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00:15 
Good afternoon, everyone. It's now 12 o'clock. This issue specific hearing is resumed. Mr. Wilson, you 
were next, if you can advise us of your concerns. 
 
00:32 
Thank you Mr. Mosely. And sorry, sorry. be okay. I'm fine. Thank you. So I just wanted to say all the 
talk about the money in the funding provisions, tasks concern that we can lose sight of what is 
important here. COVID-19 and the associated lockdowns have highlighted how important green spaces 
open tranquil countryside and just being immersed in nature are to our physical and mental well being 
is just as important to those lucky enough to have the air and be on their doorstep as it is for those who 
travel to the OMB, the stopping up of the product rights away the loss of the tranquil coast path 
driveways footpaths. During construction the 1000s of vehicle movements each day noise dust air 
pollution beach Landing Facility with overhead conveyor will all detract from the use and enjoyment of 
using the LMB in its hinterlands and therefore negatively impact health and well being and people 
travelled to the amb from further afield to recharge their batteries we now find re insufficient 
accommodation because it's likely to be full of size we'll see workers and I think a few surveys five six 
years ago to conducted by EDF before a full horos of the size we'll see development really don't 
provide any comfort. We will no questions can be phrased to elicit a particular response required. an 
interest just like to really say today is a new authority to bear in mind these sort of unmeasurable 
impacts and costs to individuals their health, started the health and mental well being just weighing 
weighing up the pros and cons of this development. Thank you. 
 
02:24 
Thank you, Mr. Wilson. And Nicola Pilkington, Next please. I think you're muted. Miss Pilkington. 
 
02:47 
Right. Can you hear me? No, I can't thank you. Right. Thank you for allowing me to speak. I'm Nicola 
Pilkington. I've also been asked by tasks to speak on issues to do with health and well being. I just 
wanted to add to what Chris Wilson had to say about the huge savings to the NHS, that tranquil places 
provide. So when you talk about monetary terms, and have done early Iran, and compensation, I just 
think it's really important that planning Inspectorate remembers that if people exercise if they recharge, 
if they come and relax, and walk, they're actually saving the NHS massive amounts of money. And I 
wanted to talk further about that softening. So that's all I have to say No, thank you. Thank you. 
Graham. Baker's is Next please. 
 
04:10 
I do apologise. My My hand was up. But I'm, I'm looking to speak a little bit further down the line. 
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04:20 
That's fine. Mr. Because Thank you, sorry. Alright. I don't think there are any further interested parties 
with their hands up. So if I can come back to Mr. Philpott. 
 
04:37 
Thank you. So I'm going to invite a number of people to speak in a moment, but just before I do, and on 
behalf of task points were made about the sort of intangible impacts and also concerns raised about 
impact on people's ability to walk in the public right? This way, and we'll talk about the bullet rights 
away in due course. But it's important to keep in mind and no doubt TAs will look at this when putting 
together their final views on the matter, but in the date of obligation that has been submitted at deadline 
seven. And there are specific sums of money now identified for public rights of way improvements, 
which are considerable. We'll talk about those later, but the sums of money, which are to be dedicated 
for the public rights of way, fund, for example, for the purposes of providing financial support for 
initiatives designed to improve the existing public rights away network, and to mitigate any existing 
potential adverse effects on the existing product rights away network, so both mitigation and an 
enhancement role, two and a half million pounds plus contingent effects fund, but also the community 
fund, and community fund, now with a figure put two to 23 million pounds to be spent in the community 
on matters, which are directly intended to not only minimise environmental, economic and social 
impact, but also maximising the benefits of the project contributing to developing and maintaining 
sustainable communities in the area, and also reflecting priorities that the local communities have 
identified. So when looking at those intangible impacts, is necessary, obviously, then to bear in mind, 
what has been put forward and the scale of what has been put forward in order to allow those to be 
offset. So I'm sure TAs will bear those points in mind. And there are, I think, three particular issues 
raised by the speakers that I want to invite others to talk about, first of all, that the question was raised 
in relation to the natural environment fund. And I just want to invite Mr. Alister kratt. to comment briefly 
on that. First, then I'm going to ask Mr. Philip brayshaw to talk about how the tranquillity element the 
AONB has been considered, because that sets the context for a number of matters that have been 
raised and and I think are to be pursued further this afternoon. And then finally, I'm going to ask Mr. 
Mike Humphries to to talk about the tourism impacts that have been raised. So if I can first ask Mr. 
kratt, just to deal with the natural environment upon generally including the HU MBA element of it. 
 
08:16 
Thank you very much mastercraft for the applicant. with reference to the natural environment fund 
reference was made to the importance of a holistic approach. Maybe just to clarify that. My belief and 
my understanding is that the assessment we've undertaken was holistic upon which mitigation has 
been identified. The natural environment fund forms part of the mitigation strategy for the project 
dealing essentially with residual effects. I alluded to embedded mitigation and other mitigation 
measures already embodied within the scheme design. In the session just prior to our break. With 
regard to the natural environment fund itself, just direct you to three simple points in relation to the 
governance of the fund, the emerging data of obligation sets out of the proposed governance structure. 
And the chair of the awards panel, which considers applications and submissions for funding within a 
defined area is to be chaired by the A and B partnership. It was considered very important during 
ongoing discussions with the partnership that their voice and influence carried weight within the the 
fund and we recognise that given the importance of the AONB and the role they have Have in actually 
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rolling out management plans for the area with regard to the the scope of the fund, firstly, its geographic 
extent is defined, it is not amorphous, it has been defined to address areas of significant impact, 
extending outwards to areas that the environmental impact assessment itself does not consider to be 
significant, but nevertheless has been extended in consultation to address a geographic area that is 
now in principle agreed. So from the point of view of the holistic approach, the area that is now taken in 
is in my view, substantial and allows for holistic planning, and for proper spread of focus for activity. 
With regard to the the objectives and what is to be achieved as part of the natural environment fund, 
I've been involved in drafting the structure and the approach that the environmental fund is to take. And 
one of the important issues will be that the status of the air and B management plan which goes 
through a super cycle of updating the present one runs to 2023. We anticipate that the governance 
structure of the national environment fund will wish to endorse the management plan objectives and the 
projects within it. And we would anticipate that many of those objectives and projects would seek 
funding from the natural environment fund to allow for the management plan for the OMB to be rolled 
out. One other matter under scope. And then final point. Mr. Phil Park referred to public rights of way 
strategy and the funding, religious to state that that fund has been determined in conjunction with the 
local authority and other revenue officers. And that fund is fundamentally based on consultation 
outcome, where during the extensive work that my colleague, Mr. brayshaw, undertook, a series of 
specific projects were identified within the area that would lead to increased resilience of the public 
rights away network and improvements in connectivity. And those have been identified and paralleled 
with an understanding from the local authority to help underpin that fund. And then finally, the the 
ultimate goal of the environment fund is to support a coordinated and holistic approach. All the work 
that we have sought to do and the role that I've had with my team is to make sure that we approach this 
from a holistic perspective. 
 
13:05 
I did quote earlier from the national infrastructure Commission's and design principles document, 
unfortunately, my laptop decided to die on me, just as I was about to quote it properly. But the the NICS 
design principles document and I will give you a proper reference for this. And the note says the 
following amongst other things, great infrastructure use are designed to solve problems and seeks to 
maximise types of benefits it provides over its whole life. We're not only providing measures to address 
short term, relatively short term impacts in relation to rights away diversions during construction. But we 
are leaving a legacy of approximately 9.5 kilometres of new rights of way that lead to an improved 
connectivity across the area. And the work we've been doing on looking at the interconnectivity of 
natural areas, which Mr. Rhodes referred to earlier, is also in the process being mapped to illustrate 
how these connected landscapes will actually work in the short term and also in the long term for the 
betterment of the area. So I hope that addresses the issue of the holistic approach. Thank you. 
 
14:15 
Thank you. And then I was going to pass on to Mr. brayshaw, just to deal with the question of 
tranquillity in the context of the RMB. 
 
14:24 
Thank you. I'll just briefly explain how tranquillity has been assessed. First of all, it was assessed in the 
ministry recreation chapter of the Yes, that's chapter 15. Very early on in the in the process years ago, 
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the applicant identified recognise the extreme importance of the high importance of tranquillity and the 
need to address robustly in assessment and design. And we developed a method with sharps read 
more with noise consultants on the project, because noise is one of the key key things that feeds into 
tranquil And when we test we've tested the method and applied the method, particularly to the main 
development site, because it's in the OMB. And then the net sound assessment followed something 
called the noise and natural tranquillity method. And results set out in chapter 15. And we're very, very 
pleased to note that Suffolk County Council and the Suffolk Council have agreed the methodology for 
assessment of impacts on a miniature recreation including tranquillity. as detailed in volume, one 
appendix 6k of the ies is robust and appropriate and that's in the initial statement of common ground. 
That's rep two dash seven six, and deadline twos the Suffolk council stated they acknowledge that an 
appropriate assessment of noise impacts on tranquillity and immunity in recreation receptors has been 
completed. In that inputs, brackets, noise levels and observation scores. Close brackets and outputs 
brackets tranquillity scores and conclusions closed brackets presented in chapter 15 of the s are in line 
with the SES expectations. assessment in chapter 15 necessarily balances various impacts on these 
receptors not just noise. five factors that we fact that we brought into assess tranquillity in the ministry 
recreation chapter, were were noise and noise is based not just on the level of sound, but the character 
of sounds, the bounce between natural sound and human made sound, unnatural sound. And the 
second one is visual. So if you've seen it, no No, no human made things in their views and natural view 
or that changes to something more natural things in the view. And that was informed by the landscape 
and build Impact Assessment chapter transport the amount of traffic that people have to, to integrate 
with or are influenced by and that draw draw on chapter 10 of the ies air quality is how what you smell 
drawn chapter 12 and people we've already talked about people so there are more people, the 
experience of tranquillity might might reduce and then an assessment of tranquillity which is one of the 
factors that fed into the overall assessment of significance of effects in the diminishing recreation 
impact chapter chapter. And then the then the the overall effects. Using the results of the tranquillity 
assessment from the chapter 15 of the s was then used to inform the actual assessment of effects on 
the AONB in chapter 13. The landscape and visual impact assessment where effects on the A and B 
was addressed as Mr. Krabs has explained and tranquillity was one of the things within the A and B 
that was assessed within the landscape and visual impact assessment chapter where relative 
tranquillity is one of the factors of natural beauty and special quality indicators. Now, I don't know. Mr. 
craton, want to go into more detail about that for 
 
18:13 
I think, I hope that that's helpful just in terms of explaining both how the tranquillity assessment was 
undertaken, but also then how it feeds into the relevant places in the overall assessment, picking up the 
question of the holistic nature or otherwise of what was done. But I just want to finally then if I may have 
to ask Mr. Humphreys to deal with the tourism point. 
 
18:43 
Thank you, just to raise a couple of points related to her the tourism fund and tourism in the context of 
comments raised by the ANP partnership and the RSPB and the RSP B's resilience fund, obviously, I'm 
going to cover old ground on where we've provided our position on the use of exam day surveys and 
our opinion on the quantitative effects of tourism economy. But what I would just say is that what we've 
acknowledged from that work is that knowledge is important and understanding of the effects of the 
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project, the project itself and the the area itself is really important in determining people's behaviour to 
visit certain locations and certain areas in the future. So to that end, we've agreed a terrorism fund in 
terms of scale and broadly the governance related to that fund with a soft Council. And that takes into 
account that that understanding of knowledge, influencing activity and takes into account the important 
local sensitivities that occur here are here that were necessarily embedded in the tourism front that we 
had at Hinkley Point C and today and that that that tourism from We've agreed is more than five times 
larger than that that fund in the context of the RSPB resilience fund. That isn't a compensation fund. It's 
much like the tourism fund in that it's intended for measures that encourage the sustainability of visits. 
But this time in terms of ecology and recreation and amenity so compensator II fund, a displacement 
rate that's identified by those surveys isn't appropriate. But what we would say is that the RSPB and in 
fact the National Trust and the eo MP partnership would be part of the governance board of that 
terrorism Fund, which has the express interest of delivering changes to perception through marketing 
and promotional activities. To the extent that we've agreed with a Suffolk council would would reduce 
those those sensitivities that we've identified in the socio economic chapter of the Yes. 
 
21:03 
Thank you. And, obviously, for your reference and for others, the tourism fund is now set out in federal 
15 and somes sum of money of 12 million pounds has been entered in there for the purpose of 
mitigating potential impacts on tourism, to be spent in the way identified in that shedule. So a picker has 
now been applied to that. And that is suggest complementary to the measures that have been 
described already through other funding. Thank you. 
 
21:42 
Did you have anything that you wish to respond to miss Pilkington's comments about the benefits of 
recreational immunity in terms of health? If you recall, she was seeing the benefits to the NHS and 
science. I don't know whether you wish to respond to that. But 
 
22:02 
I can deal with it at a high level. And I'll see if there's anything further that might be added by Dr. Brony, 
who's our health expert is here. But in broad terms, the benefits that are associated with amenity and 
recreation, and are not I suggest what is controversial. And what is controversial is whether there has 
been proper assessment of it, whether the impacts that have been identified are properly mitigated, and 
therefore how it sits in the overall balance that needs to be strong in determining the application. And 
we have I suggest recognised in the assessment, and in the mitigation measures that have been put 
forward. And also those things which will enhance recreation and opportunities for walking, that this is 
an important benefit. It's an important element of military and recreation. And that is reflected in 
everything that has been done that is to be provided. There is also a comprehensive assessment of the 
health impacts associated with this project, which does not identify any significant adverse impacts on 
health associated with impacts on recreation now, we'll come to the health matters more generally later, 
and Dr. Bernie will be able to answer any questions in relation to that. But that's our overall position. I 
don't I don't believe the fact that walking is beneficial is in itself a controversial matter. 
 
23:47 
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I'm sure it isn't. But I just was conscious that she raised a particular point and just wanted to make sure 
that you had addressed it as you wished. Now I'm just conscious misspoken Your hand is up again. Is 
there an additional point you're wishing to make or is that a 
 
24:09 
thank you. And yes, I have got additional points that I wanted to raise the question that related to 
tranquillity and sharps read more with was mentioned and areas noise assessments. And I just wanted 
to remind you that I asked myself, I'd sent in a sound recording that Chris Watson had done two years 
ago eastbridge in the evening, and on that recording, you could hear a distant cookoo attractor in the 
distance that was cutting edge And also a vehicle driving along with Surbiton road. What I would like 
onset by somebody is whether when size or see construction starts, you will still be able to hear those 
noises. And I hope the people who've been involved in, in the noise assessments has actually listened 
to that recording, because that's why sent in. Thank you. 
 
25:37 
Thank you all think I just come straight to the applicant to see if you wish to respond to that? 
 
25:47 
Well, what I'm going to suggest, sir, if I may, is we're coming on to noise impacts, as I understand it, 
amongst the potential adverse effects coming up in due course, including questions about rural 
location. And I was going to suggest dealing with that there, I suspect at a simplistic level, the specific 
question the answer will depend on where you are, and what's going on. But I'm not sure wanting to 
take that much further whether one will be able to hear a cookie, for example, that are having my noise 
expert, Mr. Mike Brown stone here, the next agenda item. So there's anything further diet, he can pick 
that up, then. Thank you. Sorry. 
 
26:37 
If you could, it was a point of information, timber inch snow parish Council. There's been various 
references to Community Priorities now just wanted to make relatively clear or clear to yourselves that 
that so far has not really included the communities. That's the towns and parishes, that discussion. We 
have written to a Suffolk council between 30 and 40 of the communities to ask for us to be involved in 
that discussion about that funds and how they're used. And so far, we've been denied those meetings. 
So in terms of setting the priorities, it's as much an issue for the Suffolk Council, I would suggest it is for 
EDF. But we have not been asked to we are asked to attend and discuss them that we've been denied 
any discussion thus far. Thank you do wish to respond to that? 
 
27:35 
Well, all I would say, sir, is that the provisions within sheduled 14 to the draft date of obligation and 
provide I suggested a very clear and comprehensive approach to how the fund is to be administered. 
And the way in which it is to be dealt with him pleading in relation to priorities, that the of the community 
is projects communities within the parish or community plans, and that is in paragraph 2.5, which has to 
do with the administration agreement, which will ultimately enable the panel to take into account degree 
and severity of impact and how that varies across the area. And that when the criteria for the 
application of the fund to provide grants are developed, they're able to reflect this upon give priority to 
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those schemes, measures and projects which and then to five five, can demonstrate a contribution 
developing and maintaining sustainable communities and 257 have been identified as priorities to the 
communities within parish and or community plans, that those are two amongst a longer list of matters. 
And if there are comments that people want to raise about the specific drafting of that sheduled things 
that they think can be improved in it. And clearly they're they're able to do so if there are quite concerns 
about the way that the council is responding to a request for meeting that's not a matter for hours. what 
we believe is that what we've set out in schedule 14 is an appropriate and balanced mechanism to 
ensure that the community fund is ultimately spend in ways which are responsive to the local 
community, but with appropriate oversight and governance to ensure that it is properly spent in ways 
which are related to the impacts of the project which of course, is important in terms of whether or not 
it's a material consideration, and if so what weight to give to it. And so if there are particular comments 
that people want to make, they're entitled to do that. But we think what we set out is fair. 
 
30:13 
I have a recollection my cart remember exactly which hearing it was at, I'm afraid where the issue? I 
don't think it was Mr. beech on behalf of State, but I think it was raised broadly by parish councils about 
the how they were being engaged with. And I think there was a response 
 
30:34 
prepared previously. But I yes, I believe that was that may have been in relation to governance more 
generally, and the ability of local communities to have an input more generally to governance. And I 
need to just chat perhaps over the lunch adjournment where that has been picked up. But I believe that 
was the context for it rather than specifically the community fund. But I'll come back to you with a 
reference as to where that's done. 
 
31:02 
I think that would be helpful. And I think it would be helpful for Mr. beech and and any other parish 
councils who may be attending this. I'll take that away. Thank you. And before we move on to the next 
topic, my colleague, Mr. Brock, I think wants to raise a couple of points. 
 
31:22 
Thank you, Mr. Moore. And this is I don't require response now. But it's a point for Mr. Tate. And for Mr. 
Phillpotts. You both mentioned a trust deed. And I have picked up some references in the 
documentation, which has come through recently to a trust deed as well. I'm not conscious of actually 
having found the document and simply say to you, that's the position in which I am I am at the moment 
and probably when I come to the TSH on Friday, I'll be no further forward. So I'd like to hear from you 
about what that document is, and if we haven't already got it, to know when it will be submitted. Thank 
you, Mr. Tate. I'm gonna leave it there. And sir, Mr. Warren can get on with the rest of of this hearing. 
Thank you. 
 
32:18 
Thank you, Mr. Brock. Okay, so come on to the next item, which is item three, potential adverse effects 
on human health and living conditions of residents through construction and operation. And Roman one 
is the issue about nighttime rail operation. There was a sleep disturbance assessment, which I believe 
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was as to five seven in the exam Library Reference. know that there have been extensive additional 
submissions and deadlines seven in respective potential adverse side effects from rail operation on 
whether it's appropriately controlled through the noise mitigation scheme and the noise mitigation and 
monitoring plan. But what I'd like to understand is the relative positions in respective effect on people's 
sleep from the operation of the nighttime rail, and whether this would have adverse implication for 
people's ability to get a good night's sleep and consequently, whether there would be any adverse 
effects on human health. So can I come to the council's first please on this? I think you see suffer 
counsellor who are leading on rail noise. 
 
33:39 
Yes, it is Andrew Tate for East Suffolk Council. So as you know, the position of the council is that it 
supports the rail freight strategy as part of the wider aspiration to reduce hgd traffic on the highway 
network. But that is on the premise that the applicant does do all that is reasonably practicable to 
mitigate and minimise the impact from noise and vibration. That's the first point. The second is that the 
process of mitigating and minimising has not reached the stage where it can now be said that potential 
mitigation options have been fully explored, ie options within the ambit of the NPS at para 511 nine, 
where the impacts are above low and therefore, council considers that as presently constructed. The 
noise strategy in relation to nighttime rail movements is not adequate, and that it's premature to fall 
back on the noise mitigation strategy with its last resort of ensue relational. So arising from that we 
think that it is necessary to adjust the draft rail noise mitigation strategy which is intended to be 
embedded in requirement 25 and pursuant to which around noise mitigation strategy will then be 
 
35:47 
Pourtant, that that document does have a commitment within it to fully or to continue continuing the 
exploration that has started but has not completed about other forms of mitigation to ensure that, that is 
adopted where practicable to that, that, those properties that will be affected between Lowell and so. 
So, the present form of the RMS is still at s rather 258. And we understand that the applicant is 
responsive to to our suggestion that that strategy be augmented precisely so as to ensure that the 
process continues and that the outcomes can be secured, where appropriate. And the final point we do 
have some detailed drafting points on requirement 25 in particular, the hours to which it relates, but I 
wasn't going to take up time on that. But just to ask Mr. Kemp, the council's environmental health 
officer, whether he's got anything to add to that overview that I've set out. 
 
37:17 
Good afternoon, sir Mark camp, he suffered council environmental protection. So as Mr. Tate said, the 
main issues for this surrounding the the the RMS and the mitigation and minimization of impact at low. 
Now, we have effectively accepted that the the mitigation and minimization of impact can be addressed 
through the approved document. And so the concerns in terms of what is delivered, we no longer have 
that that's pursuant to the to the wording of requirement 25. The main issue that we have is the breadth 
and scope of that document. And it's something that we are now discussing and having very positive 
discussions with the applicant on particularly in terms of the improvements to the Suffolk line barriers 
and the installation of barriers on non Network Rail land the acceptably did not want to put these in the 
RMS due to the fact that they they didn't know they could be delivered. However, we're in discussions 
with them to put a process into the into the RMS whereby these will be continued to be explored. And, 
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and any sort of mitigation that can be applied fully looked at anything that can't fully justified and a 
strong commitment to delivering the mitigation that those assessments provide for. We think that this 
will give us this sort of confidence that we can continue working with them to try and deliver what we 
consider to be quite important mitigation in terms of the lower and mitigating or minimising the impacts 
of rail movements at night. In terms of the your question, in terms of the sleep disturbance assessment, 
would you want me to talk about that? 
 
39:34 
Please, if you've got any comments because I was particularly interested to know whether you have 
any concerns about impacts on people's ability to sleep and the consequential health effects, if there 
are any. 
 
39:51 
Absolutely. So the the health effects are difficult for me to talk about we is not within necessarily remit 
also in this case the lol has been set pursuant with a who sleep disturbance criteria. So, 45 Db le Max 
is the is the who sleep establish criteria that applies here, the lol has been set at 60 Db as an external 
level. Now, General acoustic principle of minus 15 Db for an open window therefore gives the 45 Db 
internal sleep disturbance criteria. Now, we were concerned that the noise mitigation scheme kicking in 
at soul of 80 Db was was what did the noise insulation was not going to be provided at the right point. 
Now, the applicant has reduced that to the EIA significance level of 70 Db that effectively provides for a 
internal level of 45 Db la max with windows closed. Now, there is a balance to be struck here in that the 
there is a point between lol and the EIA significance level, whereby in order to achieve the internal 
sleep disturbance criteria, residents who are subject to the between 60 and 70 Db la max will have to 
keep their windows closed. This is balanced out by the fact however, that the who guidance also 
provides in this case that the if Max should not be exceeded more than 10 to 15 times per night to 
maintain good sleep. And in this case, the the max will not be exceeded maximum it will be exceeded a 
maximum of eight times at peak. And so, there is a balance to be achieved there. Whether residents 
will will still be impacted by this, obviously allow is not a no observable effect level, people will obviously 
be aware that there are freight trains passing their houses, people may be woken by this. However, the 
sleep disturbance assessment that the applicant has done is a justifiable level. I think possibly to to to 
end on that. We would obviously, as our statement Common Ground says prefer the NMS to kick in at 
lol the point between 60 and 70 Db where people are being will be almost expected to keep their 
windows close to achieve that level. There is potential argument that they should maybe be provided 
with a reduced NMS whereby mechanical ventilation is provided to allow them to do that. But as I say 
that the balance here which makes that potentially difficult for us to push for is the the the event 
numbers below that which the guidance is actually kicking in at so that is below those will be our 
comments basically on on the on the sleep disturbance assessment. Thank you. That conclude your 
comments. Mr. tade. 
 
43:46 
Thank you, sir. Yes on item three, one. 
 
43:50 
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Thank you. I'll come next to Suffolk County to see if you have any additional points you might wish to 
raise on the health or sleep impact sites. 
 
44:01 
Thank you so microphones at Suffolk County Council? No, sir. Thank you. In relation to the health 
impacts. we align ourselves with position of a Suffolk council that say we want to see some further 
exploration of measures to achieve a satisfactory mitigation scheme. But we absolutely believe that the 
rail freight strategy is critical to the accessibility of the project. So we hope that progress is going to be 
made. 
 
44:30 
Understood. Thank you, Mr. Graham, because 
 
44:36 
I would just Thank you It's Mr. Baker's canceler of February nice breach. I did live alongside a railway 
line. And I do need to add some a picture of simplicity to all of this really, that when we're talking about 
goods, trains, I happen to have the misfortune Even if you'd like of living alongside the Felixstowe to 
Ipswich railway line, I had a house built with double glazing, high density, block materials, which reduce 
sound, sound transmission, etc. And whatever was done, did not help with on occasions with the fact 
that people could not sleep in my house. And I no longer live there. In fact, I came out to East Ridge to 
get some peace and quiet. But the point is that I'm trying to put into context that we can look at all the 
readings you like. But we, we, from from a practical point of view, the impact of those trains running 
from Woodbridge, Tu, Tu, Tu, Tu, Tu size will have will have a significant impact on those people, they 
will have to have their windows cleansed, there will be no doubt about that. And they will have to have 
some very, very well insulated houses to to reduce any form of impact, just like to add that practical 
comment to it. Really. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Baker's Councillor Sanders. 
 
46:28 
Good afternoon council stand before Oversight Council, I have put in a submission deadline seven, 
which doesn't seem to appear in the examination largely as a number. So I hope it has been being 
seen. The actual basis that was primarily on noise, and therefore I wish to report further on that, 
subsequent to the submission that deadline seven submission and to my previous submissions for the 
town council. With regard to noise, there has been a very major study being published in the British 
Medical Journal. It's called residential exposure to transportation noise in Denmark, and incidence of 
dementia, a national cohort study that came out on the eighth of September, this is an enormous study, 
and nearly 2 million people were studied over a 13 year period. This particular paper, therefore is a 
major input to assessment of impact of rail and road noise. And rail in particular is covered as in here, it 
specifically brings forward that there is a significant link between dementia and real noise. And a 
significant impact between law and a roughly as far as I can see here, about 55 decibels, which is the 
nighttime average value at that the applicant is proposing. So the impact is actually greatest in that 
range. And this is to my mind a very significant study and partly feeds into the later who documentation 
which I've referred to previously, and not that I believe that others are referring to in the assessments, 
where they have suggested that 44 decibels should be the basis on which one looks to deal with the 
noise. And to mitigate down to that is one of my primary comments and I will I will put the links into my 
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written submissions to that particular paper it is on open access. Both I can if you want send a PDF 
copy through us copy directly to yourselves. I wonder if I can then move on to one other thing and that's 
its vibration related noise? Are you happy for me to very briefly cover that as well? 
 
48:59 
If it's relating directly to this agenda item on sleep disturbance and the health consequences, then yes, 
 
49:07 
it's in the presentation previously given at the ishs which I unfortunately wasn't able to attend ISO eight, 
eight, there was reference to the nighttime flats that were being taken through and the vibration and 
therefore induced noise that was occurring into buildings and impact on people. And the comment was 
made by the specialists that the applicant has got that the flaps, trains and waggons in particular, did 
not have a suspension and therefore he was stating that they had very high unsprung unsprung weight 
from brightly and that was what caused the problem. Every photograph of our seen over near class 
work and what I can remember shows that they are sprang waggons. And therefore, I would ask him 
question, the comment that was made at that time with regard to that. 
 
50:13 
Thank you. Come next then to Nicola Pilkington, please. 
 
50:27 
Hello, thank you for allowing me to speak again, I'm speaking with tasks and myself. This time, I very 
much appreciated hearing this statement from me Suffolk Council. And basically what I've done is 
written a statement. So that might be slightly outdated because of what he suffered, cancelled said, 
however, I think it's important. And also, I'd like to add, add to the fact about Windows being closed, 
and remind you that Public Health England every summer, when it gets really hot, advises elderly, frail, 
old people with long term medical conditions to keep the windows closed during the day. And then 
windows open at night. So I'm very concerned about people not being able to open their windows at 
night in hot weather, particularly if they have breathing difficulties. So, having said that, what I'd like to 
do is just very briefly, write, read what I've already written out. So I would like to argue that what is an 
acceptable disturbance of reasonable level of noise or vibration that people are supposed to put up 
with, is subjective, and will vary from person to person, depending on whether they're deeper light 
sleeper or somewhere in between. However, what is in no doubt, that is that sleep patterns that move 
from light sleep, deep sleep and back again, patterns that are linked to the body's circadian rhythms are 
directly linked to health. While someone is sleep and when and whether the time The train will move a 
person from deep to light sleep, or wakefulness is a matter of importance to health and well being in the 
long term. Health health professionals being reporting for years on the serious negative impacts of 
disruptive night's sleep. And there is also reports coming from nightshift workers, and the long term 
health impacts of sleeping in the day, rather than than at night. I will supply references in my written 
comments to this research. But I'd like to say that higher rates of near launch high rates of neurological 
conditions, diabetes and heart disease have been recorded. Given these concerns in my searches in 
volume three, I think it will be useful to know exactly how you intend to respond to noise complaint 
coming from someone living close to the line in Woodbridge can't see ash or Saxmundham. Before I 
moved back stuff like I went through the process of a noise complaint that was decided in my favour by 
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Judge. Because of this experience, I'd like to know how a complaint would be dealt with during the long 
period of construction. And should someone be sleep disturbed? How would a complaint be rectified? 
You might touched on this in volume three, but any detail is really important. Finally, how will he Suffolk 
cancel respond? I realise some of these things might be not answered. I spokesperson for me Suffolk 
but if there's anything you Can I add that I would be very grateful. Thank you. 
 
55:08 
Thank you Miss Pilkington, I don't have any other hands up. So I'll come now to Mr. Bill Philpott part of 
the applicant. 
 
55:17 
Thank you, sir. So the number of points that I want to respond to here are I'll deal with them in turn. So 
the first point arises from what was said on behalf of a Suffolk Council, in relation to the discussions 
that are ongoing in terms of how the rail noise mitigation strategy might be augmented, in order to look 
at the possibility of further mitigation measures before turning to insulation. And, again, to ask Mr. 
JOHN Rhodes, to speak to that first because he I think, is in a position to do so being reasonably close 
to those discussions. 
 
56:11 
JOHN Rhodes for the applicant, so as Mr. Tatum, Mr. can advise the examination, we've been 
discussing these issues recently. And I've previously advised the examination that the rail noise 
mitigation strategy does not include the resurfacing of the subject line or the erection of barriers for two 
reasons. One is that we're not yet confident in their deliverable. And the second is that in strict policy 
terms, they're not necessary. And I say not necessary by reference to the tests at 511, nine of the NPS. 
And you know that our obligation is to avoid significant adverse effects on health and quality of life from 
noise, which is part of our obligation and a question you're examining today in terms of avoidance. I 
think that the assessments that have been undertaken and the recognition that we've appropriately 
identified sole and appropriately identified the criteria means that the applicants approach can meet the 
first criteria of avoiding Sol. There's a further criteria, of course, in relation to mitigating and minimising 
noise, and Mr. Kemp has quite rightly been pushing us on those issues. I just say that it doesn't then 
translate into having to avoid law, or any noise above level, that's not the policy requirement. That may 
or may not be between us what isn't between us is that we should do what we can to mitigate and 
minimise noise. So we've been looking at the outstanding issues from the district Council's perspective, 
which are commitments in relation to barriers and commitments in relation to relaying the suffered line. 
So on the barriers, the examination is aware of network rails conclusion that they could not support the 
erection of areas on their land. But we've not stopped at that point, you're aware that we submitted an 
assessment of whether barriers could nevertheless be worthwhile in planning and noise terms. And 
there was a detailed response to that at deadlines seven from a Suffolk Council. And that detailed 
assessment differed from the views that we had expressed that we had expressed in planning terms, 
significant doubt as well, the barriers in particular locations would be acceptable in planning terms, 
having regard having regard to their noise benefit by having regard to their physical impact, and the 
response from the history Council. So we're not really sure that we agree with that. We think there are a 
number of areas where it's worth exploring whether these barriers could nevertheless be worthwhile. 
And so what we've been discussing with the council is how do we resolve that we don't expect to 
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resolve the issue of whether a particular barrier in a particular location is the right or wrong answer and 
deliverable during the course of this examination. I think we recognise that there's quite a lot of detailed 
discussion as necessary over each specific location. And so what we've been discussing and all 
instructions I've written to the council very recently, to say that we'd be happy to add this to the rail 
noise mitigation strategy to commit to a process and that process would hopefully do what you might 
expect it to do, which is that we work together with the council and take each location that they've 
identified as potentially suitable in their deadlines. Seven responds, look at it in more detail probably on 
site with the planning team and the noise team and agree between us weather It genuinely is 
something that's worth exploring further. If it is, the next step in the process would be engagement with 
the immediately affected community. And if that as a result of that process, it appears to be worthwhile 
pursuing, then we would commit to undertake to see to acquire the necessary rights, and then to seek 
to acquire the necessary planning permission to erect the barrier and have it in place before the 
operation of trains. So that's the process that we've set out. And we think, practically, it's as far as we 
can go, we're certainly committed to pursuing it. And sighs well see advise the council's of that at a 
meeting but never rail this week, that we're committed to pursuing that process. Similarly, in relation to 
the southern line, replacement of rail, I've previously advised the examination and we're making good 
progress with Network Rail. And we're hopeful of being able to deliver that but not yet in a position to 
guarantee that it can be done and there are 
 
1:01:07 
three stage process to be gone through the survey of the detailed survey of the track, then of 
assessment by experts as to whether or not there is a worthwhile noise benefit in relaying sections of 
the track. And then the process of booking possessions and implementing the track replacement. And 
Network Rail came to the meeting on Monday with local authorities, and advise the good progress is 
being made on that there is no obvious reason why all of those steps cannot be achieved. There's no 
ownership constraint. There's no funding constraint from the applicants, it's just a process to be gone 
through. And sizewell C, CO, are completely committed to the principle of relaying the track, so long as 
the work shows that it's worthwhile. There's no hesitation on our side, just the process to be gone 
through. So as part of the same communication this week to the district council on instructions, I advise 
that we'd be happy to add that process as well, to the rail noise mitigation scheme, we would commit 
ourselves to go through that process and in the event, that those steps are passed, we would fund 
Network Rail to implement the work Network Rail have identified that they have the resources to 
implement the work, it's not something that needs to be contracted out, and have advice that they can 
this September book when necessary positions for the work to be done in time for trains to be before 
trains are operational. So we're confident in that. But nevertheless, it's a journey that we're on with 
Network Rail very transparently with the local authorities, we have these fortnightly meetings where we 
discuss that. So it's not drafted, you had to accept in a sort of a fairly crude form by me in an email to 
the local authorities. But the intention is to draft it properly and added to the rail noise mitigation 
scheme. 
 
1:03:06 
Thank you. Before I come back to you with a couple of questions that one of the questions that I think 
that we've put in third written questions you may want to defer and then three, then but the issue of land 
ownership in terms of the boundary fencing just strikes me as potentially being an obstacle for you. And 
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I don't know how those landowners may or may not respond. But as far as I understand it, none of the 
land at the edge of the railway line is within the order limits. So it will be entirely down to negotiation 
wanted the ability to deliver that. 
 
1:03:54 
about some that's absolutely right. And that certainly occurred to us as well. I think the positive factors 
in relation to that are, first of all, that the work that we've done, and the work that local authorities done 
has been pretty focused already and identifying where they look to be practical opportunities. And of 
course, the people from whom we would wish to seek rights are the people that would benefit from the 
barriers probably, it's likely that in most cases, for instance, a white arch or where it's effectively running 
back gardens, that the community consultation about whether you think this is the suitable sensible 
thing for us to do would be with the same people that we've been negotiating the rights to construct the 
barriers. So that is some cause for optimism that until we go through that process, we don't know 
whether it's deliverable. And it's occurred to me when I haven't asked the question of the authorities, 
whether they would be prepared to use any of their powers. It's not a question that I asked, but I could 
be interesting I think to know what the catalyst counsels view on that would be. It's not something that 
we've discussed. At the moment, we've alerted our land team, we've identified the areas, they're 
looking at the property interests that may be affected. But I think until we approach those communities, 
we need to agree in more detail in a more focused session with the council, whether it really is sensible 
to start promoting that barrier in that location. 
 
1:05:29 
I think the key really then is the timing of where all this is getting as to in light of our impending 
deadline. 
 
1:05:39 
Yes, so that's right. And we've we've identified obviously, the drafting needs to be done very quickly. 
But we have discussed that the procession wait for the decio decision, the process should continue 
through and beyond this examination, sort of starting from now effectively. 
 
1:05:55 
So if I can help on on that point through distributional points, I think that might assist a sense of how it 
fits in with your recommendation and Secretary state's decision making. First of all, my understanding 
is that the assessment does not depend on the presence of barriers. So it's not as though this is 
mitigation, which is relied on to deliver the effects and therefore needs to be secured in terms of making 
sure that it happens, it's a different category. As Mr. Rhodes has explained, what has been committed 
to is a process whereby if it is both desirable, and achievable, to put the barriers in place, then they 
would be delivered. So it's it's over and above any mitigation, which is relied on for the purposes of the 
assessment. And to the degree therefore, that it is relevant to the decision is relevant to whether proper 
opportunities have been taken to see to mitigate where that can be achieved. But when you're looking 
at the residual adverse effects to put into the balance is not necessary to rely on any result emerging 
from any particular location. In order to determine whether the residual adverse effects are acceptable 
or not, we can just look at those and they they stand notwithstanding whatever comes down to the 
process. 
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1:07:28 
I understand your position, but there are others who don't agree with you, who are perhaps suggesting 
that the noise assessment should have been looking at managing noise at source in a in a slightly 
different ways such that barriers should have been included in that assessment in the first place. So 
whether that's correct or not, clearly is going to be something for us to have to think about. But I 
understand the position. Thank you. So I'm then 
 
1:08:04 
going to turn to Mr. Mike brownstone of resound acoustics who can deal with the question of the 
assessment of whether the noise impacts are likely to lead to sleep disturbance and points that have 
been raised about how that assessment has been carried out. And just to give you some indication of 
where we're going after that, I've then got Dr. Bernie to deal specifically with the question of and does 
that lead to health impacts? And then finally, I have Mr. River thorny Taylor, who can deal with the 
specific question raised about sprung or unsprung waggons. I've noted the point raised by Mr. 
Pilkington about noise complaint, I suspect that something where it's best to deal with in writing rather 
than trying to deal with that now, so I'll pass first to Mr. brownstone. 
 
1:09:03 
Hello, Mike brownstone on behalf of the applicant. In large part, Mr. campus has summarised our 
position very helpfully, we rely on the who guideline value of 45 decibels internally who say that to avoid 
sleep disturbance, one shouldn't exceed that 10 to 15 times per night. We don't rely on the 10 to 15 
times per night, because clearly, we only have potentially up to eight trains at peak. And that would not 
trigger the 10 to 15 times per night. We took the precautionary approach, that any single event could 
trigger the effects that could trigger sleep disturbance. And we didn't seek to apply that 10 to 15 times 
per night caveat. The law which I believe is agreed between between ourselves and the council 
between the Suffolk Council is based on open window condition. Again, that comes directly from the 
who guidelines and we say when we exceed six decibels and the property there's the potential for sleep 
disturbance. As Mr. Kemp set out the sole his restaurant Miss Hampton set out this I'll miss him set out 
the EIA effect level the adverse effects. So we say that were a standard double glazed window is 
closed in insufficient to give a reduction to reach 45 decibel, so effectively to reach 45 decibels with a 
window that provides about a 25 decibel reduction, which is about what you get from a standard double 
glazed window. So anything above 70 decibels a standard window wouldn't be sufficient to reach 45. 
That is where we say there's a significant adverse effect. And as Mr. Kemp set out, that is where we 
have reached with the noise mitigation scheme. Mr. Tate is coming that we have fallen back on it too 
early. And we don't characterise it in that way it is there as a fallback position. We believe we had 
exhausted all mitigation measures, but as Mr. Rose has said, we are going to engage in a process to 
look at barriers further. But the noise mitigation scheme is ultimately the fallback position when all other 
measures have been exhausted. So that would apply at now at 70 decibels as a free fuel value 73 is a 
facade value. So that is where a window standard double glazed windows insufficient to give the 
reduction to achieve 45. Internally, we will provide a better quality window. So presumably, it will be a 
secondary glazing window, almost certainly. But there are options for bespoke schemes, there may be 
a better standard of double glazing but essentially a better performing window. And then soul is 
reached at a higher level still, again, soul in terms of the maximum noise levels is based on an internal 
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level of 65 decibels. That comes from research by Basma and others, it's relied on quite widely HS to 
adopted the same research, we adopted, again, a more precautionary approach to that particular set of 
values than than HS two. They translated it to external levels of 80 or 85, depending on the number of 
trains, whether it was above or below 20, we again, took the number of trains out the equation and just 
said we'll take the low value and set our solid 80 decibels any single train is sufficient to exceed that. 
So that's the theory behind how the numbers fit together in terms of the sleep disturbance. And with the 
scheme in place as a fallback position. It is our position that people should not on average, have sleep 
disturbance, or be disturbed at night. It is essentially a bell curve type distribution, the way that who 
look at their research. So it isn't it doesn't say there will never be sleep disturbance. But it is the value is 
precautionary that who tend to set very precautionary levels. And it is the bottom end of that bell curve. 
So it is there to protect the more vulnerable members of society. It's not a median value, it's not a high 
end value, it is at the bottom of a particular bell curve. 
 
1:13:10 
Don't know whether it's worth reiterating, in terms of noise mitigation scheme, I appreciate it is it is the 
fallback position. But we do consider the noise mitigation scheme to be a precautionary approach we 
have reduced the threshold the most important threshold for sleep disturbance, which is the maximum 
noise level has been reduced below what has been adopted as Sol it is now set at this EIA significance 
level. And we've ignored the 10 to 15 times per night element of the who guidance with providing a high 
standard of insulation that we believe will get us down internally below loan in most cases, certainly 
below So in all cases. And in addition, our measurements undertaken in August 2020 suggested our 
predictions are based on an overestimation of the actual noise likely to be generated by the train. So 
there's an extra element of caution in the application of, of the scheme. One point I'd like to take 
instruction on, but I will comment here very briefly, Mr. Kemp mentioned a cut down version, I think he 
called it of the noise mitigation scheme above law, whereby properties may be offered ventilation but 
not necessarily glazing. That is something like that. Well, I'll take away and discuss with with the 
applicant, as Mr. Rose said the policy requirement is not to avoid law. That would very much be 
something above and beyond anything that policy requires us to do. But it is a it is a reasonable request 
for us to go in and think about I think thank 
 
1:14:45 
you and then Dr. Baroni I think and comment on what this means in terms of likely effects on health. 
 
1:14:57 
Whether that's Bernie Yes. So, there's actually a few things to unpack from some of the comments from 
the interested parties, particularly the wider evidence base that they suggested to air from Councillor 
Sanders. The World Health Organization's guidance is actually derived from extensive research that 
looks at topic specific source specific noise. And the reason why there's not only a level, but a number 
of events is to factor in the baseline number of arousals most people will have a night. So the 10 to 15 
is where it starts to actually significantly impact upon circadian rhythms, which is what Mrs. Clinton 
poke I do apologise, commented earlier. The The wider the risk of actually selective application of an 
evidence base is where you confuse association with causation. The BMJ study that Mr. Saunders 
picked out is an observational study. It shows that, yes, they did see an increase in senile dementia, 
Alzheimer's type for road and rail. But there's no causal mechanism behind it. And further studies 
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required. They also couldn't figure out why there was no similar association with vascular dementia 
between road noise and rail noise there was provided there wasn't for rail. So all it does is adds to the 
weight of evidence that already underpins the World Health Organization's guidance to which both eh 
and Mr. brownstone have already alluded is the appropriate methodology to assess risk to public 
health. In this instance, I've taken that away and know the number of events does not constitute an 
impact on arousal or long term sleep disturbance and the risk factors that they might present in terms of 
hypertension, ischemic heart disease, stroke and dementia, dementia, which is the causal mechanisms 
that the World Health Organisation has researched. So, no, that was reported in the Health Impact 
Assessment. 
 
1:17:03 
And then finally, I have Mr. thorny Taylor. To my left you can deal with the specific factual question that 
was raised about sprung or unsprung waggons I was cancelled on this point I think 
 
1:17:19 
roof with only Taylor for the applicant. A similar point has been raised by Woodbridge town council has 
come through in the examining authorities third written questions and the applicants response to that 
will contain some fairly detailed information about the role of axle load unsprung mass bogey 
suspension, in causing the three main types of vibration of the passenger rail vehicle results in but in 
short, the bogeys of the waggons which it is proposed to be hauled in the size will see a project or a 
very modern design with very low unsprung mass by unsprung. Mass I'm referring to the part of the 
bogey that is below primary suspension the primary suspension connects the axle boxes to the bogey 
frame. And then there is a secondary suspension which connects the bogey frame to the waggon. The 
unsprung mass is the the weight effectively of the two wheels and the axle connecting them that is 
below the primary suspension. It's about 1000 kilogrammes about a tongue for one of the waggons that 
will be used in this project going back 40 years to the last trains they do indeed have bogeys as do 
almost all rail vehicles, but the mass of the part of the bogey that is below the primary suspension is 
effectively much greater and will be the case for the ACCION bogeys that axiom is a company that 
makes them on a construction trains. The primer suspension is stiff, which means you lose the big 
coupling between the axle and the bogey frame. And in the written summary of what I am saying today, 
I will endeavour to give the more detailed figures on the comparative unsprung masses of the flask 
drains and the construction trains that have been assessed for the present project. And quite a large 
number of people attended the tests were carried out in August last year and will have been able to 
experience for themselves that when these waggons are not running over joints and that's critical. The 
wayside vibration is very low from the waggons between the two locomotives that were at the front and 
back of the desk trains that we imagined I hope that's helpful, sir. Thank you. That completes our 
response. 
 
1:20:08 
Thank you very much. And just one final question for you before we break, are you able to let me know 
when the next version of the rail noise mitigation strategies coming in? And also, in turn, you said, I 
think you provide a specific written note on the noise complaint procedure for is for deadline aid? 
 
1:20:35 
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So I'll say yes, I'm committing someone else. But that I think it should be possible within that time. Yes. 
 
1:20:43 
Thank you. Well, on that basis, it's 20. past one, I think it's probably a sensible time to adjourn for lunch. 
And if we can reconvene at five past two, and again, I'll remind those who are watching the live stream, 
you'll need to restart your browsers. So thank you. This hearing is adjourned. 


