to quote at some length Newey's next sectiom which
is entitled "Other Constraints”: :

"Apart from Epping Forest other constraints include houses and
factories, farms end field boundaries. The Department has done
its best, but it has not been possible to avoid them 28ll......

"Some inter ference with industrial and farming units must occur.
One particular industrial unit which causes concern because of
the high cost which may be invoived is a serap-yard......which
lies just to the east of the London-Cambridge railway line on the
east gide of Bullsmoor....

"The Department has sought the advice of Messrs. Husbend & Co. who
act as engirneering consultants in respect of many scrap-yards, and
it may be that a2 smell southern movement of the line of the '
motorway will help considerably, but such a movement may afect
laboratories cwned by & subgidiary of British Oxygen Company Ltd.,
and also land owned by the Lee Valley Nationel Park.......The
Department would welcome confidential discussions with the' owners
concerned.” (pl4)

This quetation does not do an injustice to the balance of Newey's
argument. The scrap-yard wag accorded twe full paragraphs whilst
"Industrial and farming units" warranted only & nine-word sentence.
The weighing of priority is unmistakeable,

2.4.4 It is possible from the evidence givem at the Inquiry to ascertain
the most important, non-engineering constraints used by the ERCU.

These were, from west to east along the route:

1. The junction with AlO was fixed by the previous section of M16
(A110-410).

2. A route had been preserved since the drawing up of the original
County Development Plan through the Bullsmoor Estate.

3. The scrap-yard, mentioned above.

4. A Ministry of Defence 'Explosives Research and Development
Establishment” (ERDE) south of Waltham Abbey.

5. Epping Forest.

6. Estern end fixed by junction with M16 (A12-A13) section.

It would, of course, be an oversimplification to assert that these were
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the only factors taken into consideration by ERCU when routing the
road. Nevertheless, these were undoubtedly the most important and
their combination with the engineering constraints in operation and
the design standards serve to explain virtually the location of the

whole route under consideration.

This view is supported by Mr. Hollis, one of the ERCU team at the
Public Inquiry who spoke to a conference run by the Institute of
Highway Engineers on the routing of M16 (Al10-All) some eight months
before the Inquiry opened. (6)
"In the case of Epping Forest, conditioned only by the siting of
the junctions with the All and Mll, any ore of a number of
feasible routes might have been chosen. However, the unique
character of the Forest as a national asset has been recognised
and a decision taken to affect it as little as possible.” (p.1ll)
And:

".....the fact that a more direct route through the forest has
not been chosen means that in both capital investment and annual
travelling costs compensation is being paid. To aveid the
Forest entirely would not only greatly increase both these
elements of cost, but would also provide a route that would
be less effective in reducing congestion on the existing roads,
and hence the overall environmmental benefit achieved would be
less. (pl3)
These conclusions indicate strongly that agriculture played no part
of importance in the routing decision. Such an assertion is
supported by both the make-up of the ERCU "team” at the Inquiry,
and their behaviour. For most of the time at the Inquiry there
were at least ten ERCU "employees” dealing with objections. This
team included, admittedly, leading coumsel, his junior and the
Treasury Solicitor's representative as well as two purely
administrative secretaries/assistants. All the rest of the
"team”" were either permanent ERCU staff or consultants employed
especially to deal with certain aspects of this road. Mr. Lawrence
the chief ERCU witness deeslt with the aid of his assistants, with
the objections raised over engineering and planning matters. Three
ma jor consultants were used: Mr. Newlands dealt with traffic
modelling, Mr. Colwill from TRRL handled matters to do with
pollution and Mr, Patterson was called in as a landscape architect.
The most important aspect of this line-up from our point of view
is the complete lack of any agricultural expert witness. It is
quite understandable that there should be a traffic witness
employed, but to call in both pollution end landscape witnesses

whilst omitting agricultural expertise demonstrates that
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agriculture is given lower priority than the other two issues.

2.4.7 Mr. Lawrence on Day 5 of the Inquiry, whilst answering questioms of
elucidation from Mr. Hamer (National Motorways Actiom Committee)
asserted that the ERCU had taken account of the extent of land-take
(note: not specifically agricultural land-take) and had tried to
minimise it. Additionally, they had consulted the MAFF as they
"always do" and'borne the needs of agriculture in mind in our
route location”. There was however, no further elucidation upon
the detail of how this was done; throughout the whole of his
explanatory opening proof (1), Mr. Lawrence only once, briefly,
mentioned agriculture at all. To compound the vagueness of this
evidence, Mr, Lawrence at a later stage in the proceedings confessed
to not knowing which of Grade 3 or Grade 5 land, as classified by
the MAFF was of higher quality, (7).

2.4.,8 Pinelly, the point remains to be made that there is a positive side
to the discrimination against‘agriculture outlined above. For it
must be recognised that the decisiom to route ¥16 around Epping
Forest has the effect of pushing the motorway onto more agricultural
land than would be the case if the route ran directly through the
Forest. Amenity value was being traded off directly with agriculture;
unfortunately the trade off was never made explicit by the ERCU
and, given the apparent lack of knowledge about the probable
agricultural impact of the route, it was probsbly never made
consciougly at all, The trade off that was most likely to have
been considered by the ERCU was that between the wrath of the
amenity societies if the Forest had been split in two, and the
agricultural community, if the Forest were avcided despite the
increased agricultural land take. And undoubtedly, the assessment

of this trade—off was the correct one, as will be proven when we

examine the strength of the agricultural cases. That there was
still a furore about "despoliation” of the Forest despite the
ERCU route was due to a disagreement over what constituted the
Forest and what function it served; the ERCU chose the correct
side to back ir order to reduce objection, but did not go far
enough to appease them. Indeed, whilst still wishing to build
the road they could not have gone far enough to appease those

who wanted to "save" the Forest.
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2,5 Stage 3: Justification and Evaluation

2.5.1 The content of most objections to this scheme concerned not the
precise routing details, but whether or not the road was actually
needad at all: in order to counter this challenge to their scheme
the ERCU, over the period of the Inquiry, produced a number of
functions which the M16 was supposed to fulfil. Foremost amongst

these were:

1. To be part of the solution to London's traffic congestion

2. To be part of the National motorway network

3. To provide & transport link to Maplin Airport

4. To provide a route to the ports

5. To act as a distributor for the Channel Tunnel

6, To be part of a national lorry route network

7. To agsist the economic development of the South-East

8. To provide environmental benefits by relieving towns and
villages of traffic

9. To iﬁcrease access to recreatiomnal areas, especially the

Eagsex and Kent coast aresas.

2.5.2 Objectors might well be forgivem for thinking that the justification
for building the rcad would be advanced in these terms. For example,
it might have been expected that an economic appraisal would be given
to demonstrate what an effective Lorry Route this road would make,
or again, how the Balance of Payments would beimproved by the advent
of a new link to the ports. For, had not the Secretary of State
decreed (4) that there would be an economic appraisal of the links

in the national metorway network proposed? It will, however, come
as no surprise to those who have Qtudied Chapter 4 that this was
not the way in which ERCU went about their tazk.

2,5.3 Our argument that route selection preceded justification is based
on two pieces of evidence:

(a) Mr. Newlands, the traffic witness employed by the ERCU was
only briefed a short while before the Inquiry began. At
that time the route location must have been virtually
finalised.

(b) The nature of the justification carried out was such that

an exact route had to be tested.
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2.5.4 Chapter 4 shows that the Government demands an economic appraisal of
all road links be carried out. It is, however, up to the promoting '
authority, working within the directives of the DoE, to use
whichever appraisal technique seems most appropriate. In this case
the ERCU did not use CoBA; this is not surprising for this method
of appraisal is not supposed to be suited for application to the
much larger schemes. However, the ERCU did not use any form of
economic appraisal at all., Instead, a complete traffic modelling
exercise was undertaken. The model used by Mr. Newlands (8) gave
out results which indicated that from west to east, the number of

vehicles for a 16 hour average August day in 1993 on the various
sections of the M16 (Al10=-aAl2) would be 81,000, 91,000, 100,000,
111,000, 90,000 and 120,000 (9). (All these figures are well above

the usually accepted levels of traffic for a dual-3-lane motorway (10).)
Traffic was assigned to the M16 on the basis, purely, that use of

the motorway would save time on the jourmey under consideration,

In order to calculate aggregate jourmey times Mr. Newlands had to

know the exact length of the proposed route; so that to complete

his work he had to wait untll the exact route had been selected.

In order to communicate what order of magnitude the time savings
would be Mr. Newlands prepared a special paper (11) on the relative
journey times from Wrotham to Birmingham with and without use of
M16 in 1993. Using the M16 the fastest possible journmey would be
182 minutes, not using the M16, the fastest possible time would be .
192 minutes. It is the aggregation of journeys with such time
savings that causes Newlands to predict such a large traffic flow
upon the M16.

2.5.5 It is important to understand not the technicalities of the traffic
modelling exercise, but 1tQ nature: for although the technique is
purported to be more sensitive when measuring traffic flows than
CoBA, it does not even attempt the crude economic analysis which
is to be found within the CoBA package. Thus there was no attempt
to translate traffic flows into aggregated cost savings, there was
no Net Present Velue calculation carried out and so, finally, there
was no attempt to compare NPV with capital costs or calculate
economic rates of return. It should, incidentally, be recalled
at this stage that CoBA makes allowance for increased running

costs” of vehicles to be balanced against the time savings.
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The traffic modelling process employed by Newlands took no account of
the possibility that time savings might well be coupled with a longer
Journey covered at a higher average speed thus incurring extra costs.

Despite the criticism levelled at CoBA in the previous chapter it
does seem to have certain advantages over "traffic modelling”. By
going a stage further than traffic analysis into, albeit crude,
economic analysis it does enable all parties concerned to estimates
the size of costs and benefits under consideratinn. This is
especially useful if environmental benefits are going to be assessed
in the sort of framework set out in CoBA Advice Note No. 15 (12).
It is also of importance to recall that one of the prime reasons
CoBA was brought in to supercede H1/71 (13) was that it was thought
a discounting appraisal technique would be of far greater value
than an economic rate of return calculation which focuses on just
one year at some period during the iife of the project under

.inspection. Traffic modelling such as that carried out by Newlands

over a 15 year design period focuses attention on just one year and
is therefore a set-back from the CoBA technique.

It is interesting to note the Inspector's comments on economic
appraisal. On Dey 4 (14) of the Inquiry he is on record as saying
that he found CoBA appraisals "of very limited value” and especially
so where there is no clear cut altermative with which to make
compariscns. He added, however, that he felt it "surprising” that
no evidence of cost comparisons had been presented. At this stage
of the Inquiry the only cost figures that had been given had come
from Mr. Lawrence (1) and were very simply the capitzl costings
(Table 5.1) of the ERCU route.

Table 5.1: Estimate of Cost of ERCU Proposed Route

Roads £ 19,672,000
Structures £ 19,693,000

Land g 3,760,000

Total £ 43,125,000
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2.5.8 A final important point needs to be made about the ERCU approach to

Justification; although their case rested very heavily on the
forecasted traffic levels there was another "weapon" they were able
to bring to bear. The point was made by Newey (2) early on and
repeated by Lawrence and Newlands throughout the proceedings that if
the AlO-Al2 section was not to be built the orbital would then
contain a gap, and what came to bé called a "wet-end situation” would
arise. This would be because the Secretary of State had already
decided that the sections of M16 eitker side of the Al10-Al2 section
should be built. The logic of this argument is irrefutable: if it
is Government policy to build a motorway network which includes a
London outer orbital then it is ludicrous to omit one link. Traffic
that had diverted onto the M16 would have to fight its way across a
15-mile stretch of London in order toc regain the next section of the
orbital., This, however, is also the logical inconsistency in the
DcE approach: if the Secretary of State decrees individual road
links should be economically justiriable, then roads which obviously
form a homogenous entify such as an orbital should not be split up
for such investigation. The M40/M42 Public Inquiry set an important
precedent by hearing evidence pertinent to the "heed” for the

motorway. Before this only objections to the route chosen would
be heard. At inquiries since then objectors have quite rightly
considered themselves at liberty to question the 'need” for the
road under discussion. The Outer Orbital (M16/M25) hes been
divided up into over a dozen discreet sections for Inquiry.

(The final number is not settled.) If the objectors challenge

the need for any ocne section successfully, and convince, ultimately,
the SoS, the orbital will take on, to say the least, a somewhat
pecu.l iar appearance. (Burroughs work on the Central Electricity
Generating Boerd's administrative arrangements for the "supergrid”
public inquiries (24) indicates (pp232-3) that this factic of
dividing up large scale projects is not unique to the Laondon Outer
Orbital.)

Stage 4: Design and Amelioration

If agriculture was given low priority during the routing stage of
the planning of M16 it might well be asked were any provisions
made at the design stage which would serve to some extent to
ameliorate the agricultural impact of the motorway? The ERCU
most certainly recognised that the route proposed would have
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detrimental effects upon certain aspects of the envifonment through

which it passed. In order to reduce such disbenefits a number of
proposals were proferred (1).

(a) Where the route followed a preserved line through the
Bullsmoor Housing Estate, because of the proximity of
houses and 8 schodl it was proposed to put the road in
"cut end cover” tunnel. The tunmel which would stretch
for a distance of 585 metres would be govered in soil and

planted in some manner. (6)

(b) A second tunnel of 200 metres was to be provided where
M16 crossed the All at Bell Common in order to maintain
the continuity of the Forest. The motorway had, of
course been designed to cut the Forest at thig, its
thin est, peint.

(e¢) It was proposed that culverts and a bridge would be
provided to ensure that the Epping Forest deer would
have access between both the open lamnd surrounding the
Forest and the Forest itself.

(d) Accoustic fences and earth bunds were to be provided
wherever it was considered that the noise environment
would werrant it. This usually meant where the noise
level was predicted to rise sbove the compensatable
level of 68dB(A). (Land Compensation Act, 1973) imn 1993.

(e) Tree planting was proposed to enhance the visual aspect

of the motorway-fron the surrounding areas.

2.6.2,.Again, our analysis of the agricultursl input to the decision-making
may be briefly stated: there was none. The most obvious indicatien
that agricultural amelioration was being attempted would be some
description of the arrangements that had been made to cope with
farm severance i.e. the splitting up of farm holdings into 2 or
more parts by the road,with parts being on opposite sides of the
road from the farm buildings. But despite the ERCU's apparent
willingness to ﬁrovide deer with such access there was no mention
of how any of the farms might cope with their severance problems.
Neither were any other aspects of farm difficulties discussed.
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.2,6.3 It is interesting to pause for a moment to examine the DoE approach
to environmental appraisal: individual decisions when analysed can
be most revealing about the processes involved. For example the
preferred route cut Epping Forest at Bell Common: in order to
preserve the continuity of the Forest at this point the ERCU had
proposed that the motorway be put in cut end cover tunnel for a
distance of 200 metres. This would have cost £ 1,374,000 more than
if the road had been left in cut and the cover had not been provided.
The ERCU were then implicitly putting a value of over £ 1 1/3 million
on the preservation of the continuity. The City of London proposed
that, in order to preserve the Forest even better, the Bell Common
tunnel should be extended from 200 to 450 metres. This, however,
it was estimated would cost £ 2,493,000 more than the ERCU solution
end £ 3,867,000 more than the "open-cut” solution. There is no
logical reason or economic retionale dictating that the "continuity
of Epping Forest” should be valued at £ 1lim, £ 24m or £ 3im. The

- choice was made by ERCU on the basis of a value Judgement which was
pever explained and prdbably never could be, There was, however,
great tenacity on the part of Mr. Larence when it came to
protecting the value judgement. Roy Gregory (16) described this
approach some years before the Inspector took his seat for the M16
Inquiry:

".....in an argument we all claim that what suits us best is
also right in terms of more disinterested and high-minded
standards. Not only do we claim it, usually we believe it.
Their objectives and interests being what they are, it is
hardly surprising that developers adopt a scale of values
rather different from that of other sections of the community
intensely preoccupied with the problems of preserving
amenity. If the difference in cost to the developer between
sites A and B is £€x, it is not long before he honestly and
genuinely comes to believe that the loss of amenity entailed
in choosing A is really net worth £x, the additional expense

that would be incurred in avoiding it by going to B instead.”
(p.15)

2.6.4 Evidence was also presented at the Inquiry which would suggest that,
as with the routing stage of development, during the amelioration
exercise agriculture was implicitly traded off against amenity on
the basis that agricultural land was 'worth less than amenity
land. A good example of this can be found by examining the fate
of certain playing fields at Waltham Abbey. The proposed route
would require some 16 acres of these daying fields. Because of

the existence of the orbital road on the County Development Plan
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there was no cbligation upon the ERCU to replace the land.
Nevertheless, it was suggested that nearly 7 acres of land owned by
the local authority, but currently being farmed could be used in part

replacement for the lost playing fields.

Any summary of the role of agriculture plays in the "4-stage model”
of ERCU decision-meking need only be brief. At none of the stages

does agriculture play any significant part whatsoever. It might

have been thought that agricultural considerations had a special

part to play at stages 2 and 4, but even here that was not the case,
If anything agriculture was discriminated against almest unknowingly
by the ERCU; for whilst they ware attempting to placate the apparently
unplacatable amenity societies by shifting the route and endeavouring
to supply replacement recreational ground more agricultural land

was being lost than need have been the case. Such a result coudd

be acceptable even to the agricultural community had the trade-off
been done explicitly on a well-fefined and well-explained basis..
Unfortunately, the ERCU seemed not to have realised what they were

3.7
doing.

3. _ THE INQUIRY DEBATE

51

The main implication that can be drawn from the previcus sections
of this chapter is that the agricultural input to the planning of
M16 (AlO-4l2) by ERCU was minimal. This being the case if
agriculture is to have any effect on final route selection and
design of this section of motorway the Inspector will have to be
presented with sufficiently strong agricultural cases to make him
recommend certain alterations on aéricultural grounds. This
section then is focussed upon exploring the type of agricultural
case that was presented and the ERCU response to it. Before
beginning such analysis it will be of use to make three preliminary

remarks:

(a) Far more time out of the 89 days that the Inquiry sat
was spent discussing the need for the road than was
spent discussing roufing possibilities. This was due
to the weight of evidence cn"need"presented by the
two principal objectors, "The Alliance Against M16"
and the "National Motorwsys Action Committee/Friends

of the Earth."”
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(b) Far more attention was focussed upon the AlO-Mll section of
the route, than on the section further east. Again, this is
due, in part, to the "Alliance” which felt unable to stretch
its resources past the Mll junction. As the bulk of affected
farmland lay in this eastern section there was a built-in
imbalance working against fhe agricultural interest.

(¢) It would not be an overstatement to conclude that the battle
over the "need" to build M16 (Al0-Al2) was fought primarily
on the grounds that the ERCU had laid out =~ those of traffic
requirements and transport policy. The aims of the two main
objecting groups were, however, different: the Alliance's
contention was that the construction of any road near Epping
Forest would destroy its present function. NAMAC were out
to uaqu;ggg_genernl points about the defects in both
transport policy and the traffic forecasting techniques
employed by_the ERCU and, hy 1mp1icatian, all other RCU's
and traffic consultants. It is this advantage that the
promoting authority has of being sble to chose the grounds
over which the "battle” will be fought which is perhaps one
of the most interesting aspects of the Inquiry procedure.
Mrs. Woods, leader of the Alliance, and most of her fellow
members, had no wish to learn about the technicalities of
traffic forecasting., But still they had to: presenting

a case based upon the impact the proposed route would

have cn the Forest slone would have undoubtedly met with
much sympathy from the ERCU and Inspector alike; but, the
sympathy would have stemmed from the fact that the ERCU
would feel perfectly secure that the central pillar of their

case was not being challenged.

3.2 Agriculture was mentioned by both major objecting groups, it was,
however, afforded lowly status, The complete NAMAC/FoE agricultural

evidence reads:

"The section of the M16 which is the subject of this Inquiry
covers approximately 230 Ha or 568 acres. Over a third of
this total is accounted for by junctions alone, Theydon
Interchange, the junction between the proposed M16 and the
M1l covers 45 Ha or 11l acres.
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"A conventional estimate is that it requires one acre of

such land to provide the total food requirements of one

person. Thus Theydon Interchange would mean losing the

capacity to feed 111 people. Apart from motorway junctions

which consume such large amounts of land, motorways also

divide farms and market gardens and leave patches of open

land which are unecomomical for agriculture of any sort.”
The Alliance agricultural evidence was a little more substantial.
Mrs. Woods in her evidence devoted only a short paragraph to the
"Use of land": ;

"At present we produce approximately 50% of our food....As &

result ( of the 1972 UN Population Limitation Conference) all

countries pledged themselves to aim for self-sufficiency in

food. Land taken for development is so often good cor at

least medium agricultural land, roads = including this one =

certainly come into this category.”" (18)
But, as well as this general summing up, the Alliance also used a local
farmer as an agricultural expert witness: the bulk of this was devoted
to cutlining current agricultural policy and indicating that the
Government considers that a continuing expansion of food production
in Britain would be in the national interest. Mr. Padfield, the
Alliance's witness, devoted only a small section of his proef to
an examination of hew individual farms would be affected by the
proposed route. Acreage losses were given for gseven affected units
alongside the present farm sizes. Additionally, "as an indication
of the loss of agricultural production”, for three farms an estimate

of net output losas was made:

Farm ] Net Annual Loss (2)
Great Gregories Farm 982
Gerdners Farm 1,521
Coopersale Hall 3,253

It was asserted that the yield from these three were "not less than the
National or Essex yield per acre and in the majority of cases they are
significantly higher". Notwithstanding the difficulties the Alliance
had in keeping their agricultural members loyal, the opinion is
ventwred that Mr. Padfield having once taken the step from a
descriptive to an analytical proof of evidence should have gone

much further with his analytics. As it was the information given

was too limited either to cause the ERCU any trouble or to prompt

the Inspector to take much notice.
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3.3 It must be added also, that the biggest defect in the Alliance case
concerned agriculture. The only place that the Alliance thought it
politic to suggest a shift in horizontal alignment should M16 be
built was at the western end of the route socuth of Waltham Abbey
in order to avoid a new housing estate. This route necessitated
crossing the farm owned by Hassrs.-navis, who counter-ebjected.

In cross—-examination it became patently obvious that no work at all
had been done by the Alliance's witness (Dr. John Manning)on this.(19)
In fact Dr. Manning end the Alliance were made io look rather foolish
and no better than the usual "keep it off my doorstep” amemity
socleties. Undoubtedly the trade-off between the estate residents
and the farmland had been made implicitly by the Alliance, but
sufficient evidence had not been gathered by them to be able to

present a logical, overt case cn the matter.

3.4 The Individual Agricultural Cases of Objection

3.4.1 The messages that emerge from this section are unmistakeable: the
individual farmers were diginterested in representing themselves
at the Inquiry (only 5 from a possible 15 appeared); thcse who did
present evidence in objection were characterised by an inability to
focus upon those most central to their needs. Additionally little
help was avaeilable from the NFU.

3.4.2 Philip Shaw, Essex County Secretary for the NFU outlined the problems
the farming community faced when confronted by a large motorway
development, in a meeting prior to the opening of the Inquiry.

He made the point, that has subsequently been reiterated to us at
frequent intervals, that the NFU cannot, as a representative body

usually become involved in decisioﬁs concerned with routing of roads.

To do so would meen that the NFU representative involved would be seen

to be fawvouring one group of farmers to the detriment of others.
(This is not always the case as our analysis of the Al2 Chelmsford
By=-Pass Inquiry will show, but it is the rule rather than the
exception). Thus Shaw, who must be categorised as one of the most

informed NFU officials upon highway development, had to stay out
of the Epping discussions.

3.4.3 Shaw also predicted that there was likely to be only minimal
representation from affected farmers. The reasons he gave for this

were:
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(a) Many farmers were hostile to the policy of the "Alliance Against .
M16, which was directed at stopping the motorway entirely. The
farming community tends towards supporting a motorway network and
felt that there was a need for some form of orbital route. Thus,
in order to minimise the effect of the M16 when built they wanted
it routed through Epping Forest, which the Alliance were
endeavouring to protect.

(b) As was stated above the Alliance was not interested in spreading
its influence farther east than M1l.

(c) Farmers in close proximity to Lendon become rather fatalistic
about development proposals, of any kind.

Philip Lowe has recently argued (20), in most persuasive fashion, that:

"....the evident effectiveness of many amenity societies may
preclude other envirommentzl groups with different social
compositions from influencing official planning policies....
political orgsnisation will magnify the difference and
inequalities of the social structure and the activities of
local emvircnmental pressure groups will tend to accentuate
exigting disparities between the favoured environments of
the powerful and wealthy and the degraded environmemts of
the deprived.” (p35)
It would be an exaggeration, perhaps, to put the Essex, green-belt
farmers into the "deprived” category, but the point can well be made
that the impotent position of the NFU organisation left the individual
farmers open to the dictates cf the larger amenity groups which
presented objections, most notably the Alliance. This was seen
in both the extent and type of objections offered. (Again a
contrasting conclusion will be possible about the Chelmsford

By~Pass prcceedings.)

Table 5.2 is designed to demonstrate the extent and type of cases
presented by the farmers (or landlords) themselves. The manner of
tabulation obviously has defects, foremost amongst which is the
lack of any weighting orranking device which would serve to separate
the important aspects of each case from the supporting evidence.
However a number of important findings do emerge. Primarily, it
has to be recognised that only 5 farmers from about 15 affected by

the route felt motivated enough to present a case in objection to

the ERCU route. Three others presented cases in opposition to

alternate routes: Mr. Davies has already been mentioned in



Table 5.2: A Typology of Cases Presented by Farmers at M16 Inquiry

124,

FARMER GROUNDS OF OBJECTION
Objection to ERCU Proposed Route _nouunmﬂ Objection Tol
‘ Alternative Routes
NON-AGRICULTURAL AGRICULTURAL
M16 notj Amenity + Landscaping | Effect on Disruption to farm Severance/ |Specifid Agricultural | Non|
needed | Violation| necessary | "National systenm Lwnaonu design | Descrip| Analy | agri
Farm' Descriptive | Analyticaljproblems (feature| tive | tical | cult
tharmful ural
2 3 4 6 7
W | @ (3) (4) (5) (e) (€p @5 Gont 65
Fowler X X X X X
Watt X X
McTurk X
Collins X X X X M.
Church
Commission
ers X X
Copthall
Estate X X X
Davis X
Padfield »
TOTAL 2 3 1 2 4 (4] 4 2 o 2
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connection with the Alliance alternative; the Church Commissicners
objected to a minor route shift in the eastern section of the route
and Mr. McTurk objected to Mr. Watt's proposal for a side-road
alteration. We will deal primarily here with the cases in objection
to the ERCU proposal.

The first point to make is that a good agricultural case should focus
upon only those issues of relevance to the continued good husbandry
of the farm involved. The individual farmer must not get involved
with igsues that are either non=-agricultural or relate to Government
policy. In the first of these areas he has no competence, in the
second the RCU has no brief. Thus columns (1) - (4) in Table 5.2
describe issues with which the farmer (or the agent, who often
presents the case) must not become embroiled. However, at MLE such
issnes according to the tabulation were as almost important
numerically as those issues in columns (5) = (8) which should have

_been uppermost in any presentation. And, even more importantly,

examination of the proofs of evidence leaves no doubt that the
weight accorded these "traffic, amenity amnd natural resource” issues
was as heavy, if not heavier, than the real agricultural
considerations. In addition, perhaps the most telling single
measurement of the content of the agricultural cases is the zero in
column (6)(and similarly in columm (10)). It was felt important to
make this distinction between "descriptive” amnd "analytical” because
the Inquiry procedures find it moat easy to take on board the latter,
whereas the farmers all tended towards the former.

Mr. Collins was undoubtecily the farmer who stood to lose most from
the construction of the ERCU route: the M16 would intersect with
the Mll, already under con'atmction, upon his land. The complica=
tions of the motorway junction would mean great land-~take and a
very high degree of severance. Mr. Collin's proof (21) covered
four foolscap sides of paper and ran for 20 paragraphs. Of these
only 2 paragraphs were allotted to a description of how the farm
system would be affected; it is worth quoting these in full in
order to demonstrate the inadequacies of a "descriEtive" cage:
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"9. The main enterprise comsists of two herds of dairy cows, one:

on each farm, totalling 300 in-milk cows, and 225 followers being
reared as replacements. The national average for England and
Wales is 36 cows per herd and the average yield is some 200
gallons per cow per year lower than ours. All the land is sown
to grass, mainly for summer grazing, the surplus being cut for
silage or hay for winter feeding. In addition 250 beef cattle
are produced annually and there is a breeding herd of 600 sows
and gilts producing 10-to 12 thousand pigs per year.

10. Thus, it is obvious that a very considerable capital
investment is involved, the major proportion being in the
dairy enterprises, which will become severely unbalanced if
the M1l6 is built as proposed.”

The presentation of such a case has two very important implications:

(a) there is little basis of evidence for either the ERCU or
Inspector to make decisions about the amelioration of the
effect of the road upon the farm by incorporating certain
design features such as special agricultural accesses.

'(b) Once the traffic benefits of the scheme have been counted
and the route chosen the public incquiry becomes an aremna
where "environmental” benefits and digbenefits are weighed
against each other in debate. The Inspector will then report
the facts of the debate 2nd his opinion of the relative merits
of the arguments forwarded to the Secretary of State.
Therefore by presenting an inadequate case the farmer, as
well as doing himself a disservice,is also depriving the
Secretary of State of information without which he canmot
make informed judgements about the trade-offs involved in

route selection.

Naturally, much will be said in subsequent chapters which will expand
upon what we think is the best approach to the presentation of an
"analytical” assessment of the impact of motorways upon agriculture.
However, as an introduction to that it may be recorded here that such
an assessment EEEE include some form of economic appraisal of the
effect of the loss of patt of the farm. Much thought ought (!) to
have gone into the planning of a particular farm system, in order
that the "best” system can be arrived at. The information gathered
at that stage can be employed to give an impact assessment. The
"deseriptive” approach of simply explaining the farm system and
agserting that it will be severely harmed is of little use to any

of the parties involved.
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3.4.7 Perhaps the best agricultural proof présented came from Mr, Watt and
his agent. (22) It is worth describing this in a little detail in
order that the implications of approach may be fully understood.

Not unexpectedly Watt's general case was weak:

"Mr. Watt objects to the proposed motorway on the ground that

it will cause severe severance of the farm coupled with the

loss of a considerable area of good agricultural land.”
However the rest of the proof was muich improved by the focussing of
attention upon one specific issue:

"....nain objection is to the proposed Weald Road extemsion

to the Chequers Road which will cause the loss of further land
end isolate an area of approximately l4 acres together with the
farm buildings at Wrights Bridge between the motorway and the
Weald Road extension.”

"The proposed Weald Road extension is considered by Mr. Watt
to be totally unnecessary as with some improvement to the
existing Coxtie Green Rodd.....the cost of constructing this
road and the loss of gecod agricultural land could be avoided,"

Y extes distance for traffic would be approximately

of one mile."
As well as asking for the Coxtie Road side road route to be considered
instead of the Weald Road extension Watt also asked for two other
points to be taken into account.

1. The breaking out and return to agriculture of the redundant
section of Weald Road.

2, The widening of the bridge span at Chequers Road to enable

it to incorporate an ‘agricultural underpass.

Mr. McTurk (a farmer) objected (23) to the use of Coxtie Road not on
agricultural grounds but on the grounds that the cost of improvements
necessary before Coxtie Road cculd take the expected traffic flows
plus the extra travel costs of the diversion made it uneconomic not

to build the Weald Road extemsion.

The ERCU agreed with McTurk "on the grounds of both traffic flow and
safety”, (47) that the Weald Road extension should remain. They also
e

felt it would be unecconomic to imp?ment Watt's other proposals:

"Enlaergement of the subway to enable cattle to pass through would
cost an additional £44,000. Such work could be carried out as
accommodation works by agreement with the District Valuer, but
on present information the expemnditure qr such a sum for thia
work would appear difficult to justify.
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And
"eees only approximately 100 metres on the north side of the
motorway could be broken out. This would cost £ 1670 and
would return approximately 0.14 Ha (0,35 acres) to Mr. Watt.
However, the total area which woild result would be of doubtful
use, as it would be of an irregular shape and would have an
electricity pylon in the middle.

"To the south of the Motorway, only a very small portion of
Mr, Watt's land would remain between the new and existing
Wrightsbridge Road. There would seem to be little point in
breaking out the old road unless GIC, the owner of the land
to the east of the existing Wrightsbridge Road, were to buy
the land. Even so the cost of breaking the road out would

be £ 2750 for the return of some 0,54 Ha (1.35 acres) of land.
This would make the work difficult to justify financially."”

The negative reaction of the ERCU is quite economically justifiable:
this is, however, not the prime point to emerge from Mr. Watt's case.
Most important to record is that the ERCU were forced to respend to

the specific issues raised by Watt whereas they were able to ignore

the impact on the farm as a whole because this was stated so_generally.

This pattern is recognisable throughout the agricultural cases, as
Table 5.3 demonstrates. The explanation is very simple: the ERCU
are in a position of having to defend their proposal in the eyes of
the Inspector. 1If, therefore, specific challenges or alternatives
are forwarded they have, in order to preserve the supremacy of their
line, to produce evidence, in rebuttal. It is not, however, necessary
to defend ageinst statements of impact which are of little substance.
Finally, to complete the links in the chain it should be realised
that the Inspector (and so the Secretary of State) only receive
information upon theose iisues which are debated during the Inquiry.
Thus they will have, for example, much infomation upon how a gide
road will affect Mr. latt'é rarn’but none at all upon how M16 will
disturb the holding.
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ERCU Responses to Specific Agricultural Points made by Farmers

Objecting to the ERCU Route

Farmer Specific Point Made Response
Positive|Negative|None
Fowler 1. Need for larger access X
2. Need for special drainage work X
Watt 1. Side~-road alteration X
2., Widen underpass X
3. Breskout disused road X
Collins 1. New system of concrete roads to
minimise severance X
2. Move M11/M16 interchange away from
farmhouse X
3. Regreding of embankments to allow X
cultivation
Copthall None
Padfield 1. Alter access/footpath provisions X
TOTAL 3 6 (o]
3.5 The M16-M1l Theydon Interchange: decision-making at work.

Collins whose evidence we have already examined (para 3.4.6).

The M16 (Al10-Al2 Section) crossed the M1l on the land of Mr. William

The

ERCU published route contained a proposal for an elaborate M16/M11

Junetion, permitting all turning movements except south=-to-east and

eagst=to=south.

However, well into the second half of the Inquiry

the ERCU witnesses stated that as a result of a review of the national
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motorway construction programme, construction of the proposed M12
motorway between South Woodford and Brentwood would be deferred and
that it would be neceesary to incorporate provision for scuth-to=-
east and east-to-south movements in the Theydon Interchange, so that
an alternative route would be available via M16 and M1l when the Al2
was congested. The Department, therefore, pre ared new designs for
an alternative free-flow (i.e. 21l turning movements are possible)

cyclic design.

Although this new design was pugirora the Inquiry in March 1975 work
had started on it in January, according to a paper presented at a
recent highway engineers' conference, by one of the ERCU staff
responsible (25). This meant that for three months, whilst the
Inquiry was in progress the ERCU were designing a new interchange
without informing any of the objectors or the farmer involved!

As it finally turned ocut the new design required far less land

(15 acres were saved) and it was possible to move the centre line

of the M16 40 metres further away from Mr. Collins’ farmhouse and

buildings. The strain upon Mr. Collins could undoubtedly have been
lifted somewhat over this crucial period if he had known of these
plans. Additionally, the "Alliance Against M16" would have been

put to far less expense,as a great deal of time was spent by their
experts redesigning the original junction proposal with the intention
of minimising land=take, intrusiveness and cost.

TEE INSFECTOR'S REPORT AND THE DECISION

4.2

During the final drafting of this Chapter (October 1977) the
Secretaries of State for the Envirqnuent and Transport announced
their decision to go ahead with this section of the M16., As is

the custom the Inspector's Report (26) was published at the same
time as the decision letter: meticulous reporting otlall the
evidence meant that the Report ran to more than 1000 pages. Had
the decision been unexpected or the Inspector's reporting more
favourable to agriculture it may have been necessary to recast this
Chapter. This, however, was not the case and all that is needed
here is to report briefly a number of specific points of interest.

The Inspector took the view (contrary to the evidence of the Alliance
and NAMAC / FoB) that the vehicle ownership forecasts, despite theo-
retical inadequacies, are likely to continue to provide a valuable
indication of the rate of traffic growth, and that, although the
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economic climate and the world fuel situation introduce considerable .

uncertainty, no better predictive tool is available. He accepted
that by solely using journey-time the Department may have assigned
too much traffic to the scheme, but believed that the error of over=-
estimation in the Department's traffic predictions is unlikely to
be greater than 15%. The Secretaries of State concurred with this
decision.

It was argued at the Inquiry that the Department’s proposals were
inconsistent with the Green Belt status of most of the area
traversed by the proposed route. The Inspector, however, found that
green belt policy has from the first recognised the proposal for an
orbital road, and concluded that the M16 would not affect the
tharapeutiﬁﬁulue of the Green Belt to Londoners.

The Inspector was of the opinion that the ERCU had chosen the best
point for the M16 (M25) to cross the Forest (ot Bell Common), but
recommended that the objectors case for a 450 metre tunnel rather
than the 200 metre one proposed by the ERCU should be upheld. The
Secretaries of State agreed with this recommendation. (Referring
back to paragraph 2,6,3 it can be seen that the Inspector and the
Secretaries of State placed a value of £ 2,493,000 mcre than did the
ERCU upon the continuity of Epping Forest. What price ratiomal
decision-making!)

Inspector and Secretaries of State alike rejected the Alliance's
alternate route. (It is interesting to note that the Inspector
reported all the Alliance evidence under the heading of "Alternate
Route D2", whereas it will be remembered thet the alternative

route played very much a secondary role in the Alliance's case
which mainly challenged the need for the motorway. The opinion

is ventured that this is because the Inquiry frameworﬁ as at present
constituted can find no proper place for such a well=organised
challenge of need and so has to deal with the evidence in a more

usual manner.)

The amended design br the M11/M16 (M25) junction put in by the ERCU
found favour with both the Inspector and Secretaries of State.

an Inspector's report takes on a formal shape; after all the
evidence has been reported the Inspector records first his "Findings

of Fact”, then his "Conclusions" and finally his "Recommendations.”



133.

, The M16 (A10-A12) "Recommendation” was that the scheme as presented
should bé built with a few minor amendments. It is of interest to
us, however, to examine the part played by agriculture in the
Inspector's decision-making processes: for this we turn to the
"Findings of Fact” and the "Conclusions”. The reader should not be
surprised given what has gone before when we report that the role of
agriculture was minimal. The "Findings of Fact”" ran to 58 A4 pages:
apart from a few brief mentions in relation to individual farms the
complete agricultural content covered only two short paragraphs:

"From Sewardstone Road (Al12) in the west to the Brook Street
Roundabout (Al12) in the east, amounting to some 85% of the
length of the published schemes, the road would pass largely
through agricultural land. The classification of most of this
land by the Ministry of Agriculfture, Fisheries and Food is in
Grade III. Although the Department has had some success in

locating the road close to farm boundaries, several farm units
would suffer serivus severance.

One farmer with a large holding, Mr. ¥W.A, Collins, asked that
embankments should be graded back and soiled with gradients
suitable for mechanical cultivation in order that adjoining land
should be kept in agricultural production right up to the
motorway fence line. The Department undertook to arrange this.

L)

Of the 28 pages of Conclusions” agriculture again warrangted only two
short paragraphs:

"Objectors claimed that the construction of the published
schemes would be contrary to the recently ammounced policy
of the Government to increase the home production of food
(Foed From Our Own Resources Cmnd 6020). This is not a .
matter on which I em competent to comment.

The attention of other farmers should be drawn to the request
of Mr, W.A, Collins that embankments should be so graded as to
permit cultivation up to the motorway fence line. A short-
term agricultural disadvantage during the constructional period
would be more than offset in the succeeding years; this is a
very sound arrangement provided it does not 1nvolve the
importation of filling material.’

The extent of the agricultural content of these two sections of the

Report hasg to be weighed against the 23 pages devoted to "environmental”

considerations. There is no doubt where the balance of interest and

influence lies.

S. CONCLUSIONS

Disd General

(2) There are undoubted dangers in drawing generalised conclusions
from individual case studies. However, the Chelmsford By=-Pass
evidence will be compared and contrasted with that of the M16
in order to lessen the possibility of gross misconception.
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(b)

The
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The nature of the present administrative system is that any
sectoral input such as agricultural evidence can be entered
into the decision-making process by either the promoting
authority or the affected interest. It is, however, usually
necessary for the affected interest to make out a case strong
enough to stand rebuttal from the promoting authority. In
other words the authority eppear at the inquiry with an
entrenched viewpoint; it is the objectors responsibility to
convince the Inspector (and SoS) that Hs opinion is correct.

ERCU Project Appraisal Model

(a)

(b)

(e)

The

It is possible to resolve the different aspects of project
appraisal as carried out by ERCU into a four stage model:

- interpretation of Government policy
- selection of most appropriate route
- Justification of both route and road
- detailed design

Route selection preceded justification because it is necessary
to know the exact route in order that the justification technique
chosen can be employed.

Justification and evaluation is carried out entirely in terms
of traffic benefits.

5.4

(a)

(b)

(e)

The

ERCU Project Appraisal and Agriculture

Agriculture does not play a significant’role at any stage of

project appraisal.

Amenity considerations outweigh agricultural ones even to the
extent that agriculture is positively discriminated against in
order to preserve amenity. (Amenity considerations themselves
are far less important in the overall balance than traffic
benefits.)

Even if they desired to have a more comprehensive agricultural
input the ERCU had not the expertise to prepare the relevant

evidence,

Farmers' Evidence

(a)

This was lacking in both quantity and quality.
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(b) It is possible that the existence of large amenity groups and
impotence of the NFU, influenced the decisions of certain
farmers over whether to appear personally or not = many who

might have been expected to appear, did not.

(c) Individuals cases that were presented focussed upon the wrong
issues. Emphasis was given to amenity issues which was not
warranged, whilst the agricultural sections of all proofs
were descriptive rather than analytical,

(d) The ERCU only felt it necessary to respond only to specific
issues that were raised, such as access provision. The lack
of hard analytical evidence upon the potential impact of the
M16 on the farm system deprived all parties of the chance to
make informed trade-offs about all environmental benefits and
disbenefits.

5.5 The Decision

(a) Neither the Inspector's Report nor the Secretaries of States'
decision was surprising except for minor details. At the end
of the Inquiry very few of the objectors really expected to
stop the road being built. The 1977 Transport White Paper
indicated that the Government's policy was to build the London
Orbital = this ended all hope the objectors may have had.

(b) The reporting of the fate of agriculture occupied only a small
place in the Inspector's Report: this accurately reflected
the role it played at the Inquiry.




Chapter 6.

The Chelmsford By=-Pass: a case-study in
highway decision-making.
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¢ 1, INTRODUCTION

1.1 The description of the proceedings of the M16 (Al0-Al2) Public
Inquiry in the previous chapter revealed much about both the
workings of the ERCU's project appraisal technique for strategic
motorways and the place of agriculture within that technique.

It was basically learnt that agriculture was very much a "second
class" consideratinn, being poorly represented by both the
promoting authority and the farming community. In order to test
these findings it was decided to record in detail the events ofi
another public inquiry. A4s it turned out, again the choice made
was extremely fortunate and a great deal was learnt about the

decision making processes involved in highway planning.

1.2 On 22nd April 1975, "Public Local Inquiries” were opened at the
Civic Centre, Chelmsford, into the proposed Al2 Chelmsford By-Pass.
The Inquiry closed 5% months later but there had only been 27 days
when evidence was heard - the rest of the time proceedings were
clogsed because of the Inspector's illness. Map 6.1 shows the route
proposed by (once again) the ERCU; it ran through 8.6 miles of the
Essex countryside (mostly farmland) to south and east of the city,
joining the recently constructed Margaretting and Springfield/
Boreham By-Passes. (Throughout this report it is called the
Southern Route). This was the first scheme to be subjected to the
process of "Public Participation” at the stage of route selection.
This Qook place in 1973 and gave the public a choice of three

routes: one north of the city, one more or less on the line of
'the existing by-pass close in to the city centre, (the Central
Route) and the eventually chosen Southern Route. It is also
appropriate to note at this early stage that the Inspector had
been in the Ministry of Agriculture from 1945 to 1970 - this was

to prove decisive.

1.3 There were a number of reasons for selecting this Inquiry for
"in-depth” investigation:

(a) its close proximity to the M16 Inquiry and the M1l fieldwork
which occurred simultaneously, enabled the Wolfson Group

to function most effectively;
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(b) contact with both David Hellard and Philip Shaw enabled us
to know that, unlike at Epping, the NFU would be presenting

a consolidated agricultural case;

(c) the scheme proposed was of a different type to that of the
M16., 1Its smaller scale implied that the Inquiry would be
. shorter, the data more manageable and, perhaps the issues

would be more clear cut;

(d) a chance was presented to examine the CoBA system in ..
operation as it had been used to appraise the economic return
of the scheme;

(e) Dr. van Rest was approached by Associated Planning Consultants
(APC), who were acting for one of the major objecting groups,
with the intention of the Wolfson Group providing agricultural
evidence for the overall objection. As it turned out,
because the NFU presented a co-ordinating agricultural case,
advice from the group was not necessary, but the initial
interest sparked by APC served to indicate that this would

be a most informative case-study.

1.4 The Secretary of State's decision upon this scheme was announced
in July 1976: it concurred with the basic recommendations made in

the Inspector's Report (1):

"1 recommend that the Department should take no action on its
proposals for a southern route and that it shomld, instead,
re-examine the possibilities of a central route, giving the
traffic an economic advantage which it accepts, but causing
less environmental damage than the Central Routes that it

has hitherto envisaged.” (p215 F)

1.5 Our main tasks in this chapter are to examine:

1. the ERCU approach to project appraisal when CoBA analysis is
available,

2., the quality of the agricultural input to the process from both
the ERCU and the objectors.

3. the way agricultural considerations were treated by the

Inspector in his role as a decision=taker.

4. The reasons for the Inspector's negative decision, including

the extent to which agriculture played a part.
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THE ERCU CASE FOR A CHELMSFORD BY~PASS ON THE SOUTHERN ROUTE

2.1

"The existing Al2 through Chelmsford is not suitable for the
volume or type of traffic that the route will carry in future
and considerable delays already occur at times on this road.
There is a need to provide a new route to a standard
commensurate with the role of the Al2 in the Natipnal
Strategic Network.”" (2) (p2)

On this basis the Chelmsford By-Pass was admitted into the DoE

"Trunk Road Preparation Pool” in March 1968, and over 7 years later

came to Public Inquiry.

With the benefit of hindsight we can construct a framework in which
it is possible to examine all the component elements of the Inquiry
discussion and decision. Despite the fact that Essex C,C. were in
favour of the northern route, the ERCU selected the southern route
and most of the Inquiry debate was between the merits of that and
some central route along the line of the present By-Pass, close to
the city. The balance that had to be drawn between these two
alternatives was one of economic benefit and environmental

di sbenefit, and the "net benefits” of the two routes had to be
compared in order to select the "best” scheme. In order to carry
this out systematically all the elements would have to be analysed
thus:

Route

Traffic | Capital | Damage to Agricultural| Aesthetic (5)
Benefits Cost Urban Fabric Loss Disamenity
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Central

South
ern

In this framework the net benefit for each route is represented
by (1) = [(2) + (3) + (4) + (5)] . Whetber or mot the ERCU
conceptualised the problem confronting them in this way ,these are
the factors they would have had to consider either objectively or
subjectively, consciously or subconsciously. The analysis in
subsequent sections demonstrates that the weighting of important

factors was subjective (some might argue subconscious) resther than
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object;ve and that agriculture as with M16, was poorly treated in
the initial route selection exercise.

2.3 We have already reviewed (Chapter 4) the theoretical workings of
CoBA. The ERCU following the CoBA manual (3) saw fit to apply it
to the Chelmsford By=-Pass. However, despite the fact that this
economic appraisal had been carried