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00:06 
Good afternoon everyone, the hearing is resumed. So moving on now to item four B, that's the 
anticipated extent of the project's contribution to satisfy a need for infrastructure of this type and the 
weight that should be given to that contribution. We have, there is some overlap with agenda item for 
another agenda items. And so, I have heard points on this already. But to set the scene, Mr. Phelps 
also made reference to paragraph 66 to 67 of the Drax code for appeal judgement, which addresses if 
an assessment is being made the approach to the weight to be given to the contribution a particular 
project make, makes to meeting need. And that should be proportionate to the anticipated extent of the 
project's actual contribution to satisfy the need for the relevant type of infrastructure. So the planning 
statement update Appendix A, he sets out the applicants view is to come as to the contribution of the 
size we'll see projects meeting the need for new nuclear, the applicant concludes that substantial wage 
should plainly be given to the importance of size we'll see in helping the United Kingdom to meet the 
urgent need for new nuclear. So if I turned interested parties first, and I'll go first to East Suffolk 
Council. Is there anything that the council would like to add to your settle ready and to that point, 
 
01:46 
just three matters briefly, if I may, 1 of all as to that extent, we think it is best measured by its electricity 
generating capacity rather than any quantitative assessment. So that we would caution against use of 
the projections, which n 133 80 makes clear, do not reflect a desired or preferred outcome, just in the 
earlier iteration. That remains policy and reliance on that does not seem to us to be necessary. So 
that's point 1.2. We therefore, consider on this side of the equation, that substantial weight should be 
attached to that extent. And thirdly, self evidently, that will need to be weighed against the other side of 
the equation balanced against that and the extent to which the proposal falls within n one as a whole, 
when considered against other considerations. So those are the three matters. Thank you. 
 
03:05 
Thank you, Mr. Tate. So I'll go now to Suffolk County. Councillor Mr. Bedford. 
 
03:20 
Thank you, Madam microbead. For some reason, my video icon has now as it were D activated itself, 
but my voice icon. And it's now back. Hopefully it's now back. Yes. 
 
03:35 
Nope. All right. I can see that but not see you. Oh, that looks promising. Yes. 
 
03:41 
Yes. I don't know. I don't know what happened there. But there we are. Sorry. Michael Bedford, Suffolk 
County Council. Thank you. So far as the three matters just raised by a Suffolk council game, we would 
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endorse those albeit with a slight refinement on point two, in terms of the approach to substantial 
weight, which is what I wanted to say the most about. But before I get to that element, obviously in 
terms of weight, it is important to bear in mind that you're not just considering weight in isolation, but 
also relative to other factors and therefore, the overall balancing exercise. And also already referred 
this morning to em one and paragraph 4.13 and two 2.2 point five again six, then in terms of the weight 
that is to be given to the positive of contributing to national energy needs. For low carbon sources of 
supply. Just an initial point to note In terms of the the government commitment in the energy white 
paper, which the applicants have obviously referred to, on page 48, of bringing one least one new 
nuclear power station to the point of fid within the parliament, subjects obviously devalue for money, 
which I say nothing about. But it's also subject to all relevant approvals. And obviously, this process is 
one of those relevant approvals. And clearly the white paper can't be read, as it were implying that the 
the process, as it were, is forgotten. Clearly, this process is the proper process in which to grapple with 
that balancing exercise. And that obviously has to be taken very much into account. The the main point 
that I wanted to develop in terms of the issue about how you go about evaluating weight to the benefit 
within the context of substantial weight, which is what the the policy talks about, were then directed in 
the draft state judgments confirm, to considering the specifics of the particular proposal. And one 
aspect that we do invite you to consider when looking at this is to try insofar as you can, and I'll explain 
why we say it's not actually terribly easy to do it, but to try to get a feel for the relative scale of the 
benefits being delivered, relative to the size of the communities and the environment affected by the 
adverse impacts. And that can be looked at in a in a variety of ways. But we have looked at two 
particular aspects, worn simply in terms of energy capacity. And as the planning statement sets out at 
paragraph 1.3. Point two, the project in combination with both reactors is said to be capable of 
producing 3340 megawatts of electricity. And they use publish statistics on a sub national basis of 
electricity consumption at local authority level, and one can interrogate that data will provide obviously 
the details with our written summary, one can interrogate that data at both district level and then 
aggregated to county level. And you can convert that as it were to an equivalent to set as it were, a 
Suffolk and East suffolks, as it were energy consumption, and put that into comparison with what this 
project will deliver. 
 
08:16 
And in simple terms, when you do the arithmetic, what it means is you're off the total power output of 
the proposal, round about 11% would, as it were, yield to the benefit of Suffolk in terms of suffix energy 
demand. And it's obviously a lesser proportion. If you talk about East Suffolk and E Suffolk, it would be 
about 4% of that total power would as it were run to the benefit of of the communities of East Suffolk 
and 96% goes elsewhere. And yet, of course it is Suffolk and he suffered close in terms of its 
communities and its environment, which experience the negative impacts. The other way of looking at 
effectively the same point is to use one of the applicants own as it were proxy measurements. And the 
applicant is referred on a number of occasions and I only pick up I think two instances in the planning 
statement at paragraph 1.3 point two the same paragraph I've already referred to, but also at paragraph 
7.2 point 13. The applicant makes the point that its power generation would be capable of powering 
approximately 6 million homes and they make the point that that's about 20% of the total number of 
homes in the UK. If you use that as it were illustration as a, as it were a measure of the benefits that the 
project delivers. But again, you put that into a Suffolk and an East Suffolk context, then if you use the 
household projections, ie the government's data, for formulating numbers of households, as a proxy for 
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the number of homes, that would indicate both whether you looked at it the position as it were, broadly 
speaking, now, or if you looked at it at 2034, because obviously, the projections run through to 2034, 
which is effectively when the project becomes live. What that would indicate is that the the power 
generated, Suffolk would be about 6% of the homes that could be powered. And he suffer gets about 
2%. So, in other words, by these various metrics, what you're seeing is that 90%, or there abouts, of 
the benefit, is what you might call reaped by the nation as a whole. And 10%, or indeed, in any Suffolk 
context, a lot less than 10% falls to the local areas. And yes, of course, I'd say the The point being that 
the impacts are experienced by the environment and the communities of East Suffolk and of Suffolk, 
and that we say, is a as a were a valuable metric that helps you in terms of tempering the weight that 
you give to the benefits. If I put it in practice slightly colourful language, but it's a way of trying to 
capture the point. It's the national gain, but its suffix pain is I say, my rather sort of perhaps over 
colourful way of putting it, but hopefully, it captures the point. So those are the points. And I don't need 
to underscore our agreement with Mr. Tate's third point that whatever exercise you undertake, any 
weight that you give to the need, has to then be weighed against all the other considerations, including 
the adverse impacts, which we've previously. Thank you. Thank you. 
 
12:30 
Are there any other interested parties that want to speak to this item? Christopher Wilson of task. 
Thank you, Miss McCoy. I just wanted to throw some Can I just say that? I should have said earlier, but 
that legal submissions that were made on your behalf earlier, I just wanted to check that they were 
going to be included within your written submission. Yes, they are. Good. Sorry to interrupt you, 
 
13:06 
I guess. Okay, no problem. I just wanted to make a quick comment. Looking at the the heading for this 
agenda item. It says the contribution that size will see project to meeting the need for new nuclear 
policy no surprise to you that we don't believe there is a need for new nuclear. But turning to the size 
we'll see project itself obviously involves the EPR reactor. Now, Mr. Rhodes just recently said nuclear 
has proven and reliable record. Now, let's say the EPR reactor itself is far from that. The only operating 
ones in the world in Tai Shan, they've had technical one of them's had to close recently for a technical 
problems. Okay, alioto started, as you know, started being built in 2005. It's had valve problems, is now 
our pressurise extension line problem in the primary water circuit, which affects all the EPR throughout 
the world. The flamanville flex, supposedly flagship project, and it's still not in operation, since it started 
in 2007. In fact, the the French have decided not to build any more EPR ones, they want to move on to 
the br two. So the point really is I don't know that the EPR could actually be said to be guaranteed to 
work. And as Mr. Bedford said, just now we're looking at the local community suffering adversely for 
this massive project. And it may be for something that doesn't actually work properly at the end of the 
day, certainly not to the extent that the the applicant is claiming, basically, view is that there is an urgent 
need, but that's for rapid decarbonize Certainly not an urgent need for nuclear. And because it's not 
vital to meeting the UK electricity requirements, basically tasks a little weight should be given to this 
project. Thank you. 
 
15:18 
Thank you, Mr. Wilson. Allison downs of stop sighs We'll see. 
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15:25 
Thank you, Miss Buckeye. I wanted to express my appreciation for Mr. Pitts contribution. And I think 
like Mr. Wilson, we would agree with suffix pain, with past have issue with national gain, for the 
reasons, obviously understand, and Mr. Wilson covered some of the points that I was going to make. 
But I just wanted to emphasise that in in considering the contribution that this project could make surely 
its delivery, the timing and efficacy of its delivery must be a consideration. And I think EDF in the 
appeals record on the whole and speaks for itself in this regard. And I also just wanted to, you know, 
contrast with the Hinkley Point project and a great deal less is within EDF, the applicants control under 
this one. And, you know, we talked about the timing of legislation, but also the availability of investors. 
And we've just had messages this afternoon from nest and standard life and sunlight, you know, all 
saying that they've got no intention of investing in size We'll see. So, you know, I think this sort of 
illustrates that, you know, attracting those investors is going to be a difficult and potentially lengthy 
process. Thank you, Mr. Parker. 
 
16:46 
Good afternoon, Mr. Chi. Thank you. My name is Neil Parker. I'm retired coastal manager, having 
worked on the Suffolk and Norfolk coast for 20 years, I have a lot of experience of working in, in such a 
dynamic environment. The things I want to just to pick up with you on this is that I've listened to the 
arguments that have been going to and from during today. And note that the applicant has been 
actively pressing the issue, both timing, and also need for the size We'll see. Particularly in terms of 
filling energy gap. I think the other point that has been raised already is that there is no Pacific policy 
from government for size We'll see. And as I understand it, in stated explicitly, besides We'll see. I know 
as i understand that it's not the planning and spectrums, responsibility to deliver another large power 
station, what you need to focus on is the issue in hand and the proposal has been presented by EDF. 
With regard to policy, I would like to pick up both from Ian one tn six UK marine policy statement. And a 
number of other elements is the fact that they very clearly state with slightly different wording but such 
as for me and one policy 5.5 point one, to prevent new development from being put at risk close to 
change by avoiding inappropriate development in areas of vulnerable coastal change, or development, 
which adds impacts to the physical changes to the coast, directing development away from vulnerable 
coastal areas. I needn't repeat them all, because I know you'll be well aware of them. What I really want 
to highlight is that the latest information that's been cast come out from IPCC leads a pattern of concern 
that certainly in the medium and long term is that actually we have very little clear understanding of 
what is going to happen and increasing concern about what potentially could happen. And I would 
address you to those policies such as 5.5. point one, in your consideration of this particular proposal 
was actually sighs we'll see is as being proposed, is not an appropriate development in this particular 
location. And I would urge you, and ask to look at this dispassionately and not be caught up with this 
urge or rush to be able to deliver a new large nuclear power station within the timescales that have 
been identified. As I don't see that as your role. Your role is to look at this particular issue, this 
particular location and as I understand it, and to be able to give an assessment of its suitability, and I 
just would want you to put that into context of the wider policies. 
 
20:01 
Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Parker. So I now have Wayne Jones. 
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20:13 
Yeah, hello. I find for a start that the third, it's difficult to really see the scope of the question in that the 
words infrastructure of this type but isn't really qualified. I'm not sure whether it's referring to just a 
nuclear power station, whether it's an electricity producing establishment or whether it's in also in 
relation to mitigation of greenhouse problems, which, of course, all those three things are central. So I'll 
continue regardless and see where we get away. 
 
20:55 
From clarify that for you, okay, the tight we're looking at is the large scale new nuclear of the category 
that size we'll see fits into. So that that is what we're looking at, 
 
21:09 
if I clarify that for you, what I like to really endorse therefore, what Chris Wilson said about the track 
record of the EPR, I think it's extremely important at this point, when we're looking at mitigation of co2 
and the effects on the climate, and that we actually get it right, that we start putting the money into the 
things that are going to be certain. What we're expected to do here is like a person who has been 
asked to drive a car that's never been driven, a type of car, you know, I would not get into a car and 
drive it and try and buy it. If no one had ever driven one like it in the world. That's what we're being 
asked to do. At that very time when we need to be certain about what we're doing. And this whole 
situation has not just been the Sabbath exacerbated by construction problems. But the Tai Shan thing 
is extremely worrying thing it's mentioned, this whole issue is mentioned in the my written 
representation in Sefton Park, where I've entered the my consultation documents for the Welsh highly 
high active highly active waste policy decisions there. And where I'd stated that, in these kinds of water 
reactors, the coal fuel performance is a very much an unknown and very unknowable thing until you've 
actually started one up. And this has been shown at Taiwan. And there, there are people who might 
consider that British British engineering might actually win the day for and we're going to build it better 
than anybody else. And I'm sure that I think that seems to be that the French seem to think that's true 
as well. But I'd like to remind you that when they started at MPP, they nearly melted it, we have 
problems there. So it's this these are, these are things that that really, actually weigh against, despite 
government policy, they weigh against you given permission to the reactor here. Whether or not this 
infrastructure, this type of insert of this particular kind of nuclear power station is going to do the job or 
not. And I say it's very, very unlikely considering all the things that have gone wrong so far, I don't see 
that suddenly, there's going to be a light at the end of the tunnel, and everything's gonna be fine with it, 
considering the number of things that have gone wrong with it already. And I said we'd be quite foolish 
to, to expect the world's problems to be solved by this new project, which has got a terrible track record 
so far. So it just in addition to that policy, that to me, policy is not just scientific, it's political. And I've got 
enough to say about politics. There's nothing anyone can do about that. And Mr. Philips has gone to 
great lengths to show us that he is expecting the the examiners to stick very closely to what the policy 
says. And that's fine. I understand it. I understand. I've been involved in planning processes before I 
understand how they work that government policy is not is not is not that is not his own view, but it's not 
for criticism. But in when it comes to nuclear projects, there's something that always overrides 
government policy, and that is safety. Irrespective of policy, if EDF are not present in a safe project, 
then then we can't they cannot rely on fall back on government policy. And my evidence, as far as I'm 
concerned, is starting to show and is really showing that they have not given correct data that they have 
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actually missed. misrepresent To the misinterpreted data, that data might have actually come from 
government departments. And but it doesn't really matter because the people who are putting the 
evidence for this project are EDF. And it is therefore, if they've got the data role, and with your 
permission, I will answer the question of tied in submission seven to come and show you in reply to the 
submission that Dr. Dolphin at sea fast has put in, in in supporting the application here. 
 
25:32 
Thank you, Mr. Jones. Welcome. So in rules of Friends of the Earth 
 
25:47 
It's a simple question railings are I just get my video work? How many investors are size? We'll see got 
for it. At the moment. I mean, probably golf mallesons response about how many investors are pulled 
out how many investors? Are there actually, in the size? We'll 
 
26:05 
see project? Maybe the applicant could answer that. At some point, I think it'd be quite useful for us all 
to know that. 
 
26:13 
I think there have been some questions asked by the examining authority and responses given. And 
we've also covered funding earlier today in a compulsory acquisition hearing. But your your point is 
noted. 
 
26:29 
But do we do we actually have a number? Surely the applicant knows how many companies, 
individuals, whatever are investing in size will see as of today, 
 
26:39 
can that come up? 
 
26:41 
Before the examining authority on that? So I commend you to read what is there and no doubt the 
applicant can provide further information at deadlines. Thank you. Right, counsellor Marianne fellows. 
 
27:07 
Hello, yes, thank you Miss MCI Mariam fellows cast on behalf of over town council. So in terms of 
weighted benefit, I, one of the things that struck me in terms of of the amount of land use, if one might 
say what benefit could that land be put to, if you think it's 900 football pitches, but it's only going to end 
up with 900 permanent jobs. So that's one person for the whole size of a football field. And if you look 
at the millions of pounds invested and spent already but invested into the future, I wonder how that 
would equate if that money was spent on the agricultural industry, how many jobs that would generate 
all the tourism industry, how many jobs that would have been that would generate, because actually 
nuclear power doesn't generate a lot of benefits for the area in which it's located. Or in terms of the job 
market locally. It's quite an intensive industrial process. It's not people, which is it. When we visited 
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tinkling recently, and spoke to local people, they're both at the parish, the town, the county and the 
district level, it was very clear, the benefits were not widely visible for them. And many of the benefits 
that were delivered at Hinkley or mitigation, and the ones proposed here for sizable, are not actually 
needed. If the project doesn't go ahead. We don't have an unemployment problem locally. We're not 
searching for a big investor to come in and provide 900 jobs, if it means we may lose jobs in the tourism 
industry. And that would be a net loss overall. I think if you actually map out the proposed or the offered 
benefits that the African is talking about, over the entire lifetime of the project, we've already had eight, 
nine years of pain with no gain. So that's a net we're in the negative already, then during the 
construction, 12 years, we're going to have a lot of pain with with not a lot of gain, then there may be 
some investment, there'll be local supply chain, there'll be jobs for people living further away that come 
to the area. So there's the UK PLC gain period of time, then during the operation of the site, but then 
especially going into the long term storage of spent fuel and waste. So we're talking about 150 years. If 
you divide the gain the financial gain or the job gain across those 150 years, again, it gets even smaller 
and smaller. There's a couple of other flags for your consideration that I would just like to mention 
Today now I apologise if they're slightly in the wrong place. But I've not been terribly I'm not there's my 
fault, I haven't been able to engage in the conversation, I feel a bit like thick as means, which is a 
phrase a few people on here will, will laugh at that's been used to talk about amateurs in this field. So 
think this means spam, try my best to flag for consideration very briefly, inadequate land available for 
the actual gain to be delivered. You know, this is true, because the applicant is having to ask for 
elements or size will be infrastructure to be moved to make way for the size of C development. And the 
second one is the close proximity to urban density, I think it's called semi urban criteria, actually, the 
project itself gets very, very close to that red limit. So it's not a place where we can have other 
investment. If we have size or see it will procure additional housing, it will procure, sorry, not procure, 
prevent additional housing, additional investment from other industries coming in. Because for the 
emergency plan to be developed and delivered, you can't have development in the surrounding area. 
And then lastly, the thing I want to draw to your attention or remind you of, is the fact that when it 
comes to benefit, we're at neutral right now, or even some would say into the negative. We need 
something if something is delivered on this site, it needs to be something that brings benefit to the local 
community, not just to UK PLC, if the gain is to the whole of the UK, than the whole of the UK has to 
contribute and provide sites to actually provide the game. It shouldn't come from this project. Thank 
you. 
 
32:01 
Thank you, Councillor fellows. So I have two remaining Hands up if I can just remind those as we seem 
to be straying a little from the agenda item, which was the anticipated extent of the project's contribution 
to satisfying the need for infrastructure of this type and the weight that should be given to that 
contribution. So against that background. If I could hear from Paul Dorfman, please. Hello. Hello, Mr. 
Dorfman. 
 
32:42 
Okay, I've a start. Can you let me in? I can hear you and see you. So if you want to speak please. 
 
32:52 
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Okay. Apologies. Yes, just in terms of in the context of contribution, weight risk to benefit. And that, in 
that sense in in the context of of expense. I, I just like to to support Mr. Park his argument, in terms of 
the very great potential for risk in terms of, of climate back in 2000. What that means in terms of 
potential expense for defending and attempting to deal with attempting to defend the the nuclear Island 
at that size? Well, back in 2008, the Institute of mechanical engineers stated clearly that you can 
usually coastal sites, including size watse, that's in 2008 will be subject to extreme climate, which, 
unquote, which would involve in the longer term relocation and abandonment. Now, the reality is, in the 
last year, climate models have run hot. There's simply no question about that. 
 
34:11 
stuff. And we are straying away from the agenda item here. So if you have points to make under the 
climate change, which I did say to Professor blowers earlier, if you could make those in writing to 
deadlines seven. And this wouldn't be an important topic, but it's not under this particular agenda, even 
though that would result in questions associated expense. Yeah, we're actually looking at the extent 
that this particular project will contribute to satisfying need for infrastructure, this type and I explained 
earlier, that we were looking in that context at the large scale, new nuclear, and the weight to be given 
to that contribution. So that's what we're actually looking at. Turkey. All right. So thank you. And I look 
forward to reading what you have to say. So Professor blowers? 
 
35:16 
Yes. I simply wanted to say that the contributions by Mr. Parker and Marianne fellows, I think are very 
excellent. And to the point and and I would like to support the points that they're making. The question 
of the need for this does have to be evaluated, as has been pointed out, in the wider context against 
the detriments. And this brings in another policy, which are very briefly state, there is a policy which 
suggests that effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the wastes are on those sites. 
In other words, we're waiting for God Oh, and we're waiting for a GDF. But we're waiting for it at during 
a period when we know nothing at all about how we can manage on the site. And I hope we'll be able 
to, or there will be an opportunity for a fuller discussion of this because I think one of the gaping holes 
in in terms of the need of even if there's a need, there is still a massive case against building it out the 
side wall side. And and that seems to me to be a critical issue which needs to be tackled. I would like to 
say something about this at the very end of the meeting. But for the moment, I simply want to say that 
the decommissioning strategy is absolutely a black hole as far as I can see at the moment. The 
methods for managing waste are waiting for something to happen by somebody else. There seems to 
be no planning whatsoever beyond the period, the end of this century, except the promise that there will 
be something said by deadline seven, frankly, that is too little too late. And I hope that the Inspectorate 
will take further measures to ensure that that that gap in the whole process is properly filled in before 
before they take a decision. 
 
37:22 
Thank you, Professor Bose. Those I did allow you some leeway there but those were not actually on 
point. But if again, if you can expand on that in writing as you would wish it deadline seven so we have 
now Regan Scott right. 
 
37:44 
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It's just a small point, but I think it's probably worth taking into account. EDF are required for their 
existing nuclear plant, as are other people, other generators feeding into the into the National Grid, 
which of course is subject to a very major review at the moment as well, which no one else has 
mentioned. they're required to declare whether their contribution to to low carbon which is the 
government category, includes the the credits they got, when they actually the energy trading scheme 
was set up in Europe. We are in a country setting up after Brexit, our own energy Trading Scheme. And 
if you look at I think it's called the any CD, which is the National Energy contribution declaration which 
is an annual duty there is a column in this very simple little table to tip Are you dependent for that 
contribution on carbon credits given when the carbon credit system was set up? Well, they have ticked 
that box and in the in the accounts overall of EDF, UK, I think it's very important to know that the 
accounts record that they have a stock I think it was 300 million pounds worth of carbon credits. They 
also have an extensive consultancy service they offer to their wholesale customers about carbon 
footprinting. Now, I know that's to do with a carbon footprint issue, which is separate. But I just want to 
say I think it would be a good thing to be very, very careful about defining the contribution. Thank you. 
 
39:33 
Thank you. Right, I'll go now to the applicant. Mr. Phil Fox. Thank you, 
 
39:42 
Madam before I turned to Mr. Rose to see what if anything he wants to say in response to those various 
points. I get to try and keep my introductory comments to the agenda item and the way it's framed. First 
of all, starting with the position of East Suffolk Council, which helpfully set out three matters, including 
that view that substantial weight should be attached, which of course we endorse. The first of those 
three points was that this is best measured by electricity generation capacity rather than the 
quantitative assessment. And simply to say that, you'll recall that that is what I made submissions about 
how already in terms of that simple, relatively simple qualitative analysis, looking at the spectrum of 
energy generating capacity, and that this is very much at the far end. And so we would endorse the the 
essential point that if you undertake your analysis on that basis, you necessarily end up at substantial 
weight being attached? And indeed, how could it sensibly be otherwise, having regard to the scale of 
the generating capacity that is added here, it's not as though there is something that sits beyond it in 
the spectrum which could attach it could attract even greater weight. Secondly, so far as Suffolk County 
Council's points are concerned that there seemed to be a rather novel approach to seeking to measure 
the benefits by looking at it by reference to some proportion of local supply, I confess, without seeing it 
written down, I'm not entirely sure that I follow the logic, or indeed, the mathematics involved, but we 
can look at that when it comes and we'll respond to it. But just standing back from it a moment when 
one looks at the energy white paper, where the government deals with nuclear at page 48. And it 
provides its own succinct summary of the contribution that Hinkley Point C will make. And it says that 
it's due to commission in the mid 2020s. And we'll deliver around 7% of the country's current electricity 
needs, enough to power the equivalent of around 6 million homes. And, and so that is a certainly a way 
of looking at the contribution that is made, that the government evidently feels has some merit in terms 
of the way that its policy is framed. And that's consistent with the broad qualitative approach and 
submissions that I've made. And certainly if you look at size, we'll see in that context, it must 
necessarily compare at least favourably with Hinkley Point C, because it has a very slightly greater 
generating capacity. And one of the things I'm going to ask Mr. Rhodes to comment on at the moment 
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is how the government saw the contribution that Hinkley Point C would make. Because of course, that 
is helpful, I would suggest in understanding the weight that will be attached to the significance of the 
contribution in this case. The other point I would make about the presentation of the benefits and harms 
that Suffolk County Council made is is twofold. Firstly, it wasn't entirely clear, though I may have 
missed it, whether ultimately the conclusion of that was that less than substantial weight should be 
attached. I didn't understand that to be the submission, but no doubt, if that is the submission, it will be 
made clear. 
 
44:13 
But related to that it is inevitably the case with national infrastructure projects of this type, that the 
national significance derives from the benefits that would be felt at a national scale. And because many 
of the adverse impacts will be related to construction and those which are not will tend to be very local 
in nature. It is inevitably the case that those national considerations in terms of need and benefit 
inevitably has to be weighed against local impact. There is nothing unique or unusual in this case about 
that essential equation. It is one of the reasons, unsurprisingly, why projects of this type are dealt with 
in the way that they are under the Planning Act rather than being dealt with at the local level. It's a 
recognition that that sort of balancing exercise is best undertaken by a democratically accountable 
minister, at a national level, with the local authorities, providing important input in relation to those local 
impacts, so that they can properly be taken into account. But there's nothing essentially unusual about 
this. So with those general comments in mind, I'll turn to Mr. Rhodes just to add anything further that he 
wishes. And I do apologise, but I hadn't realised you had a further question to my prime minister, it 
 
45:58 
was simply just the scope of what Mr. Rhodes say is just that a number of I interested parties did go 
beyond the scope of the agenda items, I did direct people to making submissions in writing. So I direct 
the applicant in the same way in that I don't need to hear from you on all the specific points that were 
made. So if Miss Rhodes could concentrate, his efforts towards those agenda items 
 
46:29 
might have I had every confidence that that is, I perhaps perhaps I would have helped if I'd made that 
clear. But I I know Mr. Rhodes is very experienced in these matters, I'm sure he will focus his attention 
on those things which are closely related to the agenda item. Thanks. 
 
46:49 
JOHN drones for the applicant certainly do my best. Obviously, there are a wide range of points raised. 
But I think, in essence, they related to the weight to be attached to the contribution balanced against 
other issues. And obviously, there are multiple other issues. And we don't want to go into those other 
issues now. But as a matter of approach, what Mr. Tate said certainly resonated with me in terms of the 
substantial weight that would be attached to the contribution from the proposal, clearly necessary to 
balance that against other issues. And in that context, I thought it may be helpful, inspired by what Mr. 
Bedford had to say, to look at paragraph 3.2 point three and one, which explains this exercise, 
essentially. And it does explain that the government considers that without significant amounts of new 
large scale energy infrastructure, the objectives of energy and climate change policy cannot be fulfilled. 
However, it will not be possible to develop the necessary amount of such infrastructure without some 
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significant residual adverse impacts. This shows why the government considers that the need for such 
infrastructure will often be urgent. The IPC should therefore give substantial weight to considerations of 
need. So in drawing up the balance, it's clearly important. And we're directed through the NPS to give 
substantial weight to need in the recognition that there will be impacts. And that's not to say you will 
fully understand that title see is not doing everything it can to limit those impacts through a process of 
very careful site selection and consultation and very close attention to design and to mitigation. And in 
the balance and the contribution that awaits you attach to the contribution, it's necessary to consider 
not only the electricity benefits, but all the benefits of the project. And notwithstanding what was said by 
Mr. Bedford and members fellows, the government doesn't ask us to attach great weight to the 
economic importance of new nuclear, both for the benefits it generates nationally, but also the benefits 
it generates locally. And there are various references, which we can put in writing. And we're going to 
go through now. And as Mr. Phil Bob says, This is national infrastructure and has a national 
infrastructure planning regime for that purpose. And the NPS doesn't invite us to draw up a balanced 
list in relation to Suffolk but if we did, it would be important to have regard to the benefits as well as the 
negative impacts that are generated locally. And it's certainly an important part of our case. That there 
are very significant positive benefits locally from the project. I went to New write them No, but I'm happy 
to summarise them in our our written submission. But what I thought Mr. Bedford was really saying is 
that the benefits of the project are national day on Nationally important they're not diminished by only 
looking at what would be achieved for Suffolk they are nationally important benefits of a very significant 
scale. So any project which powers 20% of the UK is homes with low carbon energy clearly is 
generating benefits are very significant scale. A project which meets the government's stated aim to 
secure a large scale new nuclear power station as soon as possible responds directly up to date policy 
requirement clearly attracts significant weight and a project which responds to an urgent need restated 
in the clearest terms in uptodate government policy an urgent need for new nuclear power in order to 
contribute to the government's objectives to get to carbon zero, and make a major contribution to that 
objective. Potentially, probably on arguably the most important objective facing this country facing the 
world. Any project which made a major contribution to that must attract I would say very substantial 
weight. And there is a template for approaching these issues. And obviously, as I've said before, every 
project is different. Every project has its unique issues. But as best as Bill Ford said, this was a task 
facing the examining authority in the secretary of state at Hinkley. And the points I've made, I think, are 
reflected in the way in which the secretary state's decision later on Hinckley reached a final conclusion 
or paragraph 6.6. And the secular state recognised and and gave substantial weight to residual impacts 
locally. 
 
51:42 
Given and in paragraph 6.6 explains that sacred site has given substantial weight to residual impact. 
However, they are significantly outweighed by the angry point CS projects, project potential to bring 
local benefits not just national benefits, but recognising the local benefits that can be generated by the 
project and the vital contribution it would mean the achievement of energy and climate change policy 
objectives, which are of crucial national importance. As I say each project needs to be considered on its 
own merits. But the skein of contribution from sizewell C is comparable to Hinkley C, the urgency of 
meeting the need is potentially greater still than it was at the time. And it would be surprising in my 
view, if the secretary state did not conclude the benefit of up to date government analysis and policy, 
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that very substantial weight should be attached to the benefits and the contribution which the project 
makes to meeting urgent national objectives. Thank you. Thank you. 
 
52:55 
Thank you very much. That was what we had to say by way of response. 
 
53:00 
All right, thank you. There is the very late hands up from a Mr. Galloway. Mr. Galloway, we have 
concluded this agenda, right? And was there a very short point that you wish to make? 
 
53:13 
Yes, thank you very much. Very briefly, I was listening with great interest to the applicants view about 
perhaps the weighted benefit weighted waiting to be considered being based on the S sizewell sees 
potential to generate electricity. And it seems to me that whilst that might be a good way of doing it, 
perhaps that should be moderated by the risks of that not occurring. Consequently, if that route is to be 
taken, should it not be the case that actually poke record be considered. And in that respect, I would 
refer you to the output that has been achieved at flamming Ville, Olkiluoto, and possibly the Chinese 
version as well. And that gives a very different weighting than the potential 60 million homes. That was 
referred to earlier. Thank you. 
 
54:08 
That Thank you, Mr. Galloway. Those those comparisons have been made in writing and we have had 
written responses from parties to that Mr. Fill pot. Is there anything you wanted to add? 
 
54:20 
No, but and we've we've dealt with these matters extensively in writing. I don't need to repeat any of 
that. Right. Thank you. 
 
54:29 
So we move on to item five, that's local plan and other policies, and five as the relative weight to be 
afforded to the local plan and NPS policies. So the topic covered by this agenda item may be academic 
if the answer to sub item B is that there is no conflict between national and local policy, but for 
completeness, I will ask response four responses to this. So I can go first to East Suffolk Council. 
 
55:09 
Thank you, madam. I'm going to ask Mr. Angus Walker to deal with items five A to C. Thank you. 
 
55:18 
Good afternoon, Madam Angus Walker from b2b Pitman's acting very soft counsel. Well, essentially, 
we don't believe there is any significant conflict going straight to be the local plan and the MPs policies. 
Although I note that we have acknowledged we all have said in our one of our answers, so this is 
answered g point one point 16, which is document rep 2176. Fewer records. Yes, got that one things 
that we say that if there should be a conflict, then we acknowledge that the nuclear specific policies in 
the NPS should prevail. But that, of course, is not to say that the local plan shouldn't carry considerable 
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weight. And in terms of answering questions a specifically, we don't think there's a magic formula to the 
relative weight to afford them. It's up to the more your recommendation and the decision makers 
decision as to what weight to give the local plan policies and the NBS policies. So legal route to each is 
the MPs policies are important and relevant. The local plan is extensively mentioned in the local impact 
report, which is specifically mentioned as a criterion in Section 105. And also the local plan is important 
and relevant, laid out in its own right as well. So that's how they get to be considered. And it is for the 
decision maker to decide to weigh up the benefits and the adverse impacts essentially, making 
recommendations decision respectively. 
 
57:15 
Thank you, Mr. Walker. Just so just touching on the B part, which you have touched on. So you said 
that you didn't think there was any conflict between the NPS and local plan policies. And I was gonna 
say, in particular, there's no you don't see any conflict with POS policies CLP 3.4, or 10.4. 
 
57:39 
You identify as CLP 3.4 is the major policy on this for this project. It lists a whole a whole set of issues 
that should be considered. But those are fairly similar to the issues that should be considered in Section 
four of em six, Indian one. So, no, we don't think there are any significant conflict. 
 
58:11 
And the 10.4 is the policy in relation to landscape character, and relevance to development that may 
impact on the Suffolk coast and Airbnb. So again, I think that concludes that the size we'll see project 
continues to be consistent with with that policy, and that and that's the council's position. Yes, that's 
right. Thank you. Right, if I could go to Suffolk County Council. 
 
58:51 
Thank you, Michael Bedford, Suffolk County Council. Okay, we take a very similar position to a Suffolk 
Council on both A and B. And therefore, we consider as as it were a theoretical or an academic 
question in this context, given the content of the relevant development planning policies, and we see 
them as marching in the same direction as the NPS policies, albeit that there are obviously areas where 
they provide a greater degree of detail on particular local issues that you would expect to see covered 
in the higher level MPs policies. It's also right to draw to your attention that in terms of n six, in 
particular, that it does recognise in en six part, Volume Two at paragraph See? What's my reference? 
Right at paragraph C, point 8.1 to six of Volume Two, that there were particular outstanding issues, 
which were best left to local assessment, and therefore, which n six doesn't seek to grapple with in 
relation to the size well, project unnecessarily therefore, you don't find an answer to those issues in the 
national policy. And you would look at the local policy in relation to to those issues. And then, on the 
question, if it did arise, that there were a conflict between local plan and MPs policies as to relative 
weight? Well, we of course, recognise in terms of the as it were statutory regimes, both for creating 
development plan policies, and for creating MPs policies, that development plan policies are created in 
order to guide the determination of applications for planning permission. And that obviously follow 
through from the local plan England regulations, which define what are properly the scope of local plan 
policies, whereas MPs policies are to guide the determination of national significant infrastructure 
project. So to that extent, you can see that the NPS policies are as it were more targeted at a project of 
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this nature. But then when one goes beyond that headline to the detail, I have to say, you would need 
to look at the specifics of if you have found a conflict. Let's say we said that we didn't think there is one. 
But if you have found a conflict, I think you would have to look at the nature of that particular conflict, to 
see whether that guided us to relative weight, rather than just falling back on the fact that I want is a 
development plan and the other is a national policy statement. Thank you. 
 
1:02:19 
Thank you. Thank you. Right. Can I ask if there are any other interested parties that want to comment 
on this agenda item? Rishi paret, 
 
1:02:39 
Richie Berg for jask. Magic urges to say here, but on five. See, we're just considering Still, if anything in 
the revised and BBF has implications. I 
 
1:02:51 
haven't been to that yet. I have. Sorry. I sorry. I was just dealing with Well, I was five a and we've 
strayed on to five B's that we're doing five A and B together. So we're just on the local plan. So I'll come 
on to that in very shortly. Nicola Pilkington. 
 
1:03:20 
Yes, I wanted to comment on something that Mr. Rhodes had said previously about the economic 
benefits. Like Sorry, I didn't respond straight away. So I hope you'll take few minutes now to hear me. 
And I just wanted to remind people, that all everything that we've spoken about there, including the 
economic benefits, actually links civil nuclear, to the Trident missiles system. I, the future of nuclear is 
very much very much support nuclear weapons. And I think that is a really important issue. That hasn't, 
to my knowledge being mentioned. It was a big part of the size will be inquiry, myself and other 
individuals gave evidence on that particular issue. And indeed, Tony Benn did as well. And so I just 
wanted to flag that up. Not one argument for needing nuclear energy No, is that it's going to keep the 
nuclear weapons system active and alive. Thank you. Thank you. Right, I'll go to the applicant. Now 
please. Thank you, 
 
1:05:05 
Madam now, I'm going to start with a relative Wait, we've provided a comprehensive explanation of the 
app. So I'll just ask Miss Pelton. Could you tell her thank you? Thank? Right. Thank you, Madam, I'll 
start again. We provided a comprehensive explanation of the applicant's position on this issue in 
response to the first round question g 112. And we're also due to provide a response to G 214, or the 
next deadline. So I'll try and keep this brief. But the rationale that we set out in response to G point one 
point 12, is we say compelling. And again, we haven't really seen any significant attempt to reverse it, 
including in the oral submissions today. And we can deal with this quite briefly in that context that the 
national policy statement policies are intended to set development control tests to be used in decision 
making on nationally significant infrastructure projects. They are prepared, assessed, consulted upon 
and considered by democratically elected members of parliament on that basis. And in the light of all of 
that, they represent the government's considered view on how the specific benefits and impacts 
associated with nationally significant infrastructure projects should be reflected in policy. None of that is 
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true for local bank policies, which deliberately and correctly issue the setting of such policy tests, and 
are therefore not prepared, assessed or examined for soundless with that purpose in mind. And 
furthermore, the energy white paper restates the government's position on the continued suitability of 
the national policy statements for that purpose. So that's the policy approach that we say the examinee 
authorities and the Secretary of State should adopt. And it's also we say, the only reasonable and 
rational rational approach to adopt for the reasons that we've given in response to G 112. And in that 
context, and I say that actually what Mr. Bedford has said about if you find a conflict between the two, 
well, it may be that in some circumstances, the local plan policy might be the right place to look and he 
gave what he thought was sought support for that in paragraph ca 126. And I should start by saying, I 
don't accept the basic proposition in any event where there are differences in relation to a policy test in 
the MPs and in a local plan. And it is right to understand that the national policy statement has been 
formulated, specifically to cater for the issues that arise when you're dealing with nationally significant 
infrastructure. And you will recall, when we were looking at the relevant policy tests for AONB issue 
specific her and our landscape, we drew attention to the differences in the wording between the nppf 
policy test for development in measure development in the A OMB and the equivalent policy test in the 
national policy state. And that is delivered. That's that's a policy difference, which is informed 
necessarily by a recognition of the particular issues that arise in relation to nationally significant 
infrastructure projects, particularly energy infrastructure projects, but also but this formed part of a suite 
of national policy statements, including NPS and six which was site specific, and which contemplated 
major development on this site in an AONB. So having regard to the specifics of this type of 
development, the government decided to make an adjustment to the OMB policy to reflect that. Now 
coming back in that context, to see 8126. 
 
1:09:48 
What that tells us is simply in conclusion on the nominated site, that the assessments are as outlined 
there are a number of areas which will require further consideration by the applicant, the IPC and our 
regulators. Should an application for development st come forward, including a mother, among other 
things effect submitting it mitigating actions of and then a series of points by a diversity triple si but it 
would also the visual impact on the AONB. What it doesn't say is it in relation to those matters, local 
plan policies should have any particular role for those issues. As against any other issues. It doesn't 
mention local plan, policies in that context at all. And so far as the AONB is concerned to take that 
example, as I said, that's an area where the policy test is set differently, deliberately differently in the 
MPs than it is and then then the NPP F. And that that is a decision that has been made by government, 
cognizant of the fact that this is one of the sites listed in MPs II and six, so I, I do part company with the 
council in that respect. Now, I pass now over to Mr. Rhodes, to deal with B in particular, and also any 
other matters, which are relevant when one looks at A and B. Together, if I may. Thank you, 
 
1:11:26 
john Rhodes for the applicant, try to compliment rather than repeat what Mr. Philpott has said. But 
important, I think to recognise that the two policy documents are prepared for different reasons. And as 
Mr. Phillpotts explained, but kind of a shorthand way into this is to recognise that the nppf explains a 
paragraph five it does not set policies for nationally significant infrastructure projects must follow that 
local plans prepared under the nppf policy don't do that, either. And we know that from this local plan, 
from two things, at least one is that the local plan inspector recommended some modifications to the 
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local plan just to make it absolutely clear that this local plan isn't setting policy tests for n steps. And 
that set out in the planning statement, but also the planning statement update in Appendix B. But we 
also know that from the local impact report, so you asked particularly about policy 3.4. And 
interestingly, policy 3.4 is set out in the local impact report. But then what the local impact report says at 
paragraph 4.2, and I think quite absolutely, quite rightly. The policy is intended to inform pre application 
and early engagement discussions with promoters and provides an early view on potential constraints 
and opportunities across the district. It is not intended to replace NPS or government guidance. It is 
intended to support proposals from construction through to operation and decommissioning. In other 
words, as was explained at the local plan, examination, it's a policy that informs the council and its role 
as a console T. On nationally significant infrastructure projects, it doesn't set tests for those projects. 
And there was a particular change that we reported in the planning statement update, where the policy 
that policy had set out a requirement for the applicant to respond without compensation, or with 
compensation to the burden that would be imposed on the local community. And the local planning 
inspector said two things. One is it's really not for the local plan to set a test whatever that test is. But 
also, by the way, that would be inconsistent with the NPS, which doesn't require that it requires the 
impacts to be mitigated as far as practical. And so I agree just very briefly with what Mr. Robot said 
about annex C and the need for local assessment. Local assessment doesn't mean apply local policies, 
it means let's look in detail in this examination at those issues, and their local effect within the context of 
the policy set in the NPS, which tell us how to balance various matters. But against that it was helpful to 
hear from both Mr. Walker and Mr. Bedford that they're not aware of any conflict, either I think they said 
between the NPS and the local plan, but between sizewell C and the local plan, and I'm certainly not 
aware from the LIRR elsewhere that a local plan policy conflict is alleged. But inspired by your agenda 
question, we have done an analysis of the local plan against the nppf. And I won't repeat it here. But 
we'll set it out if we may in our written record of this hearing. And it's interesting that in relation to a 
number of the policies, there are different rinses. And they are explained, I think by the reasons that Mr. 
Phil bot explained but for example, policy 10.1 there is a direct conflict, I think or at least significantly 
different. emphasis placed in on the policy relating to the protection of local designations says 
presumption against in local policy, whereas the NPS is clear that local designations are not likely to be 
a reason for refusal in landscape or other or other grounds. In relation to policies for the triple si policy 
10.1 set aside a very clear presumption against the NPS goes deliberately further than that, however, in 
sets out how consent within an SSI may be consented or considered to be appropriate 
 
1:15:57 
in terms where the benefit outweighs the impact, etc. So it's an emphasis that you don't find in local 
policy. And similarly, the policy bomb that you asked particularly about 10.4 development within the A 
and B and landscape, generally, there are at least three significant differences between the NPS policy 
and the local policy. And we've rehearsed those in previous hearings, and I can set them out in the 
written note. But for example, in relation to flood risk, the local plan policy is different from the NPS 
policy. And deliberately so because the NPS has undertaken or the government undertook an 
assessment and considered it appropriate to exempt nuclear power stations from the exceptions test. 
So those are deliberately different policies, because the government recognises the importance of the 
national infrastructure and that its development might have impacts. So those are impacts which could 
normally be considered potentially be considered unacceptable from local development, but may be 
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acceptable in relation to nationally significant infrastructure, because of its national importance and the 
benefits that it brings. Thank you. 
 
1:17:13 
Thank you very much. I see that Mr. Walker has his hand up. Did you want to come back on something 
Mr. Walker? 
 
1:17:22 
Yes, madam, if that's alright. Just to say Mr. Rhodes suggested that I will said that I suggested that the 
council doesn't see any conflict between the proposals and the local plan. But that's I didn't say that. It 
was only the conflict between the NPS policies and the local plan. So that's a very different point. 
 
1:17:45 
Thank you for clarifying that. I'll just see Mr. Philpott wants to come back on that. 
 
1:17:54 
Well, I just asked Mr. Rhodes, whether he's got any further comment. I think Mr. Rhodes was pretty 
dealing with this matter, both in terms of his understanding of the council's position and his own 
analysis, but are passed back to him to respond. 
 
1:18:14 
Thank you. I apologise to Mr. Walker if I misrepresented him. I am not aware from the NAR have any 
direct conflict as alleged with local plan policies. That's my position that Mr. Walker's explained. He 
explained his Thank you. Thank you. 
 
1:18:41 
Right. So if we move on now to five C. And that's the National Planning policy framework. So the 
applicants planning statement looks at other planning considerations, including the February 2019 
version of the National Planning policy framework, which sets out the government's planning policy at 
national level, although it does not consider contains specific policies for insects. So the purpose of this 
agenda item is simply to allow parties to comment on any implications arising for the recent revision. So 
Miss perec, I believe you had a comment if you're still here. 
 
1:19:32 
Yes, madam. Thank you. And sorry for coming in earlier than I should have. This is I was just saying 
the we're just in the process of still reviewing the revisions in the nppf to assess whether there are any 
implications for submissions that we've already made on landscape and AONB. But if it's all right, 
Madam, and what I suggest is that if there are any comments to make, we put that in writing along with 
our regional reps for the next deadline. 
 
1:20:00 
All right, thank you. Thank you. And you heard what Mr. Phillpotts said in terms of conflict between the 
nppf and the MP MPs, in terms of the OMB and his view on what should prevent that. So if I go now to 
Mr. Walker, please. 
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1:20:24 
Thank you, Madam Angus Walker for a soft Council. For we don't have any comments on the recent 
changes to the nppf in the last month's new version, in terms of general any conflict between the MPs 
and the nppf, we should be the same approach as local plan that the MPs should prevail. When if such 
a conflict occurs, we're not alleging their own particular conflicts but and I also note that I think it's 
already been mentioned that paragraph five of the nppf says that other policies they're in do not apply 
to N sips, in particular, but it could nevertheless be considered important and relevant. It could I just 
mentioned dimension earlier, one paragraph in em one, paragraph 4.1 point five, which specifically 
deals with the issue of conflict between them local plan and the MPs and confirms, by quote, the NPS 
prevails for the purposes of IPC decision making, given the national significance of the infrastructure, 
that's when there's a conflict between the NPS and the local development framework. Development 
Plan documents on fumes we can. simplest thing is if I step in, because I can't see him as MCI. 
Perhaps I could just ask the case team. Can you hear her? No, we can't hear at the moment. Right, Mr. 
Walker? You were speaking? Yes, on more or less finished that just the 4.1. point five also confirms 
that the IPC and the way it was written, may consider. I quote, both that the local development plan 
documents and local development framework may be both important and relevant to its decision 
making. So that covers a sexual sort of Section 105 point. Otherwise, that's all I had to say. on item 
five. Thank you very much. Very good. Thank you. Mr. Bedford, your hand is up. 
 
1:23:24 
Thank you, sir. Michael Bedford, Suffolk County Council, just briefly on the issue of the interrelationship 
between the NPP F and the NPS, we obviously accept that the NPP f itself defers to national policy 
statements because it doesn't seek to address pennsaid projects. But the point is perhaps a little bit 
more subtle than that, in that where you've got a topic which is addressed by the NPS. And you also 
got that topic addressed by the NPP F in a more up to date form that can help you on the weight that 
you give to the topic which is being addressed. And obviously, the example that I think jumps out is that 
the 2021 NPP F, does give added emphasis to the importance of good design and designs being fit for 
purpose. Now, that's not in any way inconsistent with what's in the NPS. But it certainly tells you that 
when you're considering that topic and that issue, and its relative importance, relative to other topics, 
that good design is a significant and particularly important topic. So it helps you on the weight that you 
might want to give to something because it's a case of the government in the most recent statement of 
It's policies highlighting issues of particular importance to it. So it's not a question of one ruling, as it 
were over the other, it's just a question of when you're judging the weight that you give to the topic, you 
may find that the latest statement of government policy about that topic helps you in terms of 
highlighting the weight that you would want to give to good design and the imperative of good design, 
as opposed to when you've got to then balance that against other considerations. And obviously, I'm 
thinking in particular of some of the facial issues I'm thinking of, particularly if the pylon debate and so 
on. But that whole point about good design, therefore, is something that you would find, I think, some 
support in the nppf, on the importance of good design would help you in weighing, for example, those 
types of arguments. Thank you. 
 
1:25:49 
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Thank you. Are there any other interested parties who wish to make contribution on this point? Mr. 
Scott, I see your hand up. Whoops. I've 
 
1:26:07 
filled it with apologetic Thank you. I'm looking at a letter from the Minister of State for housing, where he 
is writing in advance to the national infrastructure Planning Association, to give them a review of what is 
anticipated in the in the review of the national policy, the energy policy statement. process. It's dated 
21st of June 21. And it sets out there's a three stage process, but I just want to emphasise the point 
that in the understanding of the balance between local or if you like the hierarchy between local and 
national planning, that it looks as though in the documents appended so far to the n one to six, review, 
that the the actually there may be changes in those in particular, because of environmental law 
changes being anticipated, which could feed back on to local policy. So I think the discussion has taken 
place has been rather static about local planning. And I think quite a lot will be coming down the line to 
them. And the three documents are looking at in the in the backup to the energy policy statement 
review. One is another Atkins report of March 21, energy policy statements approach to the 
sustainability scoping report. The other one also, I think, March, Atkins, again, energy nationally pulled 
policy seven appraisal of sustainability scoping report. And then there's a baseline data and contextual 
information report from Atkins as well, with a huge list of regulations and statutes are sorted to being 
reconsidered. So I think it's possibly a little bit complacent to regard local planning agendas as being in 
a sense, set and already over determined by the by the NPS, I think there may be a reflection rather 
than a hierarchy. Thank you. 
 
1:28:21 
Thank you, Mr. Scott. Are there any other interested parties who wish to make a contribution on item 
five? See before I go back to the applicant? 
 
1:28:38 
Because you know, the hands up now, so I'm going to do Hello, Mr. Philip, what? Thank you this 
because now back in the hearing, so I am going to hand over to her now. And she can hear your 
response and finish the agenda. 
 
1:29:03 
Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Brock. So Mr. Phil, part, your response. 
 
1:29:08 
And thank you, melody, the only point that I wanted to reply to was the suggestion by Mr. Bedford that 
the change in relation to the nppf in terms of emphasis on design should somehow increase the weight 
that is given to design in this decision relative to other factors. And I just wanted to deal with that briefly. 
But the short submission is this, I don't think that one can safely mix and match the NPS and the nppf in 
the way that that submission seems to imply the NPS as we know, offers design policy guidance, 
tailored to the circumstances that arise when you're dealing with with large scale energy infrastructure 
projects, the nppf, for obvious reasons, does not. One can't assume that a new version of the MPs will 
necessarily say the same thing as the NPP F on this matter. And there's certainly nothing in the energy 
white paper to suggest that it would do so. And that's not to say that design is anything other than 
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important. And that's reflected in what the MPs says. But one can't simply say that because the NPP f 
does not apply to decisions in relation to N sips and doesn't seek to set development control tests for n 
sips. But because that has adopted a particular approach to the significance of one issue in relation to 
developments. Other than this, that more weight should attach to that consideration. When dealing with 
this type of development under a different regime, I would simply submit that submission is not sound. 
And thus, the MPs policies in relation to design, as the government has made clear in the energy white 
paper continue to be the right ones to use. So I say that without denigrating the importance of good 
design, but simply putting it in the context of nationally significant energy infrastructure projects. I just 
look to see if Mr. Rose has anything to add. He's shaking his head. So that that's it from us, madam. 
 
1:31:45 
Right. Thank you very much, Mr. Phil part. So that brings us to the end of the agenda items. So can I 
ask if there are any other matters relevant to the agenda? I do see a hand several Hands up. So Mr. 
Scott, is your hands up? My apologies are everything else turned off? But no, I'm happy. Thank you. All 
right. So Professor blowers. 
 
1:32:27 
Hello, again, I have to say, I have found this pretty disappointing experience today. The the hearing is is 
entitled policy and need. And in fact, the lines of engagement have been very narrowly drawn. And 
when attempts have been made to widen the scope, to things which are related to knee, but also 
related to policy. They have been on the whole disregarded and I am one of those victims, and I 
understand that, that I shall have to do my homework. I've already done it as it happens to give a 
written submission. But I did want to finish because I I feel that the issue of climate change is significant 
and ought to be thoroughly investigated, particularly in the context of the proposals for 
decommissioning and, and radioactive waste management. If as has been established, I think, to my 
satisfaction today and to others, the need for size we'll see is not fully established, and certainly the 
need beyond that which is already in pros progress for 50. We have to ask, is it of tour worth the risks 
that are involved in building an unnecessary power station on our location such as size? Well, I just 
want to quote two things from the IBC statement, which I do think is a very important thing that has 
come in even since the last meetings they say that 1.5 degrees C arise in temperature is inevitable. In 
two degrees z is likely sooner or later and almost certainly by the end of the century. And further after 
2100. They are saying there could be a rises of sea level as high as two metres and five metres by 
2001 50 cannot be ruled out due to deep uncertainty In the ice sheet processes, I don't see how this 
inquiry can conceivably ignore that, for the implications it has, in terms of the survival of the site, 
certainly beyond the end of the century, when there will still be dangerous radioactive waste materials 
there. And also decommissioning will be in progress. And there is no certainty that an ultimate solution 
will be found, for dealing with those. Now we're entering the unknown here. And I do believe that the, 
the proposal does not really deal with it. And what what is being promised is, all we're getting is that 
work is ongoing to assess the viability and adaptive defences. And, and they will provide an 
assessment and mitigation and modelling of extreme coastal conditions by deadline seven, that is, 
frankly, far too late. It seems to me, you do need to have before you fully thought out plan for how to 
deal with the extreme circumstances that the IBC See, and others are urging us to look at, I think the 
whole situation a moment far too complacent. And I urge you to look into this further, because I think 
otherwise, it will be a neglect of the responsibility to deal with this proposal adequately. Thank you. 
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1:36:30 
Thank you, Professor Blair, as I did say that you can put the information that you're wanting to submit in 
writing, where it has that we have to stick to the agenda. And that is explained in the detailed agenda, 
why we do and why we operate in this way. And I do have to listen fairly, but to listen fairly to others 
and to cover the points that we wish to hear. But please do expand on those points. And I will look 
forward to reading what you have to set your 
 
1:36:59 
Banjo and all I was trying to do now is to say that this is an issue, I think that needs further 
consideration at that point, and I have listened. Right, if I can hear now from Mr. Jones? 
 
1:37:20 
Yes, I've got just one question really, which relates to just how far the government is liable for the 
effects of their policy. We have a complicated situation here between government policy, the electricity 
producer and the electricity distributor. Now, I alluded to a situation earlier were in a blizzard situation, 
there may be a cutoff of power, and no heating or cooking in in a dwelling. And in that circumstance 
might occur if a coastal site like size was experienced, extremely strong, even hurricane winds and the 
wires went. So what I'd like to know is that if there was in fact in mortality because of that situation, and 
I know our viewers, solicitors probably up the street is who if somebody brought this to court would be 
liable? Would it be the government because of their policy consideration? Would it be the the the 
supplier, because he's supposed to produce the security of supply? Or would it be the distributors 
responsible for the port in the given the consumer the electricity at the end? And you know, I'm sure we 
got to seems to me, there's a situation here where everybody can blame everybody else. So yes, who's 
who would be liable in that situation? If something like that came to fall? That's my question. Right. 
 
1:38:52 
Thank you, Mr. Jones, are safe. Mr. Philpott for the applicant wants to make any response to those 
contributions. 
 
1:39:01 
No, thank you, madam, they seem to me to be off agenda. And in terms of the last one, not entirely 
clear how that could be relevant. And important in the decision on this project. We'll obviously look at 
what Mr. Professor PLOS has to say. In g schools. Yeah. And if you could turn your camera off and 
your microphone off for Mr. Phillpotts speaking. Sorry. Thank you. Well, we'll look at what Professor 
blose has to say when he puts his written submission in an exam. We can respond to that in writing. 
But to the extent we feel necessary, having nothing further to add. Right, thank 
 
1:39:40 
you, Mr. Phil. Pop. So before I close the hearing, let me remind you that any post hearing submissions, 
including written summaries of the cases you've made orally at this hearing, should be submitted a 
deadline seven, that's Friday, the third of September. So if there are no other matters, that anyone 
wishes to raise or now close the hearing. Thank you all for your attendance and participation in this 
hearing. So the hearing is now closed. 


