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00:03 
Good morning everyone and welcome. It is now time for me to open this issue specific hearing, which is 
being held in connection with an application made by nnb. Generation company. As said c limited for an 
order for development consent for the construction, operation and maintenance of the size we'll see 
project. Before I go further, can I confirm with the case team that I can be heard and that my camera is 
working? Yes, I can see and hear you. Thank you. And can I also confirm with the case team that the 
recording and live streaming of this event has begun? Yes, both have started. Thank you, those people 
watching the live stream. Let me explain that if the proceedings are adjourned at any point, we will have 
to stop the live stream in order to give us clear recording files. When the meeting is resumed. You need 
to refresh your browser page to view the restarted live stream. I remind you again of this should we 
need to adjourn. Now let me introduce myself and my colleagues. My name is Wendy Buckeye. I'm a 
Bachelor of law and non practising solicitor. I have been appointed by the Secretary of State, as lead 
member of the panel of examining inspectors that together comprise the examining authority for this 
application. The other members of the panel, Edwin Moreland, Helen Cassini, Neil Humphrey and 
David Brock, will now introduce themselves to you, Mr. moaned. 
 
01:45 
Good morning, everyone. My name is Edwin Rand. I'm a charter term planner. And I too, have been 
appointed to be a member of this panel on our past to Mrs. Cassini. 
 
01:57 
Good morning. My name is Helen Cassini. I'm a charter town planner and I've been appointed as a 
panel member. I'll now pass over to Mr. Humphrey. 
 
02:07 
Good morning. My name is Neil Humphrey. I'm a chartered civil engineer and I've been appointed to be 
a member of this panel. I'll now pass on to Mr. Brock. Good morning, everybody. 
 
02:21 
My name is David Brock. I am a retired solicitor and I have been appointed by the Secretary of State to 
be a member of the examining authority. passed back to miss MCI. 
 
02:34 
Thank you, Mr. Brock. We are assisted at this hearing by the planning Inspectorate case team. Today, 
we have the planning Inspectorate case manager Sean Evans. The other colleagues from the planning 
inspector to help us today are georgianna Hannigan, Jake Stevens, and Lilly Rubin's. If you have any 
questions or queries about the examination or the technology we're using for virtual events, they should 
be your first point of contact. their contact details can be found at the top of any letter you've received 
from us or on the project page of the national infrastructure planning website. Before I get onto the main 
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part of this hearing, I'll ask my colleague Mrs. Cassini to highlight a few housekeeping and background 
matters for today, Mrs. Cassini. 
 
03:27 
Thank you Miss MCI. As explained in the examining authorities rule eight letter annex D the issue 
specific hearings will be live streamed and recorded. Recordings will be published on the project page 
of the national infrastructure planning website as soon as possible after each hearing closes. To assist 
viewers and listeners anyone speaking should introduce themselves each time they speak. So 
recordings are retained and publish they form a public record that can contain personal information to 
which the general data protection regulation applies. Through late letter includes a link to the planning 
inspector or its privacy notice, which provides further information on this topic. If there is a need to refer 
to information that participants would otherwise wish to be kept private and confidential. It should be in 
a written form which can be redacted before being published. If you prefer not to have your range 
recorded, you can switch your camera off. I'll repeat requests made in the arrangements conference 
that in order to minimise background noise, please ensure your microphone or telephone is muted and 
that you stay muted unless you are speaking. During a physical hearing, we would normally have 
breaks to avoid fatigue and we'll do the same in this virtual hearing. Our intention is to take 15 minute 
break at about 90 minute intervals and longer break over the lunch period. I'll now hand over to my 
colleague Mr. Moreland, who will explain the purpose and conduct of this issue specific hearing today. 
 
04:54 
Your specific hearing provides an opportunity for the issues raised by interested parties. Under 
particular the differences between them to be explored further by the examining authority. The purpose 
of an issue specific hearing is set out in Section 91 of the Planning Act 2008. It is held if the examining 
authority decides it is necessary for the examination to hear oral representations to enable adequate 
examination of the issue, or to ensure that an interested party has a fair chance to put their case. As 
indicated in the agenda, questioning and hearing will be led by a member of the panel supported by 
other panel members. It is the examining authority to determine how hearings are to be concluded or 
conducted sorry, including the amount of time to be allowed at the hearing for the making of a person 
whose representations aim is to use her powers of control over the conduct of hearings to ensure that 
they are carried out as efficiently as possible. Whilst remaining fair to all parties and thorough in our 
examination of evidence. We've identified the matters to be considered at this issue specific hearing, 
and those in which we require further information. These are set out in the agenda published in 
advance of this hearing. participants should know that written summaries of your oral submissions to 
this hearing should be provided to the planning Inspectorate by deadline five, which is Friday the 23rd 
of July this year. Finally, I'd like to reassure you that all members of the panel are present and listening 
carefully to what you have to say at all times during the hearing. However, we are not all remaining on 
screen throughout, as we wish to minimise the demand on the IT systems to ensure the best quality of 
audio and video for participants. Now hand back to my colleague Mr. McKay, who will continue with the 
introductory matters. 
 
06:59 
Thank you, Mr. maund. are now also the applicant followed by interested parties who were named on 
the detailed agenda to introduce themselves first the applicant. 
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07:11 
Good morning, madam. My name is Harry would fill POC QC instructed by Herbert Smith freehills. And 
I appear on behalf of the applicant. There'll be a number of other speakers on behalf of the applicant 
during the day, but I'll introduce those as we go along. 
 
07:26 
Thank you, Mr. Phillpotts. East Suffolk Council, please. 
 
07:33 
Good morning, Madam, my name is Isabel litterfall. And I'm a barrister representing a Suffolk Council, 
who as you know are not just the local planning authority, but the coast Protection Authority. And I will 
be calling I anticipate on two members of our team that's Mr. Paul Patterson, who's a senior coastal 
engineer at the Council, and doctrinal beach, who is a consultant engaged by the Council of coastal 
geomorphologist and a director of e and V limited. And their details can be found in Appendix A to the 
local impact report. 
 
08:07 
Thank you very much. Now Suffolk County Council. I understand that you're deferring to East Suffolk 
counsel in this perhaps you could just introduce yourself and confirm that point. 
 
08:22 
Yes. Hello. I'm Isaac none. I'm a senior planner at Suffolk County Council. And as you identified on 
today's topics, I'll be largely deferring to East Suffolk council due to their particular role and technical 
expertise in managing coastal change. 
 
08:38 
But even though you'll probably find it more helpful to direct questions to East Suffolk, I am here just in 
case there's anything I can assist you with if necessary. Now, thank you. That's very helpful. Thank 
you. 
 
08:52 
And now we, the marine management organisation, natural England were invited. But my 
understanding is that they are not attending. Can I just confirm that with the case team? Yes, they're 
not in the hearing. So we have the Environment Agency. So if I could turn to you now and if you could 
introduce yourself. 
 
09:19 
Good morning. My name is Cameron skates. I'm a senior planning advisor at the Environment Agency. 
I'll be joined by my colleagues, Gary Watson, who is a senior coastal specialist for the covering the 
Norfolk and Suffolk area. I'll also be covered. Also be joined by Ollie burns, who's a lead coastal 
specialist in our national geomorphology team. 
 
09:44 
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Thank you. Thank you very much. Now the East Suffolk IDB Are you here. Can I just check again with 
the case team. They were invited have They attended. No, they're not in the hearing. Right. Thank you 
for confirming that. So we also have minsmere levels stakeholders group. 
 
10:12 
Good on the morning, Miss MCI and Paul Collins from minsmere level stakeholder group. Thank you. 
Good morning. And thank you. And Bill Parker. is Bill Parker president. 
 
10:24 
Yes. Good morning. I'm a former head of coastal management, the Suffolk Council and coastal 
Punisher based. I'm speaking on a capacitor capacity with 20 years experience of working on this 
particular part of coastline. But also I will be supporting the members new levels group as well in their 
response. 
 
10:43 
Thank you. Stop sighs all see. Good morning, Mr. Chi. Allison downs, representing stock size will say I 
sincerely hope bill Parker will be speaking on our behalf and as well. Thank you. Thank you. Thank 
you. And together against size We'll see. Good morning. Good morning. It's Chris Wilson represent. 
Science will say thank you. And the Suffolk coast acting for resilience. 
 
11:23 
Good morning, Keith Martin. I'm a retired naval officer in charge for their I've been involved as a 
volunteer in coastal metals for about 15 years, representing I'm chairman of SCA suffer case acting for 
resilience. Thank you, Miss Mackay. 
 
11:40 
Thank you. And then finally on my list the audit or Association 
 
11:50 
make the camera turn on. My name is Allison Andrews, and I'm representing the ordinary Association, 
which is there to preserve and protect the old and all history for the public over the centuries. And the 
Osprey is boarded by the coast ordered by the coastline affected under this obligation. 
 
12:14 
Thank you. I would also say that the National Trust has sent a letter in lieu of attendance, and that has 
been published on the website. Sorry, could I just ask you, Allison, if you could turn your camera off. 
Thank you. 
 
12:44 
Note that there are also people in attendance today who have requested to speak at this hearing, but 
are not on the list of invitees set out in the detailed agenda. I won't ask you to introduce yourself now. 
But the first time you're invited to speak, please can you introduce yourself by giving your name and the 
name or names of the organisation or people that you represent? Now, I hope that everyone's had a 
chance to read the detailed agenda for this hearing. During the hearing today, I have another number of 
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questions from the applicant and the other invited parties. I am aware there are a number of interested 
parties who may wish to speak on some of the agenda items. Once I finished my direct questioning on 
agenda on on the agenda item. I will ask if interested parties would like to make any submissions 
relating to that agenda item before moving on to my direct questioning on the next agenda item. Now, I 
would remind you this is not an open floor hearing on coastal geomorphology. And submissions made 
orally should relate to the agenda items and the particular questions raised by those items that are 
being discussed. I understand that there may be other issues not on the agenda that the parties may 
wish to raise. But submissions on those matters should be made in writing the deadline 5/23 July, I do 
want to get through all the agenda items today and hear from everyone that wants to speak. So it would 
assist if you can keep your responses sets synced and to the point. And your cooperation with this 
approach will be much appreciated. Now there are just another two points to pick up from yesterday's 
issues specific hearing. Mr. Phil port, you wouldn't have been aware of it. But towards the end of the 
hearing, when your camera was on and the microphone was off, but the panel lead was speaking the 
turn of the pages bizarrely with this system that very noisy and disturbing. Now I know you weren't 
aware of it and I was guilty of it myself at an earlier hearing. Until that was pointed out to me, so 
perhaps I could, I could just mention that now. So it does affect the live stream and people listening in. 
 
15:08 
So thank you. Thank you for raising that. But that was what we deduced have been the issue at this 
end. And those who know about these things have adjust to the sensitivity setting, which hopefully will 
solve the problem. If it doesn't, 
 
15:26 
I'll just remind you, but as I say it, I did fall into the same trap at an earlier event. And the other point to 
make was that yesterday, unfortunately, we did run out of time for agenda items, seven, eight, and 
nine. So, apologies to those who had waited or sat and watched all day to get to those items. I just like 
to reassure people that those topics are important to us. And we will be utilising one of our or certainly a 
half a day of one of our reserve dates, to revisit those topics, a notification will be sent for that at the 
appropriate time. Now, the main documents that I will be referring to today have already been set out in 
the detailed agenda for this hearing, so I won't repeat them. Now. In addition, for the last agenda item 
relating to mitigation controls, you may need the revised draft decio. That's rep 2013. The updated code 
of construction practice, that's rep two Oh 57, the Li R and xj rep one oh 55. The draft codes and 
processes the monitoring and mitigation plan. That's s 237. 
 
17:02 
Right, so if we now move on to deal with the main agenda items. Now I'll just begin by asking the 
applicant to deal with the third sub item on the agenda that's seeking an update on the additional 
details of the H cdfw. Design. That's to be provided at a deadline five. And that was stated to be with 
the aim of reducing the sealed extent of the permanent h CDF in this area to align the eastern extent 
with the rest of the structure to the south. Now, this was mentioned yesterday at issues specific hearing 
five, but for the benefit of those present day who did not attend or have not seen yesterday's hearing, 
please can you confirm that those details will be provided at deadline five? 
 
17:56 
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Yes, but I'm going to pass that over to Mr. Richard Jones, who dealt with this matter yesterday who can 
provide a short summary for those who didn't hear that passage of evidence. Thank you. 
 
18:13 
Good morning. Good just to briefly summarise what I set out yesterday, then so So indeed, we are 
working within the the parameters that are already set down for the for the purposes of assessment, the 
the team has been conscious that there has been some concern over the the see what extent of those 
defences, so the team have been working hard to try and reduce that to an extent where it's where it's 
possible to do so. And so, the change that will come forward within those parameters at deadline five is 
the hearing back of the permanent h CDF at the location around the permanent BLF. So, on the coastal 
defence, designing porch, there is this this imagery there, which shows the show shows the extensive 
section that protrudes out slightly. The main reason for that is because in order to get the abnormal 
indivisible loads on to the main platform, there's space there for a turning hedge and an area of hard 
standing. that's now being designed out of the process, allowing the hard case of the fence feature to 
be pared back by around 15 metres in that location. And then also from reviewing the main north south 
stretch of the of the permanent htgf it's possible to bring that in a further five metres so that within within 
a few metres it is essentially the same location as it was prior to the change submission which we 
submitted. In January and was then subsequently accepted in April. So, hopefully that clarifies on those 
two matters. And then there's one one other aspect to the deadline five details which will be to do with 
the extension of the temporary sheet piling during the construction stage. And certainly some further 
design what there has allowed us to remove some of that sheet piling as it sits on the northern face of 
the Northern mounds close to the RSPB boundary with mins near and essentially, that will be achieved 
by part implementing some of the rock armour in that location to avoid the need for for the sheet piling 
and the visibility that comes with it. 
 
20:42 
Thank you. So that the purpose of that it was just to confirm that that was on its way that everybody 
knows what to expect a deadline five at that. I don't think I need to take any hear from anyone else on 
that particular point. So if I just move on to the agenda, the first two sub items, that's whether the 
potential coastal impacts can be satisfactorily assessed, from the information submitted by the 
applicant, and if not what additional information would be required. So I'll ask you to deal with these 
points together when providing your response. By way of introduction, the applicants position is set out 
already at the preliminary meeting, and in writing it PDB is that the January 2021 submission is 
complete, both in terms of the description of the development and the assessment of effects. In 
contrast, the position of the Environment Agency at that time, was that they had yet to see evidence to 
support the new proposals. And we're seeking full details of the changes the supporting modelling and 
a comprehensive and updated assessment of their impacts. That position was reflected by responses 
from other statutory consultees, the council's and other IPS. Now since then, the applicant has 
submitted further details of design and modelling at PDB. And deadlines two and three. There have 
also been written responses from the statutory consultees the council's and others, that those 
deadlines. Now I've read the deadline, three comments and know the ink interim comments have been 
provided by the Environment Agency. The Marine management organisation hadn't been able to review 
some areas in the time available natural in England indicated that it was satisfied with the assessments 
provided in relation to the beach landing facilities, but still needed to review reports relating to coastal 
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defence features refer to other reports that remained outstanding. So can I first I was going to ask the 
statutory consultees in turn. But as we only have the Environment Agency, I will turn to you first. Could 
you provide an update on your position in relation to the information submitted to date? and indicate 
what if any additional information is needed to complete your assessment? The Environment Agency? 
 
23:26 
Thanks, Mr. Kay, I will pass that to my colleague, Olli burns, he'll provide response. 
 
23:35 
Thanks, Kevin. Good morning. Yes, so we've, our position at this point is that we've we've reviewed all 
the subsequent reports that have come in since we last updated we are on the whole satisfied with the 
work to date up which covers a timescale up to the year 2099. So, the outstanding the remaining 
information that we will require moving forward is further modelling assessment for the work that we 
understand is going to extend out to 2140. And on top of that, we're awaiting the final detailed designs 
of both the hard and soft coastal defence features to help us by composition. 
 
24:16 
I think what was set the position that a deadline to you we seek greater certainty over the long term 
viability of the soft coastal defence feature and that was over the full lifetime of the development. I just 
wondered if that remained your position and where there was any any change or or if you had a further 
update on that. 
 
24:41 
Yeah. So, the the work to date, we were comfortable that it proves viability of the soft coastal defence 
feature to 2099. So that would be up to early on in the decommissioning stage of the project. What 
remains what we remain to see and we understand is coming next is is we'll extend that modelling 
workout for the full extent of the lifeline to the end of decommissioning the site. So at the moment, we 
are aware, comfortable that the work proves viability for a portion of the lifetime of the site. And we look 
forward to reviewing that further work to extend that for the full duration of the decommissioning. 
 
25:20 
Alright, that's very helpful. Thank you. So if I could turn to East Suffolk Council, please. Thank you, 
Madam Yes, I'm going to. Yeah, could I just say that you have provided deadline three in table form. 
That's your review and findings of Tr 544. That's the preliminary design and maintenance requirements 
for the south coast of defence feature. And the size we'll see in coastal defences design report 2021. 
But you've explained that the review considers the sufficiency of the information provided in the design 
report, and highlights particular aspects where clarification confirmation or further information is sought. 
Now, I didn't want to go into the absolute detail of those points today. There are quite a number. But 
what I was looking for was a summary of the council's position in relation to these questions posed onto 
the agenda items. 
 
26:17 
Certainly, Madam, we won't repeat all of those things. But I'll ask Mr. Patterson to address you on this. 
Thank you. 
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26:27 
Thank you, and good morning. Our position is that the in general, we're satisfied with the the impact 
assessment information submitted to date. As you've explained, it's an iterative process and as more 
detail is provided, then more questions arise, we do have several matters, where we require further 
information to take a view on these. And if I may, I'll just run through the the headlines of those. So, 
evidence that the plan position at the heart coastal defence is as far landward as practically possible. 
And the earlier comment is relevant to that evidence that the hard coastal defence foundation is 
resilient to potential coastal change. So we have concerns there that the design of of that structure from 
an engineering viewpoint requires further demonstration to satisfy us that it is resilient evidence that the 
profile and the makeup of the soft coastal defence wouldn't obstruct native sediment movement across 
the frontage. We understand more information is is coming on that and we will provide detailed 
feedback on the recent reports, which would be Tr 544 revision two and Tr 545. We will provide that 
deadline five. We also are looking for evidence that maintenance of the soft coastal defence is viable 
over the site life. And that the the impact of the adapted hard coastal defence feature that will move the 
rock structure seaward by approximately 17 metres. We're looking for an assessment on the impact 
that would have on the sediment transport pathway and also linked to that of the viability of the soft 
coastal defence that is proposed to be installed in front of that adapted hard coastal defence if it is 
required to be built. We're looking for more detail to on the profiles of the hard and soft coastal defence 
that the most vulnerable locations along the frontage, which we've identified as the permanent BLF 
promontory and the the southern overlap with the size will be station. So that those are the things are 
the headline points that that we have raised and will continue to to discuss with PDF in an effort to 
achieve satisfaction. 
 
29:15 
Thank you. Thank you. 
 
29:21 
Now I won't go to Suffolk County Council. As you've indicated, you're relying on submissions made by a 
Suffolk and I don't have a specific question for you on this. Could I just ask other interested parties who 
are present? I've read your written submissions, but is there anything you wish to add or to update on 
your written submissions on this topic? If there is if you could put your hands up and hopefully my 
hands at function will work? Mr. Martin? 
 
29:57 
Yes, good morning. Thank you for this. One of the concerns of scar about this proposal is that the 
adverse impact of the H CDF and the platform doesn't come to an end with its decon with its 
decommissioning. It will remain in in situ or the hcda may be removed. That's under discussion. But the 
platform Wait, and it will continue to have a significant adverse impact on the case for many years to 
come after its decommissioning. Thank you. 
 
30:39 
Sorry, I muted myself following my instruction to Mr. Phil part, Mr. Parker. 
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30:50 
Yes, good morning. Just remove my hand when I remember. Okay. Yeah, there's I think there's a lot to 
unpack within this particular question. If I may, I would re pick up on the comment the previous speaker 
about the timelines, we're working on this. And my understanding is that the O, nr, EA, flood and close 
defence policy is that the defences should remain in place for 100 years after the finishing of the 
construct of the finishing of the operation. Now, that takes us to 2190. So I feel that the time horizon 
that these issues should be dealt with, is that not the 2099 as being as developed so far by the 
applicant, or even 2140, which is the targeted decommissioning date. So I think we need to ensure that 
we have a consistency of approach on how far ahead we should be looking. I do recognise, of course, 
is the further ahead that we do look, the more uncertainty there is. Second question, or the second 
point I want to raise is that I note that the applicant is decide as said that they're coming back with yet 
another set of design proposals for deadline five. This highlights that they've actually trying to move the 
hard coast of the fence away from the current shoreline. This actually is in line with their risk policy, risk 
management policy, which is detailed in the documentation to keep the defence as far away from the 
sea. For obvious reasons. My comment on this would be is that actually the reason one of the reasons 
why the the challenge is so great about the location of the defence, is the fact that the whole design of 
the station or the of the nuclear station, is effectively a cookie cutter of what's happened at Hinkley. The 
fact that the locations are so different, particularly with regard to the sandwiching between the trip triple 
si of sizewell marshes and the coast is that the the whole design structure is just too big for the location. 
And actually one of the questions that must be asked is what are the other alternative designs that have 
been looked at for the for putting a nuclear power station in this location, which reduces the risk, 
certainly in the long term for future generations. We may come on later, I think to some of the questions 
about how the coast will evolve. But one of the concerns that I have, Mike some of my colleagues have 
been working on looking at is the change through the levels of documentation on the importance of the 
offshore banks. And perhaps if I may, I'll come back and we'll look at that in more detail. The the issue 
that this creates, is that if some of the fundamental science is not being followed, and the evidence is 
not being followed, or all the way through, then the conclusions that have been drawn will be will be 
incorrect. And so I think that we would appreciate if we could have a discussion of that later on on the 
agenda item and about the size of our banks. If that is on the agenda, isn't it? Mr. Yeah, thank you for 
that. And so in terms of the assessment, the one of the issues that has also come up with is the 
assessment that's being produced by EDF and CFS is only been looking at the evidence of the coastal 
change since about 1836. However, if you look further back in time, you'll see that this is a very which 
is given the 
 
35:00 
their confidence about the stability of the coastline. However, if you take an extended timescale, so look 
at some other scientific reports by for instance, pi and brought, actually, this was the fire going back to 
the 1730s. This has been the fastest eroding coastline in the, in the country, when there was a 300 
metres of coastline was lost in 100 years. So I'm really concerned that the assessments that are being 
made have been taken from very selective time periods and using selective information. And this really 
isn't appropriate for a piece of infrastructure of such scale and importance over the over such a long 
time. And the failure to take into account extreme events, or potential extreme events, is also not 
suitably been assessed in the information that's being provided by the applicant today. There is plenty 
more that we can identify, particularly in terms of misuse of modelling that's missing out on the 
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shoreline. But I suspect that we'll pick up some of these things later in the in the session. And 
obviously, we will include that in the written representation for the deadline five, 
 
36:18 
we really did not read what you've had to say on that to date as well. Thank you. Thank you. And, Mr. 
Collins, you have your hands up. Yes, thank 
 
36:30 
you. This was Kai, just to add to something predicted potentially the payroll taxes and then I think Bill 
Parker just alluded to is the whole design and the underpinnings of the hard coastal defence. And the 
ground improvement, that is to say the least, somewhat sketchy at the moment, needs needs to be 
fleshed out in much more detail, because the types of soils and the area where this this structure, very 
heavy structure will sit is going to be very prone to movement and collapse. And we really need to 
ensure that this is not the case. Because as well as protecting the currency and also if it failed, would 
be a significant problem for the station going forward. So I think that's something that is missing 
currently. And hopefully that will appear that deadline five, but perhaps that's something you can raise 
as well. The only other point that has been has been made in various documents and perhaps draw our 
attention to it again, is in terms of the soft coastal defence that's being proposed. Some of the cobbles 
and various fills that are going to use for this particular feature are very different to the existing beach, 
and that can cause its own problems. So I'm not sure how much of that has actually been taken into 
account. And we would like we would ask that that be looked at again, also. Thank you. 
 
38:10 
Thank Thank you. Now, just to say that the National Trust is not in attendance today. But it has 
provided written submissions on on this topic, its position is that it still feels through missing elements of 
information such as the detailed design for the HD CDF that presumably it may have we'll have the 
benefit of looking at those design those further details a deadline five. Now, can I go to the applicant, 
please? For Oh, sorry, Alison Andrews. Will do or just how far Mr. Phil part I've just seen a hand up 
from Alison Andrews. 
 
39:05 
And thank you. Just very briefly, I fully endorse what scar have said about the long term implications 
and what Bill Parker has said, and Paul Collins, but I know it's in our written presentations, but I'm very 
concerned there doesn't seem to be an awareness by the applicant, that this coast is one single length. 
It's the whole Suffolk coast is one single length and one bit reacts to another. And I just feel there's not 
an awareness of it. And I know I've said it before, but thank you for letting me say it again. 
 
39:46 
Thank you, and I think we'll look at that in little more detail under later agenda item. So if I can go now 
to the applicant. Yes, madam justice, I think Mr. Parker Perhaps touched on some of the points under 
the next agenda item that please, if you could provide your response to that, 
 
40:07 
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yes, we're going to introduce Mr. Tony dolphin from C fast. He's the lead on coastal geomorphology 
and hydro dynamics within the project. Before I asked him to speak, I'm conscious that you came into 
this point on the agenda, asking about where we were in terms of provision of information and the 
extent to which stakeholders were or were not satisfied by it. In some of the interested party responses, 
we then strayed into a number of substantive matters. And clearly, I imagine if I asked Mr. Dolphin to 
deal with all of those, he may be some while and therefore I was seeking your direction as to whether 
you prefer him to focus on the first part of it and deal with the other things as we go through the 
agenda, or whether you want an overview response to those other matters now as well, 
 
41:01 
that would be I think, I prefer to remain focused. And no doubt, perhaps even on to the next sub item. 
We'll hear further on the assessment and the reliability of it. And I think that's probably the point at 
which I'd like to hear from him on those other matters. 
 
41:21 
Thank you. So I'll pass over to Mr. Dolphin now just then to deal with the focus point that you raised. 
 
41:31 
Not good morning, Miss Mackay. Turn it off, and on behalf the applicant. And I'll do my best there. 
There were several questions. And I'll try to stick to what I think is the focus. And with respect to I'll just 
have made some notes here. And I'll just go through in order. So starting with the Suffolk comments, 
actually starting with the Environment Agency comments, just to reiterate that the work is underway for 
the modelling around the soft coastal defence feature, are taking us through the decommissioning 
phase to 2140. And that is due for submission to you at deadline seven. And I think that will also 
answer the suffix questions around viability of the site life. But what I'd like to point out at this stage is 
that be assessment at 2099 is looking very promising. There's no substantive threat on from as shown 
by the modelling on the ability to maintain the soft coastal defence feature. So it's looking quite 
promising through to 2140. But of course, we'll need to complete that modelling work before we can 
answer that accurately. That work will also consider as he suffered pointed out the adapted had coastal 
defence feature, even though that's not expected to be needed, because it's would be precipitated by 
the sea level rise scenario under RCP 8.5, which is not looking like a likely scenario, but we will we will 
still cover that as well. 
 
43:22 
I think most of the other questions relate either to engineering or some of the comments that will Parker 
raised around evidence are covered under other topics. Was there something else specific that you'd 
like me to answer? 
 
43:39 
No, I think I think that's fine at this stage. As you say we're very likely and we will come back to some of 
those other points in more detail later on. So thank you, my goodness. Okay. So, if we move on now to 
the last of item D under this agenda, that's the assessment principles adopted by the applicant. There's 
been detailed criticism of those principles and assumptions made by interested parties, including the 
orden or Association, Bill Parker, stop sighs we'll see and the minsmere level stakeholders group. So 
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I've read those written submissions. So you don't need to repeat those points today. And we will be 
going into some of those points raised in detail under agenda item four, such as the size for donut 
banks. But at this stage, I'm looking for broad comments on the assessment principles adopted, and 
hence the reliability of the assessment. So and I think, Mr. Park, you've already touched on on that 
already in what you said earlier. So if I could ask the Environment Agency if they're in a position to 
respond to that at this stage. 
 
45:05 
Cameras good Environment Agency, I will will pass up to my colleague, Ali burns, if that's okay. Thank 
you. Yes, thank 
 
45:15 
you. I think we sort of reiterate my point earlier, which is that the principles that the outcomes adopted 
in the assessment work done to date, we are we are comfortable with with, with the caveat being 
obviously, as discussed previously, that it only covers a section of the lifetime of the project so far. So 
we can't we can't yet comment with regards, I suppose to all of the the full assessment for the lifetime 
of the project. And that there are design, potential additional design changes to come, which, which 
may obviously alter things as well, but but in terms of the the overarching principles taken for the for the 
assessment process, I think we're comfortable at the moment. 
 
46:02 
So let's turn now to East Suffolk Council. 
 
46:09 
Thank you, Madam miscibility. For for East Suffolk Council. And I think the short response is that we're 
in agreement with the position that the Environment Agency have just outlined, there are some issues 
raised in the statement of common ground which you will have seen, which are the subject of ongoing 
discussion. And we look forward to receiving additional work at the appropriate deadline and more 
comment further once that's received. All right. 
 
46:36 
Thank you. Thank you for that. Thank you. So if I could hear again, from Mr. Parker. Mr. Parker, I think 
we did cover some of your broad objections earlier. But if you could just comment generally on the 
assessment principles without repeating what you've said earlier today, and hence the reliability of the 
assessment. 
 
47:02 
I think the in terms of the assessment, I think I'd like to respond that back and it is written. And rather 
than explore it further here, I've got more points, obviously, further down the line. But in terms of the 
assessment, and specifically, I'm content just to hold fire for the moment. 
 
47:25 
Know that that's, that's fine and understandable. So if I can hear from Christopher Wilson has got his 
hand up for task. So if I could hear from you, Mr. Wilson. 
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47:41 
Thank you, Mr. McCoy. It was just a quick question, you ran through a list of IPS reports to referring to 
with regard to this matter. And notice there was no mention of report by Nick Scott, 
 
47:54 
various various sorry, he is is very much at the forefront of my mind. And I have read that report in 
detail. So apologies for admitting that. Okay, thank you. So if I could hear from the old an order 
Association, on this point. 
 
48:21 
Oops, I can't make my camera work. And the old law Association gave some very detailed comments 
on each of the individual principles that were set out. So I don't want to repeat all that. Thank you. I 
have right friends still concerned that the environment where things are up to 2099, but we are facing 
something that's going to be on the coastal at least 2140, possibly 2190. During that time, sea level rise 
will continue to rise as much as it has done during this current century. So and equally there will be 
climate change effects. So this simply would like to emphasise the points we made in the details remain 
just as strong as ever, because we are not talking about the next 100 years. We're talking to about 
2190 as I understand it, thank you. 
 
49:14 
Thank you. Can I just check now if the minsmere level stakeholders group want to add anything on this, 
Mr. Collins? 
 
49:26 
Yes, thank you, Miss Mackay. I think the one thing that sort has been touched on but perhaps not 
strongly, and but it has come through from what Allison Andrew said is we are still concerned about the 
the level of assessment going beyond the three kilometre boundary. EDS are using here which is 
centred at size we'll see which only takes it up as far as minsmere sluice and down to the net thought 
ness effectively whereas even in their own And submissions during the consultation about removing 
what was the original jetty one of the reasons they actually gave for that was that they know that there 
were impacts further down at oberer and other places along thorpeness to the south. So it's sort of in 
Congress that we're we're here talking about this small portion of the coast, where they even their own 
submissions say that there have been responses, or have been coastal responses further down the 
coast to to operations at sizewell. And I think that's also borne out by some of the details that weave, 
along with Bill Parker and others, and stop sighs I'll see him provided from some of our own academic 
reviewers. So I think that's a point which is, in terms of assessment principles. It's a major principle 
that's missing. Thank you. 
 
50:59 
Thank you. Thank you. And we will be revisiting that again later on. So can I check if there are any 
other interested parties who want to say anything on this topic before I go to the applicant? Don't have 
any hands up. So I'll go to Mr. Phil part. 
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51:22 
Thank you, madam. Clearly, you've heard from the Environment Agency, and also from ESC in terms 
of the basic principles governing the approach. We touched on duration earlier, and I'm not sure unless 
there's anything specific you wish to ask about that. I wasn't going to propose to ask Mr. Dolphin to 
revisit that territory. item four on the agenda, as you've just indicated, covers spatial scale, which is the 
issue raised by Mr. Cohen. So I'm assuming we'll come to that in more detail in due course. Yes. So I 
suppose before asking Mr. Dolphin for his response, I just wonder whether to make sure that that's of 
use to you, whether you'd find it helpful to him to provide an overview of the applicants position on the 
principles or whether there are any specific points you'd like him to cover? By way of response? 
 
52:18 
I haven't. You know, I did keep the introduction to this item broad. So if he could give me a brief 
overview and summary of your position on this, that would be helpful. 
 
52:31 
Thank you. I'll pass over to Mr. Dolphin to do that. Thank you, turn it off, and on behalf of the applicant, 
and I think there's, I'll separately address the two parts just as in by way of an overview. So on behalf of 
the applicant, we've developed an extensive and appropriate evidence base against which the 
predicted impacts of structures and activities have been assessed for coastal geomorphology. Some of 
the concerns raised such as that we didn't look beyond the period of the 1830s are not correct. We 
have we have looked at all of the available information, including historical records, and we're very 
aware of the historical erosion that happened at dunnage, which, when that did occur, precipitated 
significant amounts of accretion at sizewell as a result of that realignment of the coast. So just to 
reassure you really, that we've looked, we've got at coastal change extensively from historical data, 
aerial photographs back to 1940. And, of course, the beach profile data collected by the current station 
operators and the environmental agency through the Anglian coastal monitoring programme, which 
gives us 30 years of, of very detailed shoreline change data in this area. We've also looked into the 
offshore area, using multibeam bathymetric surveys and over 600 seabed samples used to 
characterise the sediments and support the computer modelling of, of sediment transport. There are 
also lots of long records locally by third parties. And by the applicant measuring the hydrodynamics. I 
won't go into those in detail. But one thing I would like to highlight is that some of the difficult questions 
on this coaster are not amenable to the normal techniques that a developer might use to understand 
how the environment is working and what the impacts might be. So we've also developed novel 
approaches. I'll just give a couple of examples. One of them is that we use and reinterpret the data from 
a standard chips radar that's deployed at sizewell a, to track the chain position of the shoreline and the 
long shore bars, as well as to measure inshore wave conditions. And these two latter aspects the 
shoreline, the long shore bars, and the inshore wave conditions are quite difficult to measure. So we 
have have good information on that. And also, a lot of projects of this nature have very dependent on 
sediment transport modelling. And so we've done some quite novel and unique work, where we 
developed, deployed and tracked over 2000 people traces to try and get a good handle on the nature of 
the movement of the pebbles on the beach, which for the part of the beach that's above low tide is that 
is the dominant material. And that's highlighted and will obviously come on to it in the discussion about 
extends, but that's highlighted that there's a sediment cell, or a sub cell between men's mysteries and 
thorpeness. We also use a small drone to give continuous, especially continuous topographic data 
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across the frontage rather than the beach profiles, which have gaps in between and make it more 
difficult to interpret not only what the natural behaviour of the coasters, but if the project does go ahead, 
profiles are likely to miss or be late at detecting changes in potential impacts. Finally, on this note, we 
also use the range of numerical models to understand the system and predict impacts. They include 
very high resolution models with computer nodes just 20 centimetres apart in places in order to 
simulate in detail the interaction between waves, currents and marine structures, as well as sediment 
transport models that you will have recently seen in the reports on the soft coastal defence feature, tr 
545 and 544. So, overall, this represents a very comprehensive data set on which to base out our 
impacts and impact assessments for coastal geomorphology. With respect to the impact assessment, 
the details are in Volume One, chapter six, a methodology appendix six p, with followed standard 
procedures that are used in the marine environment, and that helps us align with marine ecology. All of 
the impacts and activities have been assessed against each of the geomorphic. 
 
57:31 
receptors. And, and I know one thing that has been raised a number of times is around the designs that 
were used. So it was understood by ourselves from the outset that designs may change, as I 
understand is common for a large infrastructure projects. And that were such changes or worse 
changes to go beyond the rockdale envelope from the original assessment then reassessment would 
be required. And of course, we've seen that happen in this project with the as precipitated in the ies 
addendum, section 2.15 of volume one reference as on eight one is where the coastal geomorphology 
assessment sets. Just one final point about the evidence base used to underpin the assessments that 
this has been developed and discussed with the coastal geomorphology subgroup of the sizewell 
Marine technical forum, the MTF through several meetings and technical report reviews by specialists 
which we've appreciated and has helped to develop the work over a seven year period. And the marine 
technical forum consists of the marine management organisation, ie Suffolk Council, the Environment 
Agency and natural England. Thank you. Thank you, 
 
58:55 
Mr. Phil. part that complete show response. Yes, thank you. Right. I've just got a couple of hands that 
have gone up for Mr. Parker and Alison Andrews. Mr. Parker wouldn't normally return after I've heard 
from the the applicant. But if you have an additional point to make, that you wish to make orally rather 
than writing it, you could make that now. 
 
59:24 
Yeah, I just wanted just to highlight that. Mr. Dolphin was talking about some of the work that's been 
going on analysing the change in shoreline. And certainly over the last 30 years, there have been 
significant amounts of detailed research. I think what's gets lost in this whole conversation is the fact 
that the length of time the long lead time or the long time we're going to look over this and looking at the 
past whilst it provides useful evidence. When you take undertake climate change, increase in sea level 
rise, increase storminess, and so on, then perhaps, or then the use of this information has to be used 
very carefully, and recognition that recognition that the so called foreseeable conditions that have been 
highlighted so far, really may not therefore be the what will happen in future. And so I think the long 
term evaluation of this has to be much more cautious, then currently the applicant is on is undertaking 
and the implications on the shoreline north south and actually in front of the station itself, we need to be 
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much more rigorous than what has been produced so far. So, I think that you can see this as a pieces 
of a jigsaw. So I recognise very clearly that there are many, many reports that this is all fits together. 
However, if we put the pieces of the jigsaw back together in a in the wrong order, you're going to end 
up with the wrong conclusion. And I think that's where we're going at the moment with what's being 
produced so far by EDF and C class. 
 
1:01:07 
All right, thank you, Mr. Parker. Alison Andrews. Thank you very much. I'd very much like to say Shut 
up, sorry. The applicants responses just show how focused the work has always been exactly around 
minsmere. Around around size. Well, he mentioned the size will beach. But equally, it had a major 
effect. It helped the construction of most of the offered ness, which is now world famous shingles, which 
he says that. So a lot of the work is just being done around size We'll see. And frankly, I agree taking 
samples is important, but 2000 pebbles when you live on this coast, and you can see how in a night, 
the shingle can shift 10 feet one way or another. It it all goes back to what Bill Parker is saying is we 
have to look very much over the longer term. You can't do it by new shiai. This coast is one long, 
constantly moving changing thing. And you can only look at constant trend. Thank you. Thank you. 
Thank you. Just check with the applicant. 
 
1:02:35 
Do you want to come back at this point on those? The only thing which I'd just like to ask Mr. Dolphin to 
deal with is a point raised by Mr. Parker. In his earlier comments, he dealt with the extent to which we 
looked backwards sufficiently and that was dealt with by Mr. Dolphin. The new point appears to be a 
suggestion that the forward looking assessment is insufficiently precautionary. And I just asked Mr. 
Dolphin, if I may, to comment on that point in particular. 
 
1:03:08 
All right, thank you. Can I just ask Alison Andrews, if you could turn your camera off. 
 
1:03:23 
Hello, and Miss MCI Tony dolphin on behalf of the applicant? Just returning to that question. I think 
what Mr. Parker was pointing to was an earlier piece of work, in which we established that the computer 
models that would be used to predict shoreline chains were not reliable enough to establish a future 
baseline. And our concern was whether or not if we lift the coast to do its own thing, that the hard 
coastal defence feature would or would not be exposed. And so in that work we were looking for, as he 
mentioned, the the plausible and foreseeable future of shoreline change to indicate the likelihood that 
mitigation would be needed. Now we can debate over whether we could have used a more severe case 
or not. But it effectively doesn't matter because even on the risible and foreseeable case, the work 
showed that the shoreline wouldn't be likely to recede and expose the hard coastal defence feature 
within the period of I believe it was 2053 to 2087. And so what that means for us, we effectively stopped 
there and then acknowledged that a form of mitigation is needed and that form of embedded mitigation 
is the soft coastal defence feature followed up with maintaining it through the life of the station. So I 
believe that's what that work was referring to. And secondarily, looking further into the future, as you'll 
see in Tr 545. We do model out to longer timescales. And we also model very severe events, one on 
107 year storm in terms of its energy content, and what that does to the coast. So we are indeed 
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looking at the kinds of conditions that are important for shaping the coast. And we're certainly looking 
toward more extreme aspects. 
 
1:05:37 
Thank you. So, Mr. Parker, I do see that you have your hand up, but I do need to give the applicant the 
right of reply would be helpful. Could you put this next point that you want to make in writing for me that 
deadline five. Right, thank you. So if we now go on to agenda item three. That's the implications of the 
proposed development on the strategies for managing the coast is set out in the shoreline management 
plan. Now, by way of background to this item, the council's local impact report explains that the SMP is 
a non statutory plan setting out coastal management policy and intent for management for discreet 
lengths of the Suffolk coastline between Lowestoft and Felixstowe Suffolk coastal District Council now a 
Suffolk Council adopted the current SMP five policies in November 2011. mp and PSE and one 
paragraph 5.5. point seven indicates that the environmental statement should include an assessment of 
the implications of the proposed development on strategies for managing the Kota set out in the 
shoreline management plans. So that's the background to this topic. So firstly, I just raised this agenda 
item sub Item a, and that's the SNP policy boundary, I believe I may have done a typo there. Is it Min 
12.4, rather than 12.2? So the council can correct me on that. So that's the policy boundary between 
that and 13.1. Now the applicant in its comments on the local impact report suggests that the boundary 
has been drawn in the wrong place. And it's just a short point. But I just wanted the Suffolk council to 
comment on that. 
 
1:07:46 
It's ability for for a Suffolk Council. Yes, the council agrees with that. And in fact, I think the comment on 
the Li are from the applicant arises following a conversation with Mr. Patterson who raised that issue 
with the applicant which they have accepted. 
 
1:08:04 
Alright, so that that points agreed that's helpful. Okay. Thank you. Right in that case, we can move on 
to the next item be whether the more seaward position of the htgf and s CDF Besides, we'll see relative 
to size what am besides would be in conflict with the SMP so policy Min 13.1 policy is to hold the line 
until 2105. The aim of the plan is to maintain the defence of size war, but to January allowed the natural 
development of the coast. So although not explicitly defined, the council interprets the line to be held as 
the sea would extent of the existing size or a and b flood defence embankment. So a Suffolk council 
considers the H CDF would be in conflict with this policy, whereas the applicant says the S CDF 
addresses this by eliminating all mimin minimising obstructions to sediment transport. So if I could turn 
to a Suffolk council first, does the council accept that to be the position or does it still consider there to 
be a potential conflict with the SMP 
 
1:09:19 
is ability for a soft Council, the council considers there to be a conflict with that policy. And I'll ask Mr. 
Patterson, just to elaborate on that, if I may. Thank you. 
 
1:09:33 
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Thank you, Paul Patterson, the East Suffolk Council. Our view is that whilst we accept that there is not 
an explicit reference in the shoreline management plan, there is enough information in text in the 
documents and also with lines drawn on maps. And the map I'm referring to is Appendix C annex One, 
two With adopted policy map number 10 which which shows the shoreline evolution as was envisaged 
by the shoreline management plan. So, so, we feel that that that there is a case here that the 
anticipated shoreline management plan evolution will will be compromised by construction of the size 
well see hard coastal defence in the proposed location. Now, we do accept and I think this follows on 
from a comment that bill Parker made earlier, we do accept that that constraints applied to the side 
footprint by the triple si on the landward side has limited the, the the area within which the platform can 
be fitted. And we also accept that priority has been given to protection of that feature the triple si over 
avoidance of sea would advance. And so, our our objective in raising this point, I think is to require a 
recognition that there is a need for the hard coastal defence to be constructed as far landward as is 
practicably possible and to avoid an assumption that the current hard coastal defence location is 
compliant with policy which we feel could lead to a misplaced credibility for the applicant to advance the 
line potentially further, as may be the case if the adaptive hard coastal defence profile is required. So 
just to just to underline the point there that we feel that that this issue is a creates an obligation for the 
applicant to ensure that the hard coastal defence is, is built as far landward as practically possible. 
Thank you. 
 
1:12:37 
Thanks very much. Are there any other interested parties that want to say anything on this topic? Right, 
in that case, if I returned to the applicant? 
 
1:12:54 
All right, I'm sorry, Chairman. My, my thing didn't come up. Right. Don't Don't worry. Well, I 
 
1:13:06 
didn't come up for me either. So yes, Alison. She's just hearing from Alison engines. 
 
1:13:18 
Yeah, shall I speak Spanish do speak and maybe you could just confirm who you are. 
 
1:13:24 
Sorry, Alison Andrews, the order nor Association. I wanted to make to say that on in relation to the 
shoreline management plan, again, there's the feature that the fact that shoreline management plan 
extends from those two fields report. So it's a whole area, it's not just two time units, one side by side. 
And the other thing is when changes are to be made to affect the coast, they have to go through a 
policy review. And this in Suffolk, I've been through this for a plan arrangement south of obrah. But 
under this arrangement, the governance is that if there is to be a proposed change that will affect the 
coast and the dynamics as examined in the shoreline management plan, then that has to go through a 
full review, which then has to be considered by the Suffolk coast forum, which meets regularly and and 
changes cannot be made to that plan without going through that proposal. So I am concerned here that 
the hard coast that we are up, we could buy the back door be changing the shoreline management plan 
policy approach, policy approach and it could affect the whole history. And obviously thought nurses 
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immediately the staff is of concern. So there is a system here isn't just this tiny bit of area is a very 
important area, which is a tiny bit of area compared with the whole coast. Thank you Mr. Parker. 
 
1:15:01 
Apologies. I too had trouble with getting the technology to work. So a bit slow off the mark on this one. 
So I just really wanted to as being as but I worked on the development of the shoreline management 
plan along with Paul Patterson and I completely concur with what he and his Suffolk have said and 
Alison Andrews, and also being part of the development of the process of updating shoreline 
management plans. I think it's always worth reverting back to the original Defra guidance on shoreline 
management plans. And actually, it talks about advancing the line being where their significant land 
reclamation is considered. I think there are a number of nuances or debates to be had about exactly 
where the current defences are particularly in the location of the proposal for size We'll see. And this 
whole topic actually needs to be explored in much more detail. And it should not be assumed by the 
applicant that they can locate the the hard coasts of the fences and any subsequent soft coastal 
defences, without there being consequences that need to be more detailed and examined in terms of 
policy. 
 
1:16:27 
Thank you, Mr. Parker. Mr. Martin. Thank you. Yes. Keith Martin, chair of SCA. I attended the Suffolk 
coast forum meeting which met yesterday. And I'd like to concur with Anderson Andrews point that the 
forum actually reviewed the process for changing shoreline management pens, trends and confirmed 
that it does need suffer COEs forum approval to a change in the management plan. Thank you. Thank 
you. So don't see any more hands up. If those last two speakers could turn their cameras off. And Mr. 
Martin, if you could put your hand down. And I'll go to the applicant for response. 
 
1:17:32 
Thank you, Madam, before I turn to Mr. Dolphin to respond to those points. I don't just make I don't 
understand that we are seeking to propose the change to the shoreline management plan. The issue is 
whether or not there is a breach of the policy and if so, its consequences. So I'm just going to turn to 
Mr. Dolphin having clarified that. 
 
1:17:58 
Hello, Tony dolphin on behalf of the applicant. I would just concur with what Mr. Philpott said there, I 
don't believe that there's a change to the shoreline management plan required. Picking up on bill 
Parker's point about significant land reclamation, the intent with the hard and soft fence feature is to 
maintain the shoreline where it presently is. So within the designs that we have, there isn't an intention 
to go forward and to reclaim reclaiming land that you're seabed that was land. And I think for me, the 
really important point here that sits inside of the SNP is the ability of the development to maintain 
natural sediment drift sediment movement across its frontage. And the soft coastal defence feature is 
indeed built to do that. And furthermore, the monitoring and mitigation that that we have planned. And if 
the soft defence feature isn't achieving what it needs to achieve that will be obvious in the monitoring 
mitigation, and the same mitigation that we set out in the environmental statement, either beach 
recharge, beach recycling or bypassing those all of those methods are available to to rectify the 
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situation if the soft defence feature doesn't perform as the modelling is telling us it will. Thank you. 
Thank you. 
 
1:19:38 
I just checked with Mr. Philpott That concludes your response on that topic. Yes, that's all we wish to 
say about that today. All right, thank you. Well, it's I'm just looking at the time it's about 20 past 11 so I 
was going to take a short adjournment now. Before we move on to the next agenda item, so if again, I 
could remind those watching on live stream to refresh your browser to watch the leap restarted live 
stream after the adjournment. So after the break, we will deal with agenda item four. So we'll go on to 
that next. So it's tried to pass to level now and we will resume at 25 to 12. 


