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00:08 
Good afternoon, everybody. Welcome back to the afternoon session. That is h one. I apologise that I 
lost my connection in the closing minutes of the morning session. My colleagues on the examining 
authority have briefed me as to what happened afterwards, I'm expecting some written submissions 
from MMO. And I think I had had the response from the applicant, before I lost my connection. So we 
will get on with the afternoon's business so that you can we can all pace ourselves. This afternoon, I 
want to deal with the question of standards in the duties in the mitigation duties. And that will include 
reasonable endeavours won't look at parameters plans. I think that's probably a suitable point after that, 
to give the council's the opportunity which they have flagged to make their overall points are in relation 
to mitigation. Then I want to deal with appeals and disputes resolution and tailpieces. And then to look 
at the the not section 106 agreement to look at the planning agreement, which we have there. So that's 
my plan for the afternoon. So I'll see you there and ready, thank you. Let us look at the question of 
standards of the of the duties in the suite of regulatory documentation. 
 
01:59 
I just wanted to before we do and I apologise for interrupting, I did promise to take away the issue about 
article 53. And article 54. I am in a position to address that now or whenever is convenient to you. So 
I'm in your hands as to when you want it to be dealt with or if you want it just to be dealt with in writing. 
Bear in mind the pressure of time I just raise it because if you do want it, 
 
02:26 
I can deal with a habit. I think I'm glad you've got Today, I would like us to deal with it. But I think I'll put 
it to the end of the afternoon. And if if the momentum sounds go forgotten it then please stop me and 
and deal and make sure that we do in fact deal with it. Thank you. So on the question of standards that 
you've got lots and lots of duties in your in your documentation. Mr. Scott, I've your your camera has 
come on again. I don't know if deliberate or not. I appreciate that. Mr. Scott, you don't have the hands 
up facility. So if your camera comes on, I'm going to treat it as your as a Hands up. But your 
microphone is not on? 
 
03:16 
Easy. We'll just make digital procedural matter that you you did take a short discussion of the 
ownership issue this morning, which I think you originally raised. But it is a substantive matter that 
feeds through. And we know the afternoon's agenda won't reach that. So how to how do we deal with 
that matter, because it's essential in the decio. And just felt odd, did not draw attention to in fact, at the 
end of the benefit of ownership. There is a Section seven, which says that the undertaker may simply 
inform the secretary of state of a change. 
 
04:01 
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Thank you, Mr. Scott, making the outset you ask your question. I I don't have that question on my 
agenda, our agenda for today. And I'm not gaming intends to deal with its with it orally. I'm happy to 
accept your written submissions about it. Those which you if you've already made some and I haven't. 
They haven't got to my forefront of my attention yet. Then please make the point again, in your next 
submission. If there are things that you haven't made them pleased, then please do do so. But I don't 
want to take it. I don't want to take up time on that point today. Thank you. So the duties which you 
have gotten the standards which apply to them in a number of cases. Mr. Phil bottom, maybe Mr. Sharp 
must join us as well. Mr. Regan, could you switch off your camera please? You dilutes the the duty is 
by references to practicality, feasibility, appropriate nurse and there are some other qualifications from 
time to time. Now lots of things go to practicality and to these other qualifications humera goes to 
practicality. Failure to plan ahead goes to practicality. But in principle, I'm fighting more than principle 
that if a mitigation is specified, it needs to be required, it needs to be provided. And it needs to provide 
Come what may, or the environmental effects are going to be worse than what is concluded in the 
environmental statement. So I'm finding it difficult to see that qualifications which go to feasibility, 
practicality, appropriateness, are in actual fact appropriate. And we can come to reasonable 
endeavours as well. And when I was in practice, as a lawyer, if I was offered an undertaking to use 
reason and devils to do something, we knew that it really wasn't very, very onerous as an obligation. 
And people were, well, if you accepted that you went into it with our with open eyes. So my position, my 
reaction, when I when I saw it was one of surprise to see that reading the devil's was suggested, as an 
appropriate qualification, to producing to producing mitigation. I guess, actually, that before I ask you to 
respond, it'll be more efficient. I asked the host authorities. I see Mr. Walker is back with us now. If for 
their views on standards, and reasonable endeavours as well. Mr. Walker, are you there? 
 
07:12 
Hello, can you hear me? I can hear you. Thank you. Angus Walker for the software counsel. Yes, we 
we share the concern that reasonable endeavours is not a very strong obligation. And so we would 
prefer something stronger, either just absolute compliance, or a stronger phrasing. Okay, thank you. 
Thank you. Mr. Phillpotts. What do you want to say about this? 
 
07:44 
Is I get to deal with this in two parts, if I may, and I don't take them in. And the first is to deal with the 
context in which those particular terms are used, because different terms are used in different contexts. 
And what I'm going to do in a moment is I'm going to ask Mr sharp to deal with the way that these 
matters are dealt with in the code of construction practice, which is where some of these terms arise as 
opposed to in the development consent order, but I thought that it might be helpful before that and 
normally to sort of set the context for it to deal with the question of reasonable endeavours okay, 
because that is part of a suite of mitigation and control, which needs to be understood as a whole and 
one needs to understand the extent to which there is flexibility or not, depending on which part you're 
dealing with. Now, so far as reasonable endeavours is concerned, the principal use of reasonable 
endeavours is in the data obligation, which provides that with effect from the commencement date, the 
applicant shall use reasonable endeavours to carry out and complete the key environmental mitigation 
in accordance with the implementation plan. So the implementation plan identifies which bits of 
mitigation that is concerned with wind speed associated development and the sequence and timing of 
the implementation. Now, stepfather knows the context and purpose the phrase reasonable 
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endeavours, as you've alluded to, a moment ago, probably used both in contracts and in the protective 
provisions in development consent orders. 
 
09:50 
It's also used for one example in requirement so in the Northampton gateway, department consent 
order requirement For required The Undertaker to use reasonable endeavours to maximise the use of 
Euro six compliant HGV and public transport vehicles. In that context, I'm not aware of others, but I 
haven't undertaken extensive research. But the The point is that it is used in circumstances where if 
recognise the waters important to seek to achieve the objective in question, there may well be 
circumstances beyond the control of the individual on whom the obligation rests. That mean, it can't be 
done, you know, they've acted reasonably in trying to do so. And thus it avoids that individual being 
either in breach of contract or in the case of a CEO committing a criminal offence by breaching the 
terms of the decio if they've used a reasonable endeavours to comply. And the context for this, and it's 
particularly use in the obligation is set against the context of what's acknowledged in the local impact 
report, which is rep 1044. a paragraph 31. won this is on behalf of both councils. Whereas recognised 
in a project as complex and extensive as size well see, the sequence and timing of different parts of the 
project are likely to be difficult to achieve precisely in the order that is anticipated in this proposal. This 
is the case even in a very well roundabout, not achieving this could be a consequence of any number of 
unexpected circumstances of unpredicted adverse ground conditions to the failure of subcontractors, 
and the supply chain consequences of completely external factors, such as we've seen with a recent 
pandemic and transport delays. So that, I think is quite a helpful encapsulation in in this particular 
context. And so, in this case, that gives rise to two consequences. First, to frame that particular 
obligation in terms of the use of reasonable endeavours, rather than an absolute requirement to either 
hit particular dates, or bring construction to a whole element of the associated development slipped 
behind shed that the second is this, that it's therefore appropriate to focus on the other controls and 
mitigation measures, which are intended to cater for the inevitable uncertainties over precise 
construction sequencing. And that was the approach in in broad measure that was applied successfully 
at Hinkley Point C, where there were delays in delivering some elements of the associated 
development. But those have been managed and controlled appropriately, using the other measures 
incorporated into the decio and section 106. With that in mind, so as to ensure that the environmental 
effects were not worse than those which were assessed. So the reasonable endeavours obligation 
needs to be understood, not just in the context of what it relates to, but also what else goes with it in 
order to control the impacts. Now, I pause there, because there are multiple parts of this. If it would help 
you to have further explanation about the principle underlying the approach and the experience. I think 
he points C. And I have Mr. Rhodes, john Rhodes here who can talk to that. But it depends on whether 
you like that now or whether you'd like me to carry on to deal with what it might mean or other matters 
that flow from it, such as the alternative suggestions that have been advanced? 
 
13:59 
Okay. I think, first of all, let me pick absolutely clear, I would like to hear from Mr. Rhodes, because one 
of the points that issues public hearing, is that we can hear what you're saying and interrogated in real 
time, is there's got a big advantage over written documentation. So if he can be preparing himself, 
that's good, I just go back there, which which of the obligations are you telling me about now in relation 
to this implementation plan aspect 
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14:33 
on line two, the current draft deed of obligation which links to the implementation plan. So the and so it 
needs to be understood in the context of the implementation plan and be the positive obligation is to 
use reasonable endeavours to carry out and complete the key environmental mitigation according to 
the implementation plan. And so the implementation Plan which is sorry, I don't have the 
 
15:07 
time to do I'm trying to get the framework, although you have to specific and knowing isn't essential. 
Neither deal obligation is what I what I used as well, that's, that's fine. That's fine when identifies 
 
15:17 
that that relates to the accommodation campus, the caravan park, the rail infrastructure, ecological 
compensation sites, highways improvements, and particularly the size will link Road The to village 
bypass roundabout and other highway improvements. Now I say that there are of course, other 
measures, other requirements that relate to some of those, and particularly, as I understand it, the 
ecological compensation sites, but the reasonable endeavours clause applies to those particular parts. 
So that's why I say is to understand the terms in which any particular measure is secured by reference 
to how it fits within the overall framework. 
 
16:09 
Yeah, I mean, I'm glad you've you've listed those because it reminds me that I think what was once 
concern arose, for example, when reading that they were reasonable endeavours, what sounded like 
reasonable levels to deliver the accommodation campus, you think well, that's difficult. It's difficult to 
accept. So if Mr. Rhodes is there, and would like to explain further and give us the framework for how 
this sits together, please. Good afternoon, Mr. Rhodes. I can see you can you see and hear me your 
microphone is off at the moment, I think. 
 
16:51 
Thank you, john Rhodes for the applicant. Can you hear me? I can hear you loud and clear. Thank you 
very much. So I think, as Mr. Phil Paul said, this is deliberately not meant something which requires 
absolute compliance. Implementation Plan isn't written like that it's in it's written to show indicative 
dates. And it explains on its face, that the delivery of some of these items is not entirely within the 
control of the applicant, because it relies to some extent on other approvals. But it's the best estimate. 
And it's also our programme. And in a sense, nobody is more incentivized than the applicant to deliver 
the infrastructure in the sequence in which it said out there, because unless we do that, we can't build a 
power station. But things change. And there's a kind of philosophical difference between us and the 
authority. We both recognise that things change no matter how well, the implementation plan is 
designed and structured now things change. And that certainly was the situation and thankfully, as I'll 
explain, but it's because they change that they can't be the subject of an absolute commitment. And 
also, whilst the council's responses, in which case we need stringent controls, I think is the words that 
are used. And we need Grampian conditions that we need to approve any revised phasing. And we 
need caps on workers and we need more caps on HDTV movements. That's not in our view, the 
answer, or the role of the DCI, the role of the DTO is to create a framework within which those who are 
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uniquely skilled at building something of this scale, can do their job. And without seeking approval from 
one or two local planning authorities at different phases of construction when decisions have to be 
made in real time. Based on the best information available at that time. And anyone who's visited 
Hinkley c could just I think imagine, first of all the scale of expertise that goes into the construction. But 
secondly, the risk involved with something has to change, and perhaps the local authorities don't 
accept that change. So local authority to provide a schedule of things that changed an inkling compared 
with the implementation plan. And what we'd like to do as part of our speaking note, in response to this 
is provide a more detailed schedule of those changes. But one or two things need to be understood. 
First of all, the implementation plan assumed commencement in 2013. What actually happened, as you 
will, I think, probably recall, is that financing took a long time to agree with the government and fed 
didn't happen until 2016. So there was an inevitable delay in commitment to major infrastructure. But 
there was a site preparation work Planning Commission granted on terms approved by the local 
authorities that enabled the development to start, and that meant that things had to happen in a slightly 
different sequence. But what the evidence shows what will be confirmed in the submission that we 
Going to is that once Fed 
 
20:03 
was declared, then the relevant infrastructure was provided rapidly and within the timescales estimated 
within the implementation plan with one or two exceptions, which I'll explain. But just to take examples, 
for instance, the park and ride so the main park and ride at junction 23 was delayed because fed 
wouldn't allow the commitment to the full works of junction 23. But what the decio had within it, and 
what the site prep had within it, or controls on car parking at the main site, that those were effective, 
there was also a requirement for low chair to be monitored by the TRG. That was also effective. So it 
meant that the applicants had to on that basis, stay within those controls and find alternative means so 
what they did in that case was apply for planning permission for a temporary Park and Ride carpark. So 
didn't step outside planning control, it was within the controllers alternatives to grant that or not, but the 
limits within the DCR were effective in preventing other any other performance. So there was no breach 
of the mo chair condition for instance. And there was no breach of the parking parking control within the 
DCM. And similarly, at the jetty was probably the most significant delay, obviously an important delay 
and there are reasons which we can explain in our note. But as a result of that, the applicants became 
concerned that they may not be able to meet the HDTV limits within the decio consent. On that basis. 
Rather than breach the HTV limits. They went to the local authorities and renegotiated those limits 
through revised section 106 agreement. So again, planning controls effective. As it turned out, they 
didn't need to increase the number of HGTV rooms beyond those in the DC area. But nevertheless, the 
planning controls were effective. Those limits were not breached. They may have been breached but 
only within the control of an amendment that was agreed with the planning authorities. Similarly, in 
relation to the campuses, there was some delay between 2013 and 2016. But only because of delay in 
fed once it was declared the campuses weren't delivered in accordance with the decio subject to one 
change and non material change to DCA relating to merging two campuses in Bridgewater. So in other 
words, 
 
22:26 
interactive movements resonance, I'm sorry, what I would be very much helped by is an understanding 
of how the obligations and constraints which are being offered in relation to sizewell are actually going 



   - 6 - 

to work out what Mr. Phillpotts said to me was, well, you can accept reasonable endeavours in relation 
to the production of the implementation plan, because there are other safeguards elsewhere, which 
makes sure that things don't go wrong. What what is what is unclear to me at the moment is where I 
find those other controls, is there a document which sets out what they are? Why is it okay for me to 
accept practicality, fees, a feasibility and other and other qualifications in relation to things which are 
mitigation, which must be delivered if there's not going to be unacceptable environmental effects? So if 
you could explain to me in your own words, now, what that framework is at sizewell, that would be very, 
very helpful. 
 
23:54 
Thank you. I'm sorry, if I was going to write this the wrong way I was seeking Do you think there's a 
model for the way in which this works? And just very briefly to conclude, and that come directly to your 
question? whilst there has been changed at Hinkley? What the local authorities here have not identified 
as any adverse environmental consequence of that. And that's because the controls were effective. So 
applying that model to size Well, we have HGV limits. So for instance, if the rail infrastructure takes 
longer to deliver, that it may do and important to say nobody is more incentivized. sizewell is to deliver 
the rail infrastructure, because we cannot build the power station within the HDV limits without 
delivering the rail infrastructure when it's programmed to be delivered. This is the programme and our 
construction programme is based on the implementation plan will require the infrastructure to be in 
place, but if it's not, there are limits on the consequences of the limit of the HTV limits. Similarly, for 
instance, if Park and rides were delayed, we have limits on The main site car parking, and we have 
both chair requirements. In relation to the caravan park, or the accommodation campus, again, we have 
developed bespoke solutions in relation to accommodation. So, for example, the local authorities have 
a suggested requirement that no development can take place until the caravan park is in place. Now, 
one of the things we know immediately is that would delay the entire project by 15 months. And so the 
question is, should the local authorities have that control? Is that a sensible outcome or what would be 
the consequence if it was denied? So we've said these matters at length as you know, in response to 
the LIRR, but we don't think a cap on workers, worker numbers is a sensible solution or one that begins 
to comply with planning policy. And these things need to be looked at individually. And I'll come to 
habitats because we recognise that it's especially important in law. But for example, the 
accommodation the implementation shows that the caravan park will be delivered as soon as it 
practically can be. And we are incentivize more than anybody else. To do that, because we need 
workers, we need workers to convince the development. But by the time the caravan park is due to be 
completed, the workforce profile shows it rebuilt about 800 workers. And also the nature of the work in 
the early stages is civils type work, we're expecting the home based employment to be a high level of 
employment. So we think we have a particularly cautious approach to the assessment of 
accommodation requirements. And the level of employment at that time is roughly equivalent to an 
average of size well be a nobody identifies there to the adverse consequences of that. But we have a 
housing fund. So the housing fund, as we know is front loaded to bring forward a combination early 
front loaded bring forward turistic elevation early and it has monitoring provisions for housing stress, 
which are responded to by contingent funds. So there are protections in place against delay, although 
frankly, the most important protection is that we need to provide the accommodation in order to build 
the project. And so, topic by topic, and by analogy to Hinkley. Things might change. But no harm arises 
because the constraints imposed are limited to our absolute. We know that the HTV limit can't be 
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breached. We know we have to manage the construction programme within that limit that incentivizes 
to bring forward the rail bring forth the jetties, if we don't we either have to apply for a change, control or 
planning or we have to slow the project down. When it becomes how does it work? segue your 
 
27:50 
feelings on how does it work then with the accommodation campus? You've you accept obligation to 
use reason Davis would you say come accommodation campus. But it takes longer than you expect? 
What? What prevents there being you know a swamping of the rental property market. 
 
28:18 
But I think there are two things to say. One is why should it take longer than expected? It's not? 
 
28:25 
The answer to that in that case is why will you only offer reason to Devers? 
 
28:31 
Well, it goes to the question of necessity in terms of requirement doesn't have to make it more 
stringent. But matters can happen outside our control. So the combination campuses later it's probably 
the reason would be that the whole project has been delayed. So for example, if the local authority 
suggesting as they do that the combination campus must be built by a particular date in six years time, 
then, if for any reason outside our control, we can't anticipate the next pandemic or whatever it may be, 
we will have had to build an accommodation campus for no purpose in advance this requirement. 
Nobody wants to know about accommodation on campus at the right time more than we do. And we've 
provided an accommodation assessment which demonstrates the scale of available labour within the 
home base market, which I think everybody agrees is quite cautious a number of measures to recruit 
war based market. we've demonstrated the capacity and the accommodation sector and the tourist 
sector. And we've committed to a housing Fund, which demonstrates how accommodation can be 
brought forward. We've also explained how anchoring that brought forward accommodation much more 
rapidly than the one in six suggested and much more rapidly than we've assumed here. So the housing 
fund responds and it has within it Additionally, the protection if that wasn't enough of contingent 
monitoring of housing stress, to which we then respond with it. All funds. So we protect against the 
harm, which is very unlikely to arise through the mechanism of the fund. But what's the alternative? The 
alternative is either we commit absolutely to build something by a particular date against the possibility 
of a moving construction programme. Or we limit the number of workers that can be employed, which 
would be a crazy outcome, any consequence of which you would take longer to build the power station 
that would be in nobody's interest? 
 
30:28 
That I mean, I, when I was in practice, we did not, I haven't for years, accepted a requirement to 
produce a particular piece of mitigation by a particular date. It's always been referenced to a trigger. 
Why don't you just take the trigger approach to the accommodation? 
 
30:51 
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That would be 7000 workers? I think the local authority suggests or is it? I can't remember why the time 
it's, I think it's just 6000 workers. So what will be the consequences? If for any reason the campus was 
slightly delayed? Would we stop employing people? Would we slow down the construction programme 
of the National Urban, urgent infrastructure project? Our remedy to these things is, first of all, to 
demonstrate how much we need the accommodation committee to try bringing forward and judge us by 
our record, an inkling once fit was declared the campuses were delivered faster than the 
implementation plan suggested because we are incentivized to then provide through the deed of 
obligation and the housing accommodation schedule, mitigation measures against the possibility that 
there may be an impact, and we don't currently anticipate because of any delay, so it's that which takes 
up any impact and responds to it, rather than artificially constraining the construction programme, or the 
employment of construction vessels. 
 
31:54 
It's difficult for me to say, look, this applicant has just built was in cost of building Hinkley Point C, 
therefore, I can trust them to deliver this for whatever reasons. One is that you're actually not so much 
to get this building, etc. Secondly, is that your decio does allow and this is nothing, this is not 
aggressiveness the way we should go allows for alienation of the of the VCO. And we couldn't be 
dealing with a different Undertaker. In relation to that, I think wanting to say to Mr. Rose is that we we 
have not appreciated and sorry, if we ought to have done some documentation, which you provide so 
far, this structure which you are outlining it as it is a document where it is where I find this set out within 
the suite application documents. 
 
32:54 
So very happy to point that out within a note following this session, if that's if that's helpful, essentially, 
we see the DTO as a set of parameters within which which we provide to the contractors within which 
they then go about building the power station, and what those parameters have done. And we think 
we've agreed those parameters with the local authorities, what are sensible controls on 
accommodation? What are central controls on transport, to guard against undue effects? That That is, if 
you like a specification which is contractually handed to those who build a nuclear power station to stay 
within and they know how to stay within that they pass those contractual obligations on to those who 
are building it. They're enforceable in that way. 
 
33:37 
Yeah, I mean, it's it sounds to me is there you have got a sort of cascade of of controls, which sit 
behind and you say, justify the reasonable endeavours approach. And we would like to understand how 
that how you see that operating, I suspect that if you if the sector state grants you a develop consent 
order, the local authorities will want to have that document because they will pass it on to the whatever 
the enforcement team is so they can see what is what is going on. don't produce a composite 
document just because I suggested to something that may have a secondary purpose, you need to give 
us a document which explains why your reasoning and Devil's approach on this implementation plan is 
justifiable. And everyone else we need you know, I was I sit here at the moment I don't have the 
reassurance or I haven't yet found in the documentation, which which you have supplied to us. I don't 
want to cut you off is something else which you would like to say to us now then that then please do But 
otherwise, I think I've sort of gotten flavour where you're going. 
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35:01 
So I understand just to say two things. One is we will certainly take out the invitation thank you to 
produce a document. But the document itself won't be a framework of control that way an explanation 
because we would say the framework of controllers, the DTO as a whole. Yeah, absolutely. I'm trying to 
cite signposts that but But the second thing I was going to say was that the habitat mitigations are 
special, obviously, for reasons that we all understand. Could I just explain or ask my colleague, Matt 
sharp to explain how we intend to commit to those that goes beyond reasonable endeavours? 
 
35:40 
Yes, thank you. Mr. Sharp, welcome back. Hello, can you hear me okay, I can hear the whistle in the 
background. That's better. Now you're fine now. 
 
36:00 
Okay. So I think just in respect of the ecological mitigation measures, so set out in the implementation 
plan your your notice that there are two ecological compensation areas that are referred to So the first 
is the fan Meadow compensation area. And then secondly, the marsh Harrier habitat improvement 
area. And so in relation to the Fed Meadow compensation area, there is a Grampian requirement that 
sits alongside the implementation plan requirement 14 A, which prevents In fact, we talked about it 
early on the morning, which prevents vegetation clearance until that plan has been approved by a 
separate Council. So that provides the sort of the guarantee that that you know, that that work would be 
done before before the relevant stage of the project goes forward. A similar requirements to 
requirement 40 A is is now proposed in relation to the marsh Harrier habitat improvement area to follow 
the same principle of requirements 14 A and 14 B. So that will be included as part of the deadline five 
submission just gives you an assurance that were cast iron guarantee is necessary. It has been 
provided. 
 
37:35 
Yeah. Okay. Thank you. I'm grateful to you for making the connection between these two. We'll 
probably come back to the Fenn meadow. woodland aspects when we get to ice age seven a week on 
a week on Thursday. So let's pick that pick those things up again, then. If I may, just briefly before we 
move on from this just to complete, just hang on, because I've got I've got two hands up one from Mr. 
Walker, who says hands up for for a while. And it might be better if you hear from him before you 
respond. And also I see Mr. Collins from service in is there Mr. Walking? Can you go first, please? 
 
38:27 
Yes, thank you, Angus Walker for a soft counsel. Our concern is very simple. We we want the 
mitigation to be in place before the thing that it is mitigating occurs. We don't care about absolute dates, 
which Mr. Road seem to suggest might be the case, we just want what the mitigation for all the 
workers, for example, to be in place before all the workers arrive. Whenever that is we as long as it is in 
that sequence. We don't understand why the applicant is trying to not commit to that because it would 
seem to be within its control to provide the accommodation campus and then start them with the works 
to build the nuclear power station. If If there wasn't such accommodation campus and all the workers 
were living locally, even if that was being funded or whatever, there would be all the transport 
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implications of the commuting to the site. So it would have implications. It is quite a simple point. I think 
that surely the whole point of mitigation is to mitigate the mischief that that is causing the impact. And 
we want the sequence to be in that order into it to be a firm commitment. I mean, if there are if there are 
different ways of dealing with the mitigation, that's that should be something to be decided now rather 
than see what happens and if you can't do the original thing. You can To then come up with something 
else. Thank you. It doesn't seem too hard to us. Thank you. Thank you. Mr. Bedford. Your hand has 
just gone up. 
 
40:15 
Thank you, sir. Michael Bedford, Suffolk County Council, I was, in a sense, biding my time, because I 
thought that you had indicated when you started this session, that you would deal with our overall 
points about mitigation, after we'd gone through standards, parameter plans and so on. But having, as 
it were, followed the debate of the way that we've got to, we seem to have got to the as it were the point 
that's of most concern towards Okay, fire away, then. So I thought, if that's helpful, rather than no fine 
way down, that's fine. Thank you. I've read. Also, obviously, this is essentially your first bullet on the 
agenda item to securing the mitigation. And as Mr. Walker has just said, it's critical to the accessibility 
of the proposal, especially as regards that which has been identified to address the construction 
impacts, where necessarily timeliness of delivery is vital if that mitigation is to be effective. And like, 
again, Mr. Walker, what we're interested in is the stages at which the mitigation happens, not the dates. 
And it's something of a if I can say a straw man, for Mr. Rhodes to say, well, we don't know the precise 
date. And we don't know when the Fed decision will be. And it wouldn't be right to ties to this date or 
that date. We're not interested in precise dates, we are interested in Project stages. And in mitigation, 
which is to address impacts of the development being in place at the right stage, which primarily means 
in advance of the impact arising. So that's that's the kind of the overall, then what is then striking, it 
seems to us about the present structure is that actually, in terms of the key mitigation, which your 
attention has been drawn to, as identified in shedule, nine of the implementation plan, that all fits 
outside of the decio with the ref, sorry, the exception of the two habitat mitigation areas, which may be 
brought in through other requirements, but so far as the mitigation in particular, that addresses the 
transport effects of the development. So the green rail route, sighs well, Link growth to village bypass 
the accommodation campus, which obviously has its role in terms of absorbing the home base workers, 
non home base workers, etc. All of that sits is only secured not as matters of requirements for the 
decio. But as matters for the deed of obligation. Now, we don't say that as a matter of in principle, it's 
not possible to have that as an effective and secure mechanism. But what we do say is that can only be 
so if there is proper assurance on both the deliverability of that mitigation at the right time, and that 
there is proper mechanism for enforcing if there is default from that, obviously, that those some of those 
metals will move us into item three of the agenda and the deed of obligation. But they just wanted us to, 
in a sense, understand our overarching point, which is that as matters stand at the moment, because of 
our very strong concerns about the deed of obligation not being satisfactory. We do absolutely not find 
it acceptable for the present structure to be put forward in the way that it is. So I hope that's that's 
helpful. 
 
44:22 
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Thank you, Mr. Buffett. Yeah. Thank you for your flexibility as well. Mr. Collins, I see your hand is up. 
Yes, thank you. Oh, you can you can see me. Okay, you're emerging from from the ethereal mist 
actually, but I can hear you well, I guess I can see you welcome. 
 
44:41 
Thank you very much. Yeah, I mean, I had picked up the items you picked out it to do with the the 
implementation plan, but actually one of the things that came out of me looking at the fen mme strategy 
was that I can see that what what was being tried to be achieved by that mitigation and all of the things 
that would happen if they didn't meet it and the compensation they would then deliver. The thing that 
puzzled me was that these areas of land, Ronnie down is being acquired on a temporary possession. 
And I couldn't see where this land would end up in the final at the end of this period, because if it just 
goes back to the original owners, for instance, Pakenham, where they used to just graze their cows on 
it during the summer months, then all of that compensation could go away. And this is compensation for 
something which is lost irretrievably. So I couldn't quite figure out where and all that went. So that that 
was my only piece and I'm sorry, it's Paul Collinson. Seven nice bridge parish Council. I forgot to say 
that at the beginning, 
 
45:54 
when I called you to the to the microphone. That's, that's fine. Thank you very much. Okay. So you 
might want to come back when we are I sh seven. 
 
46:04 
Yes, I intend to thank you very much. But I thought I'd raise it now because it's in the decio document, 
 
46:09 
not the watertight compartments, that's fine. Right havening emoji have popped their hand up as well. 
So forgiving us to fell apart? I'm just going to ask them to make that point. Thank you, sir. 
 
46:35 
I'll be very brief. You know, see, we're very supportive of the points made by Mr. Walker, Mr. Bedford, 
which echoes some of the concerns that we have. But one of the points which we are concerned about 
in particular, in average, and reps is the need for mitigation for the associated development sites 
themselves and in particular, the northern Park and Ride although that development is mitigation for the 
main development construction, that associated development itself causes issues of environmental 
concern, in particular in relation to neighbouring residential amenity. And one of the points that we 
make very strongly is that there is no operational management for maintenance or operational plan, 
which ensures that that facility is operated in a way which minimises environmental harm. And in 
particular, the impact on neighbouring residential amenity. Of course, there are neighbours who live 
very close to the site, as well as our own clients estate, which are which adjoins it. What was the plan, 
which you say, isn't there, that there's no that there's no plan, sir, which controls how that site, the 
northern park and ride is operated. So at the moment, they could have loud music parties, they could 
run a bar, they could have a shop, they could have a cafe. And we note, for example, that in the code of 
construction practice, there is a requirement that there's no loud amplified noise during construction 
and deconstruction at the side, but there's no similar requirement during the operation of the facility. 
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And we don't see why that a distinction should be drawn between the operation of the facility for 12 
years, and the much shorter construction and deconstruction period for for that facility. So that's just an 
example. But the facility itself has the ability to cause considerable environmental harm and disturbance 
to its neighbours. And that's something that we think should be controlled. 
 
49:07 
Okay, thank you. Okay. Mr. Robot, I think, now ask you to response was quite a lot there. I'm aware. 
But I make it why'd you make mega stars on those points? Yes, I'll 
 
49:24 
try and keep it at a reasonably high level, if I can, bearing in mind the time but what I'm going to do is 
I'm going to start by setting some context that goes beyond what we've just we've already said, and 
then I'm going to hand over the mainland to both Mrs. rates and sharp speak at some particular points. 
The context of course, is that as we've been at pains to explain, and as we'll make clear, I hope in an 
eight in due course, the suite of controls and obligations We have set out are carefully considered and 
designed to work together in a particular way and where we use a different type of obligation it's for a 
particular purpose and for a particular reason. And so, I was explaining in relation to reasonable 
endeavours, why that is not absolute in relation to the implementation plan. But of course, in order to 
move the debate beyond that, one needs also to consider what are the alternatives and do those 
alternatives give rise to the public interest problems to which Mr. Rhoades has eluded, and looking at 
the alternatives that are on offer at the moment, some are related to the term that should be used in the 
obligation itself. So for example, my recollection is that both Suffolk County Council the state have 
referred to the alternative of all reasonable endeavours. And that is one alternative. But of course, if 
that alternative is adopted, we'll need to understand what that means. And whether that is materially 
different from reasonable endeavours and if so, in what respects and whether it is a reasonable 
expectation that we undertake that would commit to that extent, and one of the difficulties with all 
reasonable endeavours is that its meaning is less certain, and is controversial. There are some cases 
which suggests that this sits somewhere between reasonable endeavours and best endeavours. As far 
as I'm aware, none of the parties are suggesting a best interest clause. But there are other places 
which suggest that the obligation to use all reasonable endeavours equates with using best 
endeavours. And then in many cases, there may be no discernible difference in practice. And in the 
circumstance, this case, for the reasons that I've outlined, we say that reasonable endeavours is 
appropriate and proportionate, and there's no public interest, justification for going further, if there will 
be some public interest justification. The ambiguity as to what all reasonable endeavours might impact 
me whether it might mean the same as best endeavours, which is clearly too onerous is another reason 
why we think it would be wrong to insist upon that alternative. So that's one type of alternative which 
sits within the obligation. The other type of alternative is that which is floated by the support Council in 
the deadline, three representations were in there is proposed a new requirement for an implementation 
plan. So this is to be an implementation plan for the whole of the works submitted prior to development 
convention, commencing should detail the shedule for delivery of the offside ad works, there should be 
an iterative plan that's agreed with the relevant stakeholders. So that seems to imply a recognition. The 
keep this under review, and it will be an evolving picture, which is consistent with the recognition and 
the local impact report that I referred to a little while ago, was threatened to plan you just say, Tell me 
about that. This is within the deadline, three representations on behalf of the VSC. And this is rep three. 
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Yeah, six, four, and it's page 10 items 17. There's a table and they're helpfully numbered in individual 
items. Okay, thank you. One of the one of the issues with that, of course, is that there's no drafting 
 
54:10 
put forward, but in order to examine the workability and the implications of a requirement of that sword, 
one would need to understand exactly what is being put forward, it seems to cover the same scope as 
the reasonable endeavours obligation. But if it was expressed as an absolute requirement to add here, 
then it would be neither realistic in regard to what's acknowledged in the local impact report, nor 
reasonable nor, indeed, fairly, would it be enforceable, it can't be the case that if there is some slip, 
delivering one element of associated development and and the council's don't agree, what needs to be 
done in response to that, that one commits a criminal event nor would it be reasonable as an alternative 
to expect a project of this size, complexity, expense and urgency to stop or slow down until the 
associated development is complete. And so one one things and back to what this road said to me 
about what one sees on the Hinkley Point C site, and to imagine circumstances in which there is a need 
to fine tune the delivery, but it goes outside, that the implementation plan that has been agreed, and the 
idea that everything might have to stop, or people might have to be laid off, or people who would be 
employed, given a job are not employed. Because there is a difference of view between the person with 
the expertise and the responsibility for managing the project. And the officers of the local planning 
authority as to how the construction needs to be adjusted, bearing in mind all of the myriad of 
complexities, that that involves that's plainly not realistic, is plainly not reasonable. nor would it be 
realistic to think that the authority would prevent the recruitment of additional workers in those 
circumstances, or prevent the worst from continuing, although that would be in the public interest if they 
were able to do it. Let's just 
 
56:21 
put something back to you. As well, Mr. Rhodes says to us, Look, don't Don't worry, because and use it 
to us reasonably other stuff, don't worry about because actually, there are a whole lot of other 
constraints, which deal with what might be the difficult problems. if things do not come forward in time. I 
know I've made the point. Well, if you're sure it's gonna come forward and tie in time and it's in your 
commercial interest to do so. Then, do you think by reference to triggers to events to amount of 
construction to to where you've got to in in construction, rather than by a date, the data can see it's 
very, very, it's very, very difficult. But But also, what occurs to me is, as I hear you speak, is that you're 
saying, look, this is a very, very, very big project. And because it's a very, very, very big project, that it 
shouldn't be regulated by an external agency. That you're saying that the that, you know, what is it? 
Why should the council be able to come forward and say, you're in breach of this provision, therefore, 
you must stop or therefore you have committed a criminal offence, where maybe they know less about 
construction, then those who bring forward very, very large projects. 
 
57:45 
So my point is not that we shouldn't be regulated, but that when one looks at what, what is regulated, 
one needs to be very careful to understand the practical implications of it, which is why I focus on the 
wording of any alternative, and the practicality and enforceability of any alternative and what it means. 
So what I'm directing my submissions to is the detailed management of the sequencing of construction, 
and what needs to happen within that construction management process. In order to deal with delay. 
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One of the things that obviously anyone who is managing that process will will be alive to is that there 
are certain hard limits that have to be accommodated. For example, the hgb cap that Mr. Rhodes 
alluded to, that is something where we accept external regulation, it's measurable, we have to stick 
within it because it comes back to the environmental assessment. But if one imagines a situation where 
there needs to be an adjustment, because there has been some delay outside our control and 
delivering one element to the Associated development, and therefore, all of these things in the 
construction contracts and everything else have to be looked at, to decide how do we manage that 
without going outside the limits. If you add into that, the need to get the agreement of the authority or 
authorities to that adjustment before you can actually put it into effect because if you don't, you've 
committed a criminal offence, you can see that you are building in not only a recipe for delay, but you're 
effectively giving the local authority, a veto in respect of adjustments to the construction process in the 
light of events, which is simply unrealistic, unduly onerous, and unreasonable and to commit to a 
project of this scale, direct duration, complexity and cost without the ability to manage and control that 
process because it's a veto has been handed to a third party, and if you can't agree, you have to go off 
and having to pay And in the meantime, what happens to the construction? It's, and that's why I say 
one needs to focus on the particular alternative that is being put forward. Because if an alternative is 
being put forward, it needs to be put in writing and with acknowledgement, and an assessment of the 
precise consequences of that alternative we have here is tried and tested because it's similar to that 
which has gone through Hinkley Point C and has worked. And if there is an alternative, it needs to be 
put down in black and white so that we can assess. Okay, okay. I was going to hand over to Mr. graves. 
And I think also Mr. Sharp is going to pick up some points from the estate. Okay, briefly, thank you. My 
name is de res. 
 
1:00:51 
So I won't obviously repeat what was the feel for those who have just to pick up a couple of points 
made on behalf of the Council and the county council. So as to Walker on behalf of the council said, 
well, we're not going to insist on absolute dates. And in fact, the submissions deadline three, say, well, 
the caravan park must be delivered before anything else starts. And that the campus must be delivered 
by 2028 or 7000 workers, whichever is the soonest. So that's a measure of the type of the control of the 
council's want. And as opposed to go pop said they want that type of control over and over again, they 
want the ability to refresh and approve the implementation plan through the lifetime of the construction 
process. And that would have the effect of Mr. Hill says or not, in my view would make the project on 
fundable and undeliverable. If the construction programme had to live with that element of risk that the 
Councils were going to second guess the construction programme throughout its duration. So there 
are, I think two relevant tests that need to be considered. One is whether the controls of the council one 
time necessary. So of course, it would be nice if all the mitigation was in place before anything else 
happened. But first of all, is it practical and is it necessary so there's no evidence, the council's have 
produced to say why the caravan park has to be in before anything else happens. And if when analysed 
the amount of accommodation available in the market and took a lesson from what happens regularly 
with outages of size well being you realise that it's not necessary it would fail the test. But what if there 
is slippage is in that so either in the any trigger you set for the construction for the caravans or for the 
campus. A school board says the consequences would be by the stopping the construction of the 
nuclear power station, or taking longer not employing workers with obvious economic and 
environmental consequences, not the right solution. the right solution is to think is there a fallback 
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mitigation that protects against the harm? So that's the shedule in the deed of accommodation relating 
to a trade of obligation relating to accommodation is there, if there's a harm if it all goes wrong, is that 
protected against and I would say that's the job of the decio to do that to create the framework. 
Similarly, in relation to the points made by Mr. Bedford, we want the green railroads in we want the park 
and rides in. We do too. And the programme that we've set out is the fastest they can be delivered 
based on an assumed date for food. And potentially when we have our discussion tomorrow around 
transport, we'll have people with us in the room from the delivery team who can explain the absolute 
necessity for us to meet the programme to have that infrastructure in place in order to live within the 
HTV limits. But again, the job of the decio is to say, Well, what if it goes wrong? Okay, we've got some 
measures we can enforce. We've got reasonable endeavours, but they're not, you know, they're just 
hanging around and not doing anything, then we could enforce that. But more realistically, what if it 
goes wrong? What the consequence of not building the green railroad is we don't want any more 
lorries. You won't get any more lorries, there's a few v limit. The consequence of not building parking 
rides is we don't do any more parking. You won't get any more car parking, parking limits. The DCR is 
doing its job in that way in that way. It's protecting against the harm. And so that's the kind of framework 
that we'll try and explain in the document. 
 
1:04:31 
Thank helpful. Thank you very much. Thank you. I think Mr. Sharp Mr. Philips has in mind that you're 
going to say something as well. 
 
1:04:44 
Yes. I was just going to come back on a couple of the points that the state made in relation to the 
operation of the associated developments. I just wanted to draw All your attention to the ad design 
principles, which set out a number of sort of operational controls that would need to be adhere to 
through throughout the operation of the associated development. So principally the freight management 
facility, the D Park and Ride sites, that that is secured through requirement 22. A apologies requirement 
20. And a statement of compliance needs to be submitted and approved by a separate counsel to 
demonstrate how those principles which include things like lighting management, would be confirmed 
as part of that approval stage. And so the points that are set out by the estates are in our view covered 
by the Associated development, design principles, and we set out our response to their written 
responses in our deadline, three responses. And so that's rep slash 046. Thank you, thank you very 
much. Okay. Yep. Got your Mr. Sharp. Thank you very much. Sorry, I see that Alison downs has got 
her hand up. 
 
1:06:28 
Thank you, Mr. Brock, had a flood of messages from people who are listening to the live stream of this. 
And I think there's just a sense of shock that basically, the applicant is is trying to get away with with 
having, you know, a lot of flexibility in this decio. And essentially, the sort of message that's coming 
across is that, you know, we're going to build this and everybody needs to stay out of the way. But, you 
know, the local authority are our elected representatives. And it is precisely because of the scale and 
complexity of this project, and the impacts that it's going to have on the communities that we need to 
have the maximum protections and we need to know that the local authorities are going to be able to to 
act robustly on our behalf. And to hear Mr. Rhodes say that it would be nice if mitigation was in place, 
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but we have to ask if it's practical or necessary. You know, we've been consulted for eight years, on all 
these things that EDF says it's going to do to reduce the impact of this project. So hearing this 
conversation, you know, is you have to understand the impact that it's having on people, people 
listening to it. So I just wanted to say, you know, that what the local authorities have said about this is 
completely supported by the communities, I'm sure. 
 
1:07:42 
Thank you. Thank you. Mrs. Downes. That's helpful. I see there's a hand up from the happening in the 
state. Let's fix this. Patrick, you've, you've had a go. And it's normally be the applicants right of reply. 
And that would be it, which I've given them? Would it be possible for you to make any of the points that 
you want to in writing? 
 
1:08:11 
So that's exactly what I was going to say we have written a detailed rebuttal to the response that the 
promoter has provided, which explains clearly why the associated development design principles do not 
deal with our concern. So what we'll be submitting that at the next deadline on the 23rd of July for you. 
 
1:08:32 
Thank you very much. Right, just, if you could pause for a moment, I just want to make a note of a 
couple of things. And then I will see where we're going next. Right. Thank you. So in the time so for the 
rest of the afternoon we to look at parameter plans, appeals and dispute resolution tailpieces and the 
planning agreement. And I suggested also that we fit in the council's general appoints after a parameter 
parameters plans. It seems to me that there are the we have touched on the planning agreement, 
which is also delivering mitigation. And so I am going to just change the order and move to the planning 
agreement in just a moment Mr. Walker, if I call on you now to give your overall and general points on 
mitigation, would that be convenient to you? And then once we've done that, we can move into the 
sector into the planning agreement, and then deal with parameters, plans, appeals and tailpieces. 
 
1:10:22 
Yes, that would be fine by me. Thank you, sir. So Angus Walker for his traffic counsel? Well, we you'll 
be pleased to hear what we had eight points on the mitigation, but we've covered five of them in the 
course of the day already. So we've got three left. probably our biggest concern on mitigation is the 
discussion we've just had is that the applicant appears to be not committing very strongly to providing 
the mitigation before the things that it has mitigating occur. We've made that point. associated with that 
we think the implementation plan, as I think it was Mr. Philpott pointed out in our response, we would 
rather it was required by the decio than in the section 106 or whatever that turns into. So that it's more 
of a direct obligation. And although that plan, we talked about it being iterative, and so on, we have in 
the previous entry in our response document suggested some coding to some drafting to go in the 
requirements about providing the accommodation campus on the caravan site, at certain milestones 
before main construction, milestones can happen. So we're not just relying on the mitigate 
implementation plan. We do want further controls on the main items of mitigation directly drafted into 
the requirements. What 
 
1:12:07 
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Mr. Rhodes, who? Well, you heard what he said, but in his In summary, he says that the intervention of 
your authority will jeopardise the implementation plans deliberate. And the and the whole and the whole 
construction. 
 
1:12:25 
Well, we certainly don't agree with the line that we should leave at all to the applicant, they can be 
trusted, and we shouldn't have any sort of veto. It is just on every planning application, it's perfectly 
legitimate for the local planning authority to exercise control over the implementation of a permission 
and a development. Consent is no different in that regard. So I tried. Yeah, well, no. I mean, the points 
about we don't have evidence on what would happen if the mitigation wasn't provided? Well, the 
evidence is in the applicant zone, environmental statement about what the what the impacts of the 
project would be, and then what mitigation are proposing and then what the residual impacts would be. 
So if they're not even committing to the mitigation, they're not really committing to the residual impacts 
being all that are left either. But I won't go on on that one. I think you're seized of the seized of our 
concerns. I think I've got both sides. Yeah. Yes. So two, reasonably small points remaining. One is the 
hard coastal defence feature, which is work number one little Oh, we would like, although by the time it 
gets to be removed, it will be a long time in the future when the incapacitation is finished its life. We 
would like the default position to be in an obligation to remove it. At the moment, it just stays there 
forever. And the second one is in the deme, marine licence. Paragraph c five, I think it is 34. Okay. 
There is a talk of a maintenance activities plan. And we think this plat, it's not very clear what the scope 
of that plan is because it talks about, it's applying to the station. The power station. Well, I presume 
that's the power station. Yes, sorry. shuffling around. Yes, Iran. So paragraph 34 one of the D marine 
licence to schedule 20 The decio it says The Undertaker must submit a maintenance activities planned 
to the MMO for approval, which must include a list of maintenance works for seeing for the station. So 
not quite sure what that means, but we would hope that this maintenance activities plan would cover all 
maintenance activities and he suffered cancel could receive that part that is not within the marine 
management organization's area of control IE in the water. Hello, hi watermark. Yeah. Now we got I've 
got three very small points, which don't really come under your bullet point of mitigation. But I've got the 
floor perhaps I could just I mean, I do. We are going to cover parameter plans and limits of deviation in 
shortly. Yeah. We that's what that's our probably our second big point about the as well as the provision 
of mitigation. So the three small points are the definition of commence. We think that the number of 
activities that have been excluded from Commencement is very wide. And some of those activities 
could have environmental impacts. And yet, they will be allowed to take place with without any of the 
mitigation being in place. Because they are all the requirements are all expressed about the 
development shall not commence until x y Zed. And these will not be included in that commencement. 
 
1:16:39 
Have you given us a list of what the what you perceive are the offending activities we've given why they 
offend? 
 
1:16:49 
We've given some examples. Let me just look at the definition, which is in Article two, obviously, 
obviously, decio. Yeah. So it goes ABC up to a up to J of items. Obviously, I don't want your list. Now I 
just wanna say okay, will we give them some examples we can give, we can give a more precise list of 
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what we're concerned about in our summary of this hearing. That would be good. Yes. The next one is 
about the felling and lopping of trees. We we don't like the fact it says trees near the order limits can be 
if we remove the word near, we're happy with it. Anything overhanging or underneath or as long as it's 
within the order limits, that's much clearer. And we're happy for those to be felled and locked. But near 
is a bit vague and may allow unexpected removal of trees. A final point is on the on shedule. Eight, 
which is about the replacement of the sizewell b planning permissions, with the conditions attached to 
that with replacing them with requirements, essentially, we have received the applicants response 
where they pointed out that the conditions that we have said aren't aren't duplicated in this shedule are 
in fact covered by other items in sheduled. Two, for example of general requirements. So we're, we 
acknowledge that and we're but we haven't fully analysed it to see if we think there's still anything left. 
That's just a holding position on that point. 
 
1:18:48 
Right. Again, yeah, the the the sliding over the size will be the permissions that your clients are granted 
for that. I'd be grateful if you'd look at that carefully and look up. Well, we will indeed have that. Yeah. 
Thank you. That's helpful. Okay. Are there any other finances that 
 
1:19:08 
points apart from ones that come under later? Um, yeah. agenda items. 
 
1:19:13 
Thank you. Very good. Okay. Miss Philpott I see you are back on screen. I was going to suggest 
actually is it's almost half past three. We started at 10 past two that we take the 15 minutes a German 
now. I was so unconscious. I've given Mr. Walker his not quite you know, his his his his major points on 
mitigation his flight to us that he will have some others as we talk about for example, parameters plans. 
Would you be able to deal with those that when you close up at the end of this afternoon or Do you 
particularly want to say something about now? 
 
1:20:03 
I think so by May, there are a number of points that have just been made, which don't necessarily all 
inter relate whether they're they're a mixed bag. And I prefer to deal with them immediately after the 
adjournment while they're fresh in the mind. All right, rather than trying to wrap them up at the end, 
because I, I think that might be a neater way of doing it. Okay. 
 
1:20:28 
Well, we'll I, I'll put you on off the Germans in that case, then we will go to the planning agreement. 
Then we'll go parameters, plans, appeals and dispute resolution tailpieces. And then you can tell me 
what the answer was to the first question I asked this morning, about those two articles, and regular 
and article 120. So let us adjourn. Now there's no 15 minutes I make it 330. I shouldn't say that. I am 
we are going to finish the agenda today. We said in our overall letters about the agendas and about ice 
ages that we would generally aim to bring them to a close before half past six. It's my hope that we will 
bring this to a close before six but that we will reconvene at 15 minutes to fall in what is now 14 minutes 
time. Thank you. 


