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00:16 
Good afternoon, everyone. It's now 20 past four and the hearing is resumed. Miss Ballard, you have 
your hand up again, I don't know whether that's a legacy hand. But if you do have any further 
comments you'd wish to raise, I'd appreciate it if we would put those in writing so that we can move on 
to the next agenda item. 
 
00:51 
It wasn't, it wasn't a legacy. It was like an auction. I failed to put my hand on time, when you said you 
couldn't see any more hands raised, it wasn't a legacy. 
 
01:03 
Right. But I think we, you have had two bites of the cherry already. So if there are additional points that 
you'd wish to raise in respect of Broadway 19, I'd appreciate if they could now come in writing for 
deadline aid. And obviously, one of the points that the applicant raised was you made reference 
obviously to particular document supporting your preference, I think for an underpass. And it'd be 
helpful if the detail of where that's coming from could also be provided for everybody. 
 
01:40 
So my list to do. My main point, though, has been about the date that they development consent order, 
and I seem to have got sidetracked into other comments. 
 
01:59 
And what particular aspect of the development consent order is it that you're wishing to 
 
02:06 
refer? My whole point is, how are they going to create the 
 
02:14 
new route that the route the diversion route, before they close bridleway? 19 the current location of 
bridleway 19 will be affected by the alternative access route to the construction site, the railway or haul 
road, the access road and the access roads. And I need EDF to confirm that none of those will take 
place until the alternative route is available. 
 
02:45 
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launch last the applicant if they wish to make a response to those concerns. Thank you. So can I 
suggest 
 
02:54 
we take that away in writing respond in writing? We've heard what said I've identified what the DCA 
says about the sequence of closure and diversion. But in terms of construction sequence, we'll deal 
with that in writing if we may. 
 
03:09 
That's helpful. Thank you. Right, if I can come on, it's two. For Roman three. This is the V 1122. In the 
early years. Obviously, in light of the additional traffic in particular HTV traffic, and the applicant's 
recognition of the harm to non motorised users and pedestrians that would arise in the early years. I'd 
like to hear what progress has been made on the proposed highway scheme for the B 1122. And within 
the saboten. But I think also, I'd really like to hear from Suffolk County and the applicant on the wait, 
they think can be attributed to those schemes, which today are not in any detail before the examining 
authority. And so that's going to be an important aspect that will assist us. So if I can come first to 
Suffolk County, please. 
 
04:19 
Thank you, sir. Michael Bedford, Suffolk County Council. I'll bring in Mr. Mary, to provide the county 
Council's response to that our comment at the end in relation to the issue of weight, which is perhaps a 
wider issue. But if Mr. Murray gives you the the specific details of the current progress 
 
04:40 
Okay, good afternoon, Steve Mary's Suffolk County Council. The current position is that within the draft, 
the date of obligation, which was submitted as rep 7040 there is a headline b 1122 early years 
mitigation and that is The item we expect to cover these these specific issues that is the seventh 
anxiety in Lebanon village and also Middleton more, but in the context of the discussion today, also the 
public rights of way there are a number there that we have concerns of, as you correctly point out, sir, 
that there is little detail in that deed of obligation. If you refer to rep 7052, in the answers to your second 
round of questions, cu 2.1. There is a little bit more of amplification in what the scheme involves, and 
it's talking about pedestrian enhancements, and potential pedestrian crossing in saboten. In August, we 
started early discussion or started discussions with the applicant about what this might actually 
physically mean. There has been an exchange of plans and we've responded in comments to that. And 
again, specifically to do with the item and discussion rights of way. We have pointed out there a number 
of rights away in Flemington and Middleton where we do have concerns about how they connect with 
the the highway 1122 and what the impacts of the traffic would be. Rather than waste time I'll put those 
down in writing when we respond but the one is probably have particular concerns me would be the 
one from and just let me check my reference. Surbiton whole farm which is immediately west of Devon 
itself, factories right away that comes out on a farm track and exit straight out until 1122. Between 11 
and visions, the 1125 and there's a verge, but it's not particularly wide, and you'd have to cross it to 
reach the next right of way, which is opposite level 25 or to walk back into Britain. And again, there's no 
footways between that point and they've done village. So they the specifics as part of the discussions. 
sighs Wilco and ourselves were invited to a parish meeting with seven parish Council. And this matter 
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was discussed, and my understanding is that scytl co, are going to provide the parish council with a 
plan so they can note their concerns on it. And we should take this forward. I was just going to briefly 
picked up on one of the other titles of the questions was protective characteristics. And obviously, that 
they are considered with environmental statement, but I wasn't going to dwell on that. That's the 
comments on that, and the methodology within the statement of common ground. But really, just to 
point out a couple of key issues that should be factored into whatever mitigation is taken forward. In 
terms of the two classes or two groups that we would associate with it, can you say specifically look at 
would be those with disabilities and elderly? And I did actually make sure that I got the facts right before 
I mentioned the elderly, but there is some useful information in the applicants submission app 347, 
which includes a table showing clearly showing the demographics of he suffered compared to that of 
England. And it is clearly evident that he suffered does contain a high proportion of mature people that 
would in terms of actually highway design and what we'd be looking for in terms of disability groups are 
we looking for sort of good surfacing? Definitely no styles gates only if we need to the correct slope is 
as Mr. Wooden mentioned. But again, coming back to the specifics 1122 the main concern would be 
crossing times and things such things as visibility and speeds of traffic and how those interact. So they 
were the main comments I was gonna make, we do have some additional commerce because we are 
talking about the B 1122. In the early years, there is also the V 1122. Following completion the size will 
link road and also another issue that's ever been Parrish raised in the meeting is the interaction of the 
construction the size all in crowd and the rights away that cross the 1122 says particular actions to 
severance there and this is particularly the footways is quite a little network of footways to the east of 
Britain, that link with moat lane in particular. And hopefully that gives you some information but things 
are progressing. And I will leave it to Mr. Bedford to comment on the waiting. 
 
09:20 
He said and so I think in the light of that, where things are still embryonic and she has unresolved, 
albeit that I think we've got a reasonable degree of confidence that a satisfactory solution in terms of 
the package can be achieved within the context of what has so far been agreed. So to that extent, in 
high level terms, you can give that a reasonable degree of weight. Obviously, in terms of the specifics, 
it has to be said that weight is limited at this stage, simply because there are still a number of matters 
which are yet to be resolved. 
 
10:04 
Okay, thank you. I'll come now to other interested parties. Julian Middleton grossness during Q sec, 
chairman of Middleton powers. Apologies I was having a senior moment reading your name on teams. 
 
10:23 
Not very, I'm very pleased to be called Mr. Middleton. So, I'd like to start off with some comments about 
the P 1122. And the roads and rights of way that goes south in particular from the B one one to two. 
And these comments are relating to amenity issues and health issues, and also to engagement with the 
applicants. While we appreciate that that person is a larger settlement, the middle two more I would 
note that so far, there's not been the same level of engagement with Milton parish Council on 
amelioration mitigation of issues on the beam on one two to three minutes or more in the early years 
and we welcome a meeting in due course with Mr. Mary and EDF on that subject if that was to be made 
available, and our particular concerns on B ones, one two to three metals and more. There are a 
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number of residential properties along the southern edge of that which have very little room between 
their exits from their properties and and the courage way. And we are concerned that with an increased 
level of traffic in the early years, it will be even more difficult for people to exit those properties in 
vehicles or on foot. And we're looking to find constructive ways to mitigate those issues, which may 
include some or all of measures drawn from the following list and speed limit reductions maybe to 20 
miles per hour. pedestrian crossing realigned the carriageway and or provision of footways, and 
possibly gateways marking the entrance to or from Middleton malls making it clear that this is an area 
of settlements. So those issues have yet to be discussed with Milton parish council that they have been 
discussed. I understand that the b1 ones have action groups, which is good, but we'd certainly like to 
have engagement on those issues as soon as possible. If I might then slightly broaden out, especially 
our concerns to incorporate some of the issues that could have arisen under the previous agenda item 
three. This is particularly in relation to the risks or perceived risks to health and well being caused by rat 
running fears. And again, just to reiterate, this is the concern that disruption on the eighth 12 could 
result in diversion of vehicles through Cal sail and then on into Middleton more swains Middleton along 
formerly rode past existing properties, which fear that there they would have their access blocked for 
significant periods of time on a frequent basis. Now, we heard earlier from Kirsty Matt Mullen, on behalf 
of the applicants, well rehearsed rebuttal of the rat running fear, but that again focused on size versus 
control of his own vehicles and drivers. And while people some people have scepticism about the 
effectiveness of that, our remaining and residual concern is not so much that size will see workers or 
size we'll see rated traffic or at run through Kelson Middleton is that non sighs we'll see related drivers 
obstructed by congestion or accidents on the eighth Well, we'll see those routes as they do at the 
moment. But on a more frequent basis because we expect congestion incidence on the eighth will be 
much more significant and more frequent than they are. So far, we've not really heard convincing 
rebuttal to our fears about rat running. And in particular, the fears that access to certain properties, 
particularly those closest to Middleton could find access to their properties blocked for emergency 
vehicles, for example, for significant periods of time. 
 
14:35 
This is already causing anxiety and concern our residents. And we do look forward to having further 
constructive discussions with the County Council about how these issues may be resolved or further 
understood at least. And finally, in terms of immediacy, it's considered a significant part of the way of 
life of our parish. I want to make journeys along, particularly for the road, but also Hawthorne road and 
little more roads to a lesser extent, the current proposals in the VCO would block up that connectivity 
on all those three routes. And this particular concern that for the road, which is the most used of those 
would be blocked up on the north side of the SLR. And therefore, that continuity for not just vehicles, 
but also pedestrians and cyclists would be prevented. And furthermore, the feeling at the moment is 
that while the majority view and certainly the council's view is that that road should be kept open, the 
worst case scenario, in our view, is that it's closed on one side, but not on the other, which we believe 
would exacerbate the rat running problem. So the whole load of interrelated issues, they're all 
addressed the issue of immunity and well being of our residents. And so far, I have to say there's been 
a lack or a perceived lack of effective engagement with us by the applicant or the by Suffolk County 
Council. And we look forward to that being rectified. Thank you. 
 
16:09 
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Thank you, Mr. cusec. I come next to Mr. Collins. 
 
16:16 
Thank you, it's more than just to say thank you to Mr. Mary, who did attend our parish council meeting 
with EDF about two weeks ago, where all of these subjects were discussed. But in fact, EDF awesome, 
hopefully will have provided some maps with forests that we can actually start looking at some of the 
issues with public rights way within the village as well as surrounding the village. During the early years, 
in particular, when we expect significant traffic through the village. And how people can actually get 
from one side to the other, there was a discussion about a proposed crossing, which may still turn up, 
but there are some significant issues about having to have street lighting associated with that. And 
there is a real issue of actually trying to find an appropriate place along the B 1122. To cite it. So that 
may or may not happen. But one of the other suggestions was to actually buy one of the the residents 
was we have a 20 mile an hour speed limit through the village, which was well received by both Suffolk 
County Council and by EDF as a potential route to calming the traffic and making life a little easier for 
the residents to cross the road and take some of the fear away as well. So all of these things are still in 
play, I think it's fair to say, we did make suggestions for the entire b 1122. From the Oxford roundabout 
to the side to have nothing more than a 40 mile an hour speed limit. And for some of the 40 mile an 
hour speed limits between Middleton mall and saboten to be reduced 30 these things certainly are 
things that could also be looked at, because it is going to be a real issue in these early years. I mean, 
once the SLR is in place, there are other issues with public rights of way, stopping up and being able to 
cross at the appropriate points. So those are still concerns and I think those were alluded to as well. So 
thank you very much. 
 
18:39 
Thank you. Come now to Mr. Wilkins. 
 
18:45 
Thank you very much. I would like to address timing, mitigation and the potential health effects of using 
the B 1122. In the early years. It's our opinion that we're humanly possible mitigation should be carried 
out before the damage for which the mitigation is made necessary is inflicted. Otherwise the result is a 
period short or long of unmitigated damage mitigation for the vacuolar impact on the P 1120. To be 
finding EDF documentation as to make stress more easily born and to lessen the severity of the impact 
of the construction on local residents. This is the impression local residents were given as a sort of 
mystery mitigation they could expect with EDF building and finishing their sizable link road bridge and 
roundabouts before anything else is built so that those local residents on the front line can at least get 
out get their cars over the dryers breathe relatively clean air and sleep at night due to noise reduction. 
The sizable link road is caused by EDF EDF as mitigation for the reef and residents stressed along the 
level 1122 therefore the suit size will encroach should be completed in its entirety before any other ADF 
side will see project is started. Instead, ATF proposed to immediately begin many aspects of the bill, 
resulting in the unavoidable use of B 1122. Long before mitigation is in place in the for the SLR. This 
requiring tend to be a cue the use of being 1122. And there's no time incentive or ability to build the 
SLR in the timeframe of 18 months to two years. Should the project ever go ahead which we obviously 
have is not the case. In order to incentivize EDF to route 18 to 24 months time for the SLR and nearby 
demonstrates determination to undertake effective mitigation, the SLR and attended the Oxford 
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roundabout, pretty road breach and North Eastern roundabouts should be constructed first, to allow a 
direct route to the site before any other construction in the area of least and late excuse me, sizeable 
and laced and takes place. This will represent true education for the congestion, pollution and 
threatened physical and mental well being, including the possibility of traffic related injury and even 
death due to the 
 
21:18 
Mr. Wilkins I don't know whether you can hear me but we've lost you. We seem to have lost Mr 
Wilkinson's connection. 
 
21:42 
Sorry, I lost the internet, but I continued. It by all means. Thank you. I'll just traffic around the bm 22 
were generated by many energy in size, you'll see related activities in the area and would create 
intolerable conditions for residents throughout the region, but particularly for those living along the big 
1122 a single track road barely seven metres wide, with few payments available for those on foot. This 
presents local residents with the prospect to the project go forward without prioritising the construction, 
the SLR have at least three to four years or even longer for the SLR to be completed four years of 
unbroken unbridled noise, fumes particulate danger and inconvenience. Indeed, as one resident put it, 
you'll be hell on earth. The effect on the mental and physical health of local residents is difficult to 
measure or quantify. Although the impact of noise on health is today being more closely examined. Dr. 
Samuel Chi, an epidemiologist at Imperial College London, says there's persistent evidence that drove 
traffic noise leads to heart attacks. In an analysis you have took in the other health data 356,000 people 
in Britain and Norway, he found that long term exposure to traffic noise affects blood biochemistry 
opened above the effects of exhaust fumes. Even with air pollution factored out of the study, he claims 
that noise seems to have its own effects on the cardiovascular system. The applicant is provided 
figures from projected road miles over the 10 years of peak construction activity of 467 million 
kilometres travelled by car and light goods vehicles, and 18 million kilometres travelled by hgvs and 
buses on the size of link road that is purely from the outwell to the site and does not include the huge 
number of probe miles involved in transporting the 12 million tonnes of aggregates from one side of the 
country to the other. And this begs many questions. How many of these kilometres travelled from the a 
12 from the site will be on a b 1122, rather than on the side of a link road if not built before the project 
starts? What will be the cumulative enrollment or damage in terms of the attendant pollution of those be 
1122 Road miles on mattress from nitrogen oxides fumes and particulates in the former Pm 10s and 
pm 2.5. And when we're the methodology used to calculate that damage, and the results be made 
public for peer review, what would the resulting cumulative toll of those be 1122 roadmap road miles on 
health and well being of residents along the B 1122. And when we're the methodology used to calculate 
that toll and results be made public for peer review and will appropriate and adequate compensation 
will be available and in what form Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Wilkinson. Just check or any 
other parties wishing to say 
 
24:50 
Tim Bates no parish Council, it's not about the B 1122. So I apologise but I do want to reinforce all the 
issues about transport and I know we've discussed them before. All the parishes within the peninsula 
sort of south of the river and south of the site and reiterate every single one of the points that were 
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made by all those speakers. And whilst we have had some engagement with EDF, we haven't had the 
engagement with Suffolk County Council. So we again, just like every other speaker there, we would 
welcome that. Thank you. 
 
25:24 
Thank you, Mr. beech. I now come to the applicant. 
 
25:29 
Thank you. So I'm going to top and tail the response. First of all, on behalf of the County Council, Mr. 
Mary articulated the point that there were concerns in respect of some of the proposed arrangements, 
and these would be put into writing this, as I understand it is a response to rep seven, zero 52. Bearing 
in mind, that point in time we are in the examination, if those concerns are already known, it will be very 
helpful if they could be provided directly to us outside the examination rather than waiting for the next 
deadline. Of course, they can go into in the next deadline, this matter for them, but it would help us to 
have advance notice. If that's possible, please. Now against the background of that administrative 
point, what I'm going to ask first is for customer mulund, come in, to deal with a number of points in 
relation to the BLM 22 in the early years. Now, the two themes that were raised, so by you at the start, 
we're progress on the schemes, and then the weight that should be given to those schemes, given that 
they're not yet before you in any detail. Now, what I'd ask Mr. Mullen to deal with is the first point. But 
then, so far, as the second point is concerned, I want her to deal with the question of weight. But I 
would like her to deal with the question of what the schemes are likely to involve. And some of the 
matters that will go to weighed. So for example, whether they are expected to take place on highway 
land or third party land, whether they're expected to involve the need for development requiring 
planning permission, and also whether it's expected that there will be a commitment on the part of the 
applicant to fund those works, and who would undertake them. So those matters will be relevant to 
wait. And I'm going to ask Mr. Mullen to deal with those. And so far as the other points that have been 
raised are concerned, there was some specific points raised by Mr. K sack about Middleton more 
whether that has been considered. And then he also dealt with the question of rat running, and 
congestion associated with the construction and also for the road. And for the road being blocked up. 
And then Mr. Collins dealt with some matters about the works being contemplated in his area. And I'm 
going to ask Mr. molars deal with all of those. And then when she's finished, I'll turn to some other 
speakers on some other matters if I'm having teed me well enough, if I can bring her in there, and then 
I'll pick it up afterwards. Can you hear me? I can. Thank you. 
 
29:11 
Thank you cast Matt Mullen on behalf of the applicant. And so just at a high level, I think it was very 
useful in terms of what Mr. Murray was saying, as a kind of overview of the progress we're making. We 
are having very regular discussions. And there was a meeting with the parish council last week, which 
was positive and in terms of plans that we've got at the moment we are developing those plans we've 
submitted them to to Suffolk for comment, we're updating those in light of the parish council meeting. 
We are very hopeful that we can append a concept design of those proposals to the final date of 
obligation. And at the moment, they are very much focused on pedestrian improvements and And road 
safety improvements of give you I can give you a flavour of those that would be things such as 
pedestrian footway, widening and looking at pedestrian crossing which Mr. Collins alluded to, we have 



   - 8 - 

a design that's going through discussion at the moment in Surbiton of that near miss at the church and 
Peter's Church. And looking at gateways, which is something that Mr. kuzak mentioned. So the 
schemes at the moment look at village gateways at Middleton mall. And, and, and saboten, in order to 
really reinforce that the chain the entry of traffic into a change of environment and reinforce that speed 
limit. And at the parish council meeting last week, speed limits were discussed. And it's something that 
we have previous discussions with the authorities about, but we very much would welcome and support 
and if it's all possible, and a reduction to 20 mile an hour speed limit within the villages. And, and that's 
some in terms of speed limits, the consideration needs to be given to that is whether that is self 
enforced, and what would need to be measures would be needed in order to enforce that speed limit. 
So it's something that we can have technical discussions with Suffolk about and we're meeting them 
with them tomorrow. So I'll be seeing suffer can and can continue those engagement at that 
engagement with them. So, we are hoping that we will get to the point where there will be a concept 
design in terms of the weight and the aspects of weight that has just been mentioned by Mr. Philip 
bought, all of the proposals are proposed within highway land, they wouldn't require third party land. 
And they would require consultation and actually for other schemes that are being proposed such as 
Leysin town improvement scheme, consultation is ongoing at the moment for that scheme. So any 
scheme that we bring forward, as part of the deed of obligation, we would, we would undertake public 
consultation on that. And in order to get feedback and to refine those proposals, we would need to go 
through detailed design and technical approval with Suffolk County Council in terms of consent, and we 
wouldn't need a beyond that the public consultation and the technical approval by Suffolk County 
Council. And because they are within the highway boundary and Suffolk have powers to to undertake 
works on the highway, they can provide us with those powers and five a 278 agreement that we would 
enter into with Suffolk County Council. But by size well and current size we'll see company would 
deliver those works and within the highway boundary for over 278 agreement. So that's the proposed 
mechanism that will be set out within the deed of obligation. And going to the the other aspects that 
have been that have been discussed and Mr. kuzak. First, we would very much welcome a meeting 
with Middleton 
 
33:20 
parish Council, and we will we will set that up. I'm sure Suffolk County will be happy to attend that also. 
And hopefully pleased to to hear that already we are considering an included within the plans are 
village gateways. And we're already discussing the potential for speed limit reductions for Suffolk 
County Council. And what's possible around that we can have a site visit and look at pedestrian 
crossing, so happy to to engage with the parish Council on that so that we can get that agreed as 
concepts and to be appended to the deed of obligation and the route running. So apologies I've missed 
understood earlier with respect to route running and what the concern was, I was thinking it was 
running off at size was t vehicles as opposed to the potential effect of additional traffic on the network 
causing people to or general traffic to divert onto alternative routes. Now, this is something that I think I 
mentioned before is is it's the contingency fund is not just there for effects of size or traffic, it is these 
kind of less tangible effects of behaviour of background traffic and how they respond to potential 
increases in traffic. So within that contingency fund and the ability of the transport review group to 
consider these effects, and we have got the ability to draw down I think that the sum of money than the 
deed of obligation is around 1.6 million The impounds and that would be available to the transport 
review group to draw down now, as part of the management plans and the process that's within that it's 
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very much something that we need to engage with the community on. And decisions can be made just 
as we have done to date by going to meetings for the parish council listening to their concerns, and 
potential things that could be done would be speed measures, looking at road safety, looking at 
signage. And the other aspect to consider also beyond the contingency fund is the B 1122. repurposing 
scheme, post SLR. So this has been changed now at the request of Suffolk that it needs to be it's been 
rebadged as the B 1122 corridor repurposing, because it needs to consider the the rural roads that feed 
into the B 1122. and promotion of those by walking, cycling and reducing the effects of traffic on those 
roads. So as well as the contingency fund, actually, the deed of obligation is seeking to address those 
concerns through the repurposing scheme as well. And in terms of Mr. Collins's point on it, so welcome 
the comments on the meeting that we had last week, and realise that we need to go through kind of 
further design process. And but that that would need to be subject to technical approval by Suffolk 
County Council and signed off by them so and we are considering the speed limits, not just the 20 mile 
an hour speed within their button, but also kind of considering kind of what the speeds of traffic would 
be elsewhere and what would be possible along the way 1120 T, and continue to engage with them on 
that. And Think, think of all the points that have been mentioned, unless there's anything else that I 
needed to pick up. 
 
37:02 
Thank you very much. The next point I just want to deal with is the question of timing, and the timing of 
the provision of the sizewell link raid. I think this was raised by Mr. Wilkinson. And I'd ask Mr. Rhodes, if 
you can just deal with that. Briefly, please. timing of the SLR. And In short, the suggestion was that the 
SLR should be completed before essentially works on the main development side should be allowed to 
commence. 
 
37:45 
JOHN Rhodes on behalf the applicant? Thank you. Yes, I'm aware that this issue has come up before 
in the examination, I've addressed you on it and expressed the view at that time that whilst these 
matters are always a balance, we're aware that the consequence of providing the SLR First, if that 
could be done as a standalone project would be a delay of at least two years to the delivery of urgent 
national infrastructure. And interesting, I think, in the context of this examination, that the public 
authorities have not suggested that that would be a proportionate thing to do. And it's my view, as you 
know, that that wouldn't be a proportionate thing to do, partly, significantly because of the urgency of 
the of the project, but also because of the the nature of the issues in this case. So we certainly accept 
and I've said in terms, and I think we've expressed this view in the planning statement, as well. And in 
the BLM, 22 isn't a long term solution for the whole of the construction period, it wouldn't be 
appropriate. But we should be guided by the environmental assessment has been undertaken of the 
early years impacts. So we could all describe to you what we think the nature of those impacts is for 
they have been assessed in environmental assessment and the community will have their view. But I 
think the environmental assessment is helpful. Identifying the nature of those impacts, in terms of noise 
impacts, the extent of significant noise impacts, air quality impacts, and of course, the sufferings impact 
is one I don't want to downplay them at all. But it's always helpful, I think, to be guided by the evidence 
of them. And then to consider the degree to which they're controlled. So I think our task our task here is 
to minimise the disruption and delay as far as we can. So you're aware that caps are proposed on 
traffic, and also the timing of that traffic and potentially also I wonder speed of that traffic is cast in my 
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mind, as explained in order to limit the effects on the communities affected. And, of course, we're 
seeking to for that period to be as short as possible by building a bypass, and a bypass, which will have 
a long term significant legacy benefit for those communities. And we want to make good on that legacy 
benefit, not just by taking something like 90% of the traffic off the BLM 22. But by recognising that 
creates an opportunity for what's now being called with the County Council, repurposing, db 1122 was 
part of the quiet roads network. And doing some of that work now to identify what that repurposing 
scheme could involve. And the principles of that have been agreed with the County Council there is 
detailed to be developed with the principles of what that involves, and how much that's likely to cost 
have been agreed. We've also, as you know, proposed to extend the noise mitigation scheme to every 
property that's facing the BLM 22, even though the levels of noise and this is what I meant by being 
guided by the evidence, the levels of noise, would only trigger the noise mitigation scheme for 
approximately 25% of the properties. But nevertheless, the schemes being extended to all of them, we 
think that's the right thing to do. So we're trying to do what we can, in recognition that we don't think it's 
the appropriate thing to defer the development of the project, but we should control the impacts as far 
as we can. We should make those impacts last for a shorter period as they can, and we should mitigate 
the impacts as far as we practically can. And I think if you consider the ways in which those impacts 
could be mitigated, I'm not aware of any others that we have not thought through and tried to capture 
and address and the commitments that were, that we're making. But 
 
42:03 
you know, we're continue to be open to suggestions in that in that respect. So, we will say to you that 
the balance lies in favour of allowing the project to can to proceed in accordance with an urgent 
national timetable for recognising that we have a responsibility to do what we can to limit those impacts 
to mitigate them. And to grasp the opportunity to create a legacy benefit for those communities, which 
can be achievable within a short period of time as soon as the SLR is constructed, that that legacy 
benefit will have immediate effect in terms of reduction of day to day traffic on those communities, and 
almost immediate effect in terms of the rolling out of the additional mitigation and repurposing schemes. 
So it's our view that that's the appropriate balance to strike. 
 
42:59 
Thank you. Then, finally, before I provide some concluding comments on Wait, Mr. Wilkinson also 
raised concerns about alleged adverse adverse health effects of the traffic. And I'd like to invite Dr. 
brainiest to comment on that, please. 
 
43:19 
Dr. Brody, there were actually a few people who raised health I mean, Mr. cusec, mentioned running I 
believe he was referring to risk of axonal injury. Mr. Collins mentioned fear, which is a risk perception 
aspect. And then Mr. Wilkinson raised accident injuries, sleep air, and again references some evidence 
by an Imperial College London, on the health effects of noise in general, but also touched on air quality, 
so no, sorry, no 2pm 7pm 2.5. Well, they're all effectively done is identify potential hazards. And it's 
important not to confuse hazard with risk has it is the potential for harm. Risk is the likelihood of that 
happening. It's only when you have hazard source, a receptor, an incredible amount of exposure 
between the two, that there is any risk is the purpose of planning to actually remove or manage the 
hazard sever exposure or mitigate the receptor. And that's exactly what's been done here. As I said 
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before, we've applied the evidence base in the correct form to test what this means for the for the 
project on public health, and changes in noise from road is not significant, doesn't present material risk 
to sleep disturbance or public health outcome. Likewise for air quality, and the risk associated with 
transport movers is well known, understood and addressed with the transport management plans 
proposed here. So it's important to point out that that's exactly what's being done. And while I do 
appreciate the concern that's been raised, you have to consider The risk not the hazard, certainly not 
the misapplied the hazard. Okay. 
 
45:07 
Thank you then just by way of conclusion on the question of weight, and this is weight that attaches 
essentially to the early years mitigation, bearing in mind that the full detail of that mitigation is not for 
you. And when Mr. Bedford addressed you on this, he he recognised what he described as a 
reasonable degree of confidence that a solution can be achieved. And he said, therefore, at a high 
level, this can be given a reasonable degree of weight. And I would suggest that that reflects an 
acknowledgment, implicitly, of the following points. The first is that there shouldn't be any real doubt 
here, that appropriate measures can be devised in detail, there are processes underway to decide what 
those measures should be. And but they are all of their all measures, as you've heard, that are well 
understood their tried and tested types of intervention. And in the highway, in order to mitigate impacts, 
we're not dealing with anything which is experimental or unusual. And secondly, it reflects an implicit 
acknowledgement that there is no difficulty in principle with the implementation of measures of that sort. 
And whether it's relatively minor highway works, whether it's the implementation of lower speed limits in 
appropriate places. This is a type of intervention, which doesn't depend on additional land doesn't 
depend on additional grants of planning permission. And all Thirdly, can be undertaken using powers 
that already exist, and are made available to highway authorities for these purposes. And, further, of 
course, funding for the implementation of these measures is available, there's not a difficulty in terms of 
the funding for these works. And finally, it reflects the fact that the scheme is to be secured through the 
date of obligation in sheduled 16. So there will be a mechanism that ensures that what is proposed, it is 
ultimately delivered, even if the detail of those measures is to be determined appropriately in 
consultation with the communities affected. And with those matters in mind, it's appropriate, clearly 
appropriate for these this mitigation package to be treated as material clearly a material consideration 
and then absent any obvious impediments to implementing an appropriate scheme. And given the 
reasonable degree of confidence as it is expressed on behalf of the County Council, the Highway 
Authority that a solution can be achieved, then it would be appropriate to give significant weight to that 
package of measures. Clearly, you will ultimately need to form a judgement about this having regard to 
the final form of sheduled 16. And any plans that are annex to it to show the type of thing that is 
envisaged. But even at this stage, those principles apply, and they will continue to apply at the end of 
the examination is simply that the more detail you have, the more confidence you can have in what is 
proposed. 
 
49:30 
Thank you. I know there's a couple of hands gone back up. But before I come back to Mr. guca. can 
miss Pilkington. I know my colleague, Mr. Humphrey would like to ask a question. 
 
49:45 
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Thank you, Mr. maund. Just on the point Mr. Rhodes is making about following what's the new 
environmental statement and the impact they're in? As I readings our environmental statement chapter 
10 about the BLM In 22, in the early years, at that stage, all you're suggesting was resurfacing the road. 
What I'm would like to understand is how we've got from there to here. In terms of what you say the 
evidence impact is. 
 
50:23 
So I'm not sure I've certainly heard the question. I'm not sure I fully understood the question. So I think 
there are two parts to it. If I, if I may. Just try. There are two parts to it. I think what what was the 
assessment? And also, have we developed the mitigation? So why wasn't the mitigation apparent 
earlier? Is that your question? Yeah, I 
 
50:44 
think I in chapter 10, from my recollection, you were saying there was no mitigation required than you 
were going to resurface the road. Now, you're saying this package of mitigation, you know, is a material 
consideration. So my understanding of that is it's required Now, what I don't understand is how well 
your evidence base has changed to reflect that material need for this. 
 
51:15 
I don't recall the precise wording of that chapter off the top of my head in terms of mitigation, but the 
mitigation is developed through engagement with the authorities. And I think it was always the 
expectation that there would be discussions about the mitigation, but they certainly hadn't formed at the 
time the environmental statement was complete. But in relation to the specific impacts that were 
identified, such as the noise impacts, mitigation scheme, as it was relevant to the scale of those noise 
impacts was identified at the time so that there would be a noise mitigation scheme. It was you've had 
saved from the assessments undertaken a number of properties didn't wouldn't have qualified ordinarily 
for the noise mitigation schemes has been a judgement formed since then, that it would be fair and 
appropriate to extend those mitigation scheme to those properties. Whether that's the ordinary 
evolution of mitigation through an examination process, or something different. I don't know. 
 
52:27 
Saying I struggle with a bit about that is following the sort of transport assessment approach. you've 
identified junctions that need improving and those are things you said you needed to do. This is you not 
identified at the beginning in the environmental statement, that you would do any works. Many works on 
B 1122. Other than resurfaces, now we're at a totally different place. And I just wonder if when I'm 
looking through the environmental statement, how it follows that we are where we are, when your 
evidence, if like, doesn't support that position. 
 
53:04 
So I I've, I've asked, although Miss Mullen is remote, I've sent an email to ask her that she can assist in 
terms of the evolution of this. But it turns a principle there's no, there's nothing unusual in principle 
about an applicant completing through the assessment that no further mitigation is needed in relation to 
particular matter. But then, through the course of an examination, considering local impact report, 
negotiation with the Highway Authority responsible for the particular roads, agreeing to provide 
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additional mitigation in response to concerns that that doesn't necessarily imply any acceptance that 
the original assessment was wrong or that the conclusions were unsound, but can simply be a 
recognition that if people have concerns which are material, even if they don't necessarily require 
create a necessity for mitigation, that it may be appropriate to offer mitigation, because the applicant's 
view of what is necessary is not the only view in play, nor is it ultimately the view that is determinative. 
The view that is determinative is that secular state informed by your report, if you were to conclude that 
concerns that are raised about the impact on the early years, require mitigation above and beyond that, 
which is set out in the environmental statement, then you have it. And if you conclude that it is not 
necessary, it may still be that it is beneficial, and that benefit, and that alleviation of residual impact 
would still be a material consideration when you're weighing the pros and cons when striking the 
ultimate priming balance. So Not only is nothing unusual about it, but indeed it's it's the sort of 
appropriate and prudent thing that any promoter would do, faced with consistent calls for mitigation, 
which it considers are not obviously wrong, and therefore there's scope for different judgement to be 
reached. And I'm I understand that Mr. manana doesn't have anything to add in terms of the principle of 
it. So but that's, that's the underlying approach. And it's not simply confined to this example, we'll find it 
across the whole of the scheme. And we we seek to be responsive whilst at the same time, not simply 
agreeing to everything because that wouldn't be appropriate. Thank you, 
 
55:45 
God. Sorry, I've obviously endorsed that. But just just to add that I, I'm certainly not aware, we've not 
discussed internally, that our assessment has changed of the impacts the one changes that has been 
serious, the changes you encouraged us to look at in terms of the severance work, and that's been 
redone, and reissued as you know, and it's identifying additional impacts. But otherwise, and the 
judgments that were made in the topic by topic assessments and environmental statement, our 
judgement is that we stand by, and based on a topic by topic basis, and recognising that the principal 
mitigation was to bring the SLR forward as soon as possible. And the judgement could have been 
made at that time that the development was consensual, with mitigation only that was put forward at 
that time. That's maybe a function of the way environmental statement works. What's happened, as Mr. 
Hill posit explained, through the process of examination, and negotiation and planning judgement being 
laid on top of that additional mitigation has come forward. I don't think we've stopped to ask ourselves 
whether it's necessary or beneficial, but it's certainly something that we're very happy to offer. And 
we've sought, as you've seen on this topic, and others to reach as much consensus as we can around 
those issues. And that doesn't mean that we step away from the original environmental statement, 
except in the way that we revised it, prompted by your intervention of the only issue specific hearings, 
but I think that's the way a responsible promoter should respond to what they hear from the 
examination, and how they engage with stakeholders. 
 
57:21 
Thank you. The only other thing I would add to that as by way of sort of further reference in terms of the 
the judgement that needs to be made, therefore, about these measures, because we are incorporating 
them within the obligation. And, and the obligation is not conditional on a finding that they are 
necessary, they will come forward that the obligation will bite in any event is not therefore a situation 
where if it was to be a requirement, the requirement would only be imposed on the policy test by the 
decision maker if it was found to be necessary. Clearly, if it's found not to be necessary, that might 
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affect the weight that is attached to it. But it doesn't have to be decided in order to make a judgement 
about how the decio should look, or whether or not these improvements should be secured. They're 
secured anyway. Thank you. 
 
58:29 
Thank you, Mr. For five just Mr kusa, your hands going up possess a new point or just mindfully 
advocate officer has the final say, 
 
58:40 
as a points of clarification, if I may, the medical expert witness for the applicant made the assumption 
that the hazard that we were concerned about in respect to wrap running was road accident, I like to 
make it clear, that is not the hazard that we're concerned about. The hazard is the occurrence of 
emergencies, such as a heart attack or stroke or a house fire. in circumstances where because of rat 
running access, the property concerned is denied for a considerable period of time, from congestion 
from single carriage roadways. That's the hazard we're concerned about. And the risk to use his 
terminology is that whereas that might happen, you know, two or three times a year currently and that 
might be regarded as an acceptable level of risk. If unmanaged congestion on the ACL led to this 
happening for significant periods on a much more frequent basis, then the risk and the hazard both be 
very significant, and that is our concern, not road accidents, this circumstance. Thank you. 
 
59:48 
Thank you for that clarification. And come again. Miss Pilkington, is there an additional point that you're 
wishing to make? 
 
59:58 
Yes, I apologise. Eyes for feeling I hope speak again. But I'm concerned about references to air 
pollution pN 10s, two fives along the road that we've been discussing. Because once again I reiterate 
two weeks ago when Pm 10s. And two fives we discussed, we actually got to a stage where some form 
of air, air pollution monitoring equipment was going to be purchase discussions about who was going to 
monitor whether he suffered could be part of this. And it appears that this afternoon's discussion, all 
those moves forward, have actually been left out. So I really, once again was asking for clarification, 
because as I said, that was an agreement that I'm monitoring equipment for pm to five would be 
purchased. I very strongly supported baseline monitoring. And people are starting to approve of citizen 
science, pollution monitoring as an addition. Thank you. So I think this is frustrating. For me anyway. 
 
1:01:48 
Thank you all I'll ask the applicant to respond. 
 
1:01:53 
So just very briefly, I hope it helps to alleviate any concerns scheduled to the date of obligation, which 
is Council's resourcing includes at item five air quality monitoring, and 5.1 that this sum at the moment 
in their 4000 pounds to be paid he suffer council honour before the commencement date on each 
anniversary of the commencement date during the construction period thereafter, as a contribution 
towards the cost of East Suffolk council carry out air quality monitoring. So I believe that was what was 
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being referred to that's now incorporated within the deed of obligation. So I don't think that mispillion to 
need to worry that what's been talked about this hearing is in any way going back on what's been said 
elsewhere. 
 
1:02:48 
Excuse me, sir, if I may respond to Mr. Q sack to apologise if I misunderstood the point he was making. 
But it's it may be reassuring to know that we've actually engaged with the ambulance trust as well to 
address health care capacity access and spell response time for accidents. And that includes the 
provision of a response post locally. So that will actually improve response time. So, again, it's it's a 
hazard that we have addressed through the planning process, and is to be secured for deed of 
obligation. 
 
1:03:24 
Thank you for that. I'll move on now to item ramond. For In fact, rights away from the SLR and two very 
bypass proposals. Start with a to village bypass, there's obviously severance potentially there of 
circular routes, and there's been specific reference to impacts of mods farm and on farnum registered 
residents. So just like to seek Suffolk County Council views on whether the proposals for diversions and 
permanent rights away afterwards are considered appropriate. And then obviously, I'll come on to other 
IPS. Thank 
 
1:04:13 
you, sir. microphone for Suffolk County Council coses. Because you're intending to take this as it were 
location by location. So you don't want to hear about anything at the moment other than the two village 
bypass. That's right. Thank you. Yeah. Thank you, Mr. Mary, then please. 
 
1:04:32 
Hello, good afternoon, Steve. Mary's Suffolk County Council. The specific issue that I'm aware of to do 
with the two village bypass, as you say is on Molly's farm. So this is to the west of the northern half of 
the proposed to village bypass. I would refer everybody to and I'm just trying to find the reference. It's 
not that one there. It's rep 5008 which is plans for approval, drawing 1003 three, seven. I think what 
may be have crept in here is there's a little bit of confusion about footpaths that are within the public 
highway or potential public highway and those that are rights of way. And that drawing does actually 
show a footpath going alongside the western side of the two village bypass between the footbridge up 
to the footpath that currently crosses towards Friday streets. Now it's something from our perspective. 
So recognising the local concerns, that is not something we would object to, in fact, something we'd 
welcome. The only caveat is there are also a number of discussions going on about landscaping, and in 
particular noise protection banding there. So the caveat is that all of these parts of the highway or parts 
of the infrastructure need to be fitted within that space. So subject to that caveat, if something would 
support. One of the other issues has been raised. My knowledge was also about how from the area of 
mullets farm access, and have gotten a little road that goes opposite, but Park Road. So it's how you 
access at Friday street farm from there across the street realigned day 12. The intention is right, rather 
than continue the footpath along the size of link road, a preferred route would be to go across to the 
part of the a the current a 12, which would be sort of downgraded to a more minor road up the western 
side of that, and then provide a safe crossing point at the northern side of the roundabout, hence 
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across to the northern side of 1094. And then through a probably an uncontrolled pedestrian crossing 
back across to Friday Street to access that establishment. But also something we have raised the 
applicant that isn't shown early on any plans yet, is there as a footpath, footpath 28, which is further 
east, which comes out on the 1894, literally through a gap in the head with no visibility. And there is a 
proposal to put an access track from the north of the 1094 to lagoon which is to the east of that 
footpath. So there's potential to put a link in there, which would prevent people from having to walk 
along the 1094. So that is all work in hand. So they are the specifics to do with the to village bypass. 
And just to say that the change request that came through to not upgrade the east west book path from 
Farnham, across the new bridge off towards to the east. We've accepted that in principle not to 
upgrade it, because we've seen these public responses. So accept that from a county perspective in 
time, we do still see benefits in having that as a bridleway. But we certainly got not going to force the 
issue at this point. 
 
1:07:54 
Thank you. Just then come to see if there's any further interested parties who have any concerns with 
regard to the right of way systems on the affected by the size will link sorry, to village bypass if I can 
come to the applicant then. 
 
1:08:20 
So I think the only thing I would say by way of response so far as molars farm is concerned one of the 
points Mr. Marion mentioned, my understanding is the discussions are ongoing there, Mr. Richard ball, 
who the examination has heard from before, we'll be present for tomorrow's hearing, which is dealing 
with landscape matters, he can provide an update as to what's being looked at there. I think that's the 
only matter that that might be helpful for you to hear from us on. 
 
1:08:53 
Thank you, although then come on to the size of a link road. And obviously the concern about possible 
severance of communities between the Oxford or from the Oxford and Saxmundham. So again, I asked 
the county council in the first instance for their response to that. 
 
1:09:16 
Thank you, Sir Michael Bedford, Suffolk County Council. Also, obviously, you're aware of a wider issue 
that we've raised about the long term implications of the size or link row, which I don't rehearse, but 
that's just there in the background. One of the factors that relates to that is, of course, what we would 
regard as unnecessary severance in the longer term post, the construction period, but on the specifics 
of the sysvol link road during the construction period, and the implications of dealing with that again, I'll 
bring in Mr. Mary, please. 
 
1:09:53 
Okay, there are a number of issues here. The first one is the death of construction, the size will link 
road and how The rights away matter are managed through that and the severance that will be a matter 
to be discussed once we know what the construction phasing is. And that's something we'll have to 
deal with to through so highway powers. It's clear that we will have we're not we have to we should 
engage with Middleton and Everton parish Council and council as well. As we do that, in terms of the 
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the size of link road if it were to be made permanent. There are a number of rights away that go across 
there, there is the Bridget pretty road, which will have facilities for cyclists, horse riders, other nmmu 
non motorised users, which does link up to the eastern side, there are also a number of uncontrolled 
crossings across the size lowering road. And I do appreciate there has been expressed concern 
expressed by like residents to find this way a 60 mile an hour road. Now we have engaged with the 
applicants and the designs for those are compliant with the standards for that speed of road. We do 
recognise it's not ideal. One of the things we would like to explore with the applicant in the future is that 
at the moment, the road is quite wide specifically to cater for abnormal loads, and there are a number of 
right hand turn lanes there are present in the construction phase, it would not be practical to purchase 
traffic islands in there because of those abnormal loads. But it's something we would like to explore the 
applicants. That's post construction of the main site, whether it'd be possible to upgrade those with 
some islands in there to aid people crossing at certain points. That's probably the only things I wanted 
to say on the site or link Crow, but happy to answer any questions you have. 
 
1:11:44 
Now, that's helpful. Thank you see if any other interested parties have any additional points they would 
wish to raise? I'm not not seeing any. Mr. cusec. Yeah. Can I just 
 
1:12:06 
clarification on the pretty road bridge, as my understanding was that the proposal now was that the 
pretty road bridge would also carry motorised traffic by misunderstood that. 
 
1:12:18 
I don't believe so. I think it's just how Mr. Mary's put it, but I'm sure the applicant will clarify. Right, 
there's no further hand. So come to the applicant now. Thank you. Thanks. 
 
1:12:34 
I just going to ask Mr. brayshaw. If he can deal with that point in terms of the pretty road. I don't think 
there is any misunderstanding there. But also just to see if there are any other points that have been 
made on behalf of the County Council that need a response. I don't understand any of those points to 
involve an objection to what is proposed as opposed to a request for what might happen in in the future. 
But I'll just see if Mr. brayshaw has anything to add and just to try and find the right bridge? 
 
1:13:06 
I don't I'm not familiar with the detail, but Mr. Bowman might know the answer. 
 
1:13:15 
That my understanding is that it is not confined to non motorised uses. It also includes motorised traffic, 
so I'm getting nods at that I'm right on that, to take that as the position of SEO or otherwise. It's my 
recollection as well. So 
 
1:13:32 
I don't have anything else to say on the other points that the County Council have made. 
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1:13:40 
Okay, thank you. Well, move on to item five. Just seek clarification then whether there's any other rights 
of way, which either the county council or others have concerns about Mr. Lovins? Your hand it up? 
 
1:13:57 
Yes, thank you, sir. Adam rowland's representing on behalf of RSPB and suffer Wildlife Trust. We have 
an outstanding question with regard to the proposed realignment of the sanderlings path. And the 
applicants reiterated in REITs were an access strategy in point 2.3 for the sanderlings wat would be 
realigned to provide connectivity with the coast pass path post construction. And we're conscious that 
currently the alignment of that path crosses from the RSPB minsmere reserve our land holding and 
within the minsmere Walberswick, SBA SAIC Rams are and triple si. And we've been requesting details 
of the realigned route of that plan for some time, most recently in Section 3.2 of our deadlines six 
message of some kind Well, sorry, sorry. Thank you for six 
 
1:15:01 
Mr. Mr. Rowland, sorry, we had some interference. So I wonder if you'd just mind going back a couple 
of sentences because we lost you through the audio confusion? 
 
1:15:13 
Certainly, certainly. I got your way you lost me. So apologies if I reiterate things you heard, but we're 
seeking clarification of the the proposed realigned route of the sanderlings walk, particularly is that that 
route currently crosses from the boundary of the applicants land on to the RSPB minsmere land and 
onto the minsmere to Walberswick, SBA, SAIC, ramsau and triple si site, we've provided a number of 
requests for a plan to show where the proposed realignment is, most recently in Section 3.2 of our data 
nine six submission, that's rep 6046. And we do note in the deadline seven submission, in part 2.42, of 
rep 7061, that the applicant proposes to address our concerns with their deadline eight submission. But 
we notice that this particularly in relation to the detail that's being provided on the coastal defence 
structures, where there's a very narrow window between the proposed for the development and the 
security fence, and our land holding, and it's not clear how the realigned sanderlings walk will be 
incorporated within that proposed design. And we want to make sure that that is reflected in future 
rights away and access strategies. So we'd welcome clarification on that point. Thank you. 
 
1:16:53 
Come now to Mr. Bedford for the county council. 
 
1:17:01 
Thank you, sir. The sanderlings was was the issue that I particularly wanted to raise in relation to other 
rights away strictly, it's not a right of way, in a technical sense, because what's being proposed is a 
permissive path. And you will have seen from the local impact report, we have taken the view that it 
ought to be provided in the post construction place stage as a public right of way, so that there is 
actually a legacy benefit, post the construction, whereas what is being proposed is no more than a 
missive route, which can be removed, as it were at will, by the persons who own the land interest 
concerned. That doesn't give security to the connection between the coast and the hinterland. And we 
see no good reason why it shouldn't be made into a permanent public right of way. We've seen a 
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reference by the applicant to security concerns in relation to that, but we don't understand why they 
should rule out the creation of public right of way. And we know that obviously, that there are powers 
available for temporary closures or other restrictions to be imposed on public rights of way where they 
are justified. If I could perhaps just bring in Mr. Wooden to add any further comments on that. And then 
also, just to note, but not to develop, we do have some outstanding issues in terms of the drafting as to 
matters that have dealt with other rights of way in the various schedules purely in terms of terminology 
and making sure that things are accurately described. But I don't think you need to deal with those this 
afternoon. We're taking those up and have taken those up with the applicant. And we hope obviously, 
that the final versions of the documentation is correct. In that respect to then just Mr. Wooden for any 
further comments in relation to the fundings walk. 
 
1:19:13 
in Suffolk County Council, Mr. Bedford has put the case very well for sanderlings or for the county 
council. We believe that to be a legacy benefit, it should be upgraded to a public rights of way and 
securing its long term future. 
 
1:19:38 
Thank you. I just come see if there's any other interested parties who have any other additional 
comments. No, I'm not seeing any hands. So come to the applicant. 
 
1:19:52 
Thank you, sir. I'm going to ask Mr. Bray shoulders to deal with the RSPB settled Wildlife Trust. 
request, and then I'll respond briefly on the point about sanderlings. Walk and legacy benefit. 
 
1:20:12 
Phillip ratio for the applicants. First of Mr. roelens comments we will look at we'll look at that 
representation I'm not at all not familiar with it about soundings walk and where it goes but the root of 
Sandy's walk is set out the diversion during the construction phase in the right of way and access 
strategy rep seven dot o two three on figure 15 I point point five Where's shown to go north from the 
edge of the main construction site along existing public right away along the coast and then west along 
the East bridge to minsmere sluice footpath public right away. So that's what he's asking. It's clear 
where it's going. It's going on existing rights away north and then west to east bridge. But I need to look 
at the word exact wording as representation to understand that is the correct answer to his question. 
And in relation to Sandy's walk, where it currently goes on permissive foot pass, through Kenton hills, 
are from from from the Broadway 19 through cajon hills, and through goose hill to the coast. And it's 
going to be closed during the construction phase at goose Hill, where it's in the main development site, 
but reinstated during the operational phase. It's always been the position of the landowners, and the 
operators of size will be powerstation that they need security on the options of close out. Medium notice 
for security reasons. We've put the question to them again, just to clarify whether that that that is the 
case, because the county council made the points in a recent representation, that under the Terrorism 
Act, for example, I think that the powers to close powers anyway, instantly, even if it's a public right 
away. So they're looking at that, and we're going to come back with a written answer on that one. 
Thank you. Thanks. 
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1:22:15 
Again, my thunder has been stolen in terms of the legal point. But obviously we'll look at that what we'll 
need to consider is whether the degree of control that we have by it being a permissive path, which is 
appropriate and adequate for our purposes, is satisfactory, reproduced by the by the other legislation 
that is referred to and we'll consider that and come back and writing. 
 
1:22:42 
Thank you. I will move on to item five, which is the compute cumulative impacts on health and 
wellbeing. And the first point suitability assessment and understanding the broader effects on health 
and well being including any effects of economic displacement and provision of social care and 
community health provision. Just sort of county councillors raised this previous hearings, but also within 
the local impact report. I just wanted to hear whether those reservations remain, or whether there is still 
resolution now, between the parties. So if I'm come to Suffolk County Council, first please. 
 
1:23:31 
Thank you, Sir Michael Beckwith, Suffolk County Council, sir, in terms of the issue of principle, now that 
we have made useful and helpful progress with the applicant in reaching agreement on a package of 
suitable mitigation measures. And we've agreed in relation to the arrangements in the deed of 
obligation for funding. We are now in the position that as well are in principle concerns are capable of 
being satisfactorily met, there is still a little bit of detail to work on the deed of obligation. In terms of the 
fine tuning of that there's in the essay, the headline point is that we have made progress, sufficient that 
we think that our concerns subject to getting the wording right are capable of being resolved. 
 
1:24:26 
Thank you. On that simple point, then I'll come on to other interested parties see whether there's any 
additional concerns that they have at this point. Mr. Scott, 
 
1:24:46 
thank you. Oh, yeah, it's a very basic point birth. That's why as being anecdotal. The same in 
newspaper reported I think, three to four weeks ago and probably find the reference There are no 
dentists available, in least at the moment. In our own area, there are planning issues where a doctor 
surgery can't be expanded there. In other words, there are many, many issues arising from if you'd like 
an expansion in the direct population of the workforce, which may be relatively speaking, contained, but 
also the associated multiplier would cause the economists The, the multiplier effect of this huge project, 
which are not actually within the remit directly of either of the local authorities. In other words, you 
know, a mitigation fund account, going to the local to Suffolk County Council or to E SC, create 
dentists. But if in effect, there is a doubling of the population, at least a mobile population and so on. 
There are lots of other issues to consider about what some people might call civil society, outside the 
direct duties of the public authorities. So I'm really asked for those factors to be taken into account. And 
I mean, if they would come under an Ei aid sort of assessment? No, shouldn't there be an assessment 
of those impacts as part of the environmental statement. Thank you. 
 
1:26:33 
Thank you, Mr. Scott. Miss Pilkington, again, please. 
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1:26:45 
Thank you. I'm extremely concerned. This is huge to with the cumulative impacts. I've got several 
strands to this, but I'll try and keep things short. First thing is that, as you know, we're in a time of 
COVID recovery. And there have been many reports, coming from reputable organisations about the 
long, long term impacts of COVID, and how they will be felt in years to come. REDACTED. So when 
this morning, I bought up. This is here about the construction site area as being this most fantastic 
Health Resource that Suffolk could be utilising, I was very serious I search because so many people, 
like myself, could be benefiting from continuing to visit that area, to walk to enjoy the sunshine, to 
breathe fresh air, etc. And that, as I said earlier, could save the NHS a huge amount of money, which 
they don't have. I spoke somebody a diabetic, he suffered diabetic service yesterday, REDACTED. And 
I asked them how COVID had actually impacted service. And they said that since the end of last year, 
they had seen a massive increase of people who were either pre diabetic, and that was for type two 
diabetes, or had actually got a positive diagnosis of type two. And the person then said that these 
people could have avoided this development. But the reason why it had happened was because they 
had been working from home tearing COVID hadn't been eating properly and hadn't wanted to go out. 
So once again, that whole area where we're going to be building nuclear power station is this most 
fantastic exercise resource that could be saving the NHS an awful lot of money by getting those people 
out and exercising and I just don't thing that has been discussed. And finally, one of the things that I've 
feared ever since the decio has become and I have stated in written representations REDACTED. And I 
don't think that problems with COVID are going to be over this winter by any means. So it's sensible to 
envisage possible further problems with the NHS. REDACTED. So that's just another thing. So it could 
calmative impacts of tdcs in the area going on at the same time for wind and nuclear. And the fact that 
people like myself, have not had a summer break. And I'm sure people that he suffered cancel Suffolk 
County Council will have wanted to have a summer, summer break to makes for an extremely difficult 
autumn and winter. So I could say more, but I won't. And thank you for listening. 
 
1:31:51 
Thank you Miss Pilkington or any other interested parties, there's no further hands raised. So come to 
the applicant. Thank you. 
 
1:32:03 
So I've I've asked Mr. Humphrey to come back to the table to deal with Mr. Scott's point about impact 
on health services generally. And also, I think that's a point that Mr. Pilkington picked up. We have just 
touched on this bill and his other points, we've already spent some time on analysis of impact on 
amenity and recreation. And we've said what we want to one that we've also dealt in other issues, 
specific hearings with traffic implications in terms of congestion and journey times. And we dealt with 
that, again extensively in writing. So I didn't propose to go over those matters. But I do want to just give 
Mr. Humphrey an opportunity to respond briefly in terms of health services and the extent to which that 
has been looked at. 
 
1:32:54 
Thanks to Mike Humphrey for the applicant and our work in tandem with with Dr. Bahraini on this, he's 
the expert in health provision. But if I start by just contextualising, some of the points that were raised 
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by interested parties in terms of the increase in population, and the subsequent demand for services 
and other social infrastructure that has been identified that is set out in the application through Volume 
Two, chapter nine of the environmental statement, app 196. That is underpinned by a series of 
parentheses at app 196, which set out how that temporary increase in population has been addressed, 
how it's been modelled in terms of its size, location, and its net additionality as well. Those calculations 
and assumptions on net additionality have helped us to work with the local authorities to develop our 
position on impacts on public services and the appropriate level of mitigation for them. Mainly, they're 
set out in schedule five, and I won't go through those in detail because they are with the panel. Through 
our deadline, seven submissions. Were just to set out a high level that covers several aspects of 
demand for social care, Adult Social Care and children and young people services, outreach in terms of 
community services, school places, resilience within schools. And that's that's a fairly comprehensive 
and precautionary package that is related to that net additional population that we are bringing with us 
and is necessary to bring with us to deliver the project in terms of health facilities and dentistry in 
particular, which was picked up by interested parties. I just asked Dr. Bernie to cover that one. 
 
1:34:46 
Does Bernie yeah though there are a couple of points. I mean, Mr. Scott raised dentists and healthcare 
capacity in general. And I know his point, I'd actually found around every to every dentist within 20 
miles of the facility, not single one is taken on NHS, dental about patients of the few that are taking on 
patients in a purely private manner. So it's a commercial aspect. This project will introduce a non 
homebase workforce. But the the likelihood of them utilising a NHS dentist place locally is just not 
happening. People will retain their existing existing dentist prior to coming and when they go back after 
shift, and that is the most likely and the best use of the dental provision. We have explored that with the 
CCG in particular, and we are addressing it through the occupational health service as well, just to 
make sure that there is no residual impact upon dentistry in particular. In addition to that, we looked at 
GPS access capability and capacity. And in the baseline itself, we note that local NHS is stressed and 
is a valuable, essential Community Services why we considered it highly sensitive in the assessment to 
any change. That's why we've gone above and beyond when it comes to what mitigations proposed the 
occupational health service provision, an outline of the deed of obligation and included in the 
assessment sets out exactly what's going to be provided. And to give you a flavour for what's currently 
in place at Hinkley. There's a practice manager administrator about two of those clinical manager 15 
emergency treatment nurses and occupational and occupational health advisor, five occupational 
health technicians, physiotherapists, chatlin, for GP sessions around per week, occupational physician 
four days per month, occupational occupational hygienist and occupational hygiene technician. The 
consequence of that is we're looking at a referral rates to local GPS for in contrast to that the home 
based workforce have access to this provision. And between April 20, to march 21, we took 135 Gp 
appointments away from local GP surgeries, that's 135 additional spaces for local communities to use 
this additional capacity that's already funded. So that the net benefit there is significant. And that's in 
addition to the health screening that is provided to the entire workforce. And that helps to actually 
identify and actually intervene on health conditions that we know manifest in this specific demographic 
as workforce. So you can actually prevent, you know, prevent and delay the onset of poor health. Not 
only that, but they have access to pharmacies, physiotherapy treatments, over and above what they 
can expect any other employer locally. So not only were we managing the potential impact of the non 
homebase workforce, we're providing complimentary care for the home base, which actually detracts 
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upon local healthcare impacts. In addition to that, we also looked at ambulance impacts, you know, the 
digital cool outright that it would be required an entire 12 year period, we're looking at 512 ambulance 
calls. Now, the difference per month locally, would far exceed that. So and seasonal variation just it just 
doesn't register 512 ambulance calls, it's just lost amongst the current requirement. So we are paying 
for the residual called outcast and the residual care to local healthcare capacity, we are then providing 
additional funding for dependence for people who bring their families with them. And that's despite the 
fact that nest additional net additionality will would mean that if they, if families move into existing 
homes, then you would expect the existing homeowner existing family to move out so that the net 
population change and that the way health care is funded, doesn't materially change. But despite that, 
we're still providing the funding contribution towards their health care needs as well. 
 
1:39:19 
So your health care has been significantly considered, I mean, that you can think about the best way of 
considering how we've addressed health is health protection in terms of designing out the hazards such 
that they protect health, health promotion, in terms of physical activity, and again, Mr. Pilkington 
touched on that but we are doing public realm improvements funding for pedestrian cycling, public 
transport and access accessibility improvements. We've got the social care resilience fund is well, we 
know we're going to create jobs, high paid jobs, jobs that might actually pull people away from social 
care. So because of that we're actually providing a social care fund. To help building that resilience, it's 
it's I don't know, a single DCR that's done more in terms of healthcare capacity or support. And that 
includes Hinkley because we built upon that model. touching on Miss Pilkington's comments. I think I've 
actually covered those as well. She mentioned, the delay, overloaded NHS capacity. These are things 
that are all addressed within the deed of obligation. And as well as that we're funding a health and 
wellbeing officer. And that's not just to look at the issues but also the opportunities and how we can 
align with local public health objectives as they change. Public Health does change. The COVID is a 
perfect example of that. I should point out as well that the Hinkley Point C occupational health provision 
withstood the pandemic. As soon as we heard the word pandemic, they started preparing for it. They 
had enough PP, and they use their PPA to actually supply local healthcare providers, local nursing 
homes, local care homes, hospitals, la First Aiders, we provided more PPA that way, then I believe they 
got through the government in the early early months. We even built the foundations to an emergency 
mortuary at the hospital, we build resilience into local healthcare capacity. And because of that the 
value of the workforce and the community is actually Well, it's been relatively low. So that was during 
the largest continuous concrete pour in Europe at the time. So we managed to deliver the project 
building resilience. And it will be important to economic recovery as well, as we come out of this, you 
know, there there are the direct the indirect and induced income and employment opportunities. There's 
all the investment that's going forward. So from from a public health perspective, I do see this as 
positive. Okay. Thank you. That concludes our response on that point. Thank you. 
 
1:42:06 
So then come on to the next point on the agenda, Roman to whether a sufficiently holistic view has 
been taken to bring together an understanding of the cross topic concerns on health and well being and 
as such, whether sufficient or appropriate mitigation has been identified and secured. So again, I think 
that was something that was raised by the county council and the local impact report. So if I can come 
to them first, please. Thank you, 
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1:42:37 
sir, like Bedford Suffolk County Council. So it's a somewhat similar position. Yes, you're right. We did 
raise that as a concern. There has been constructive engagement and dialogue, which has largely 
allayed the concerns, there is still some detail wording to be discussed in terms of the deed of 
obligation. And obviously, other parties, including the clinical commissioning group can speak for 
themselves, but the principal issues that we raise we welcome with positive engagement has been 
always to move those to a hopefully satisfactory resolution. If we can get the wording in the deed 
correct. Thank you. 
 
1:43:19 
Thank you. And then I'll just come to other interested parties. I see Jenny curtly. Your hand is raised. 
 
1:43:31 
Thank you. Can you hear me and see me? I can't thank you. Jenny curry on behalf of task and myself. 
Well, we've heard a lot about dentists and local care in the health care in the area. But these are some 
further concerns that task have we have task has considerable concerns regarding employment in the 
area that is local employment within the community. This year is staying here especially Suffolk has 
seen an impressive increase in visitors to the area with accommodation for to capacity. It has also 
caused the local roads to pick a come increasingly busy. The number of businesses looking for staff 
across the board is truly alarming. And for employers, I know it will be extremely stressful and 
financially challenging. on research, there is hardly a business in the area that's not advertising for staff. 
In today's edition of the Estonian Daily Times, even the Chamber of Commerce are voicing concerns 
about the lack of workforce in the area. Quote. These include the retail hospitality, land based haulage 
and logistics sectors, all of which are significant contributors to suffix prosperity. Some of these 
shortages seem to be direct results of the pandemic, while others have been growing for some time 
and have been exacerbated by recent events. The number of vacant jobs has increased has reached 
record levels. Many in local hospitality are either having to close early close for the day council lunches 
for the foreseeable future, mainly because of staffs shortages. Should this development Go ahead, it 
will only exacerbate the situation. And one can only wonder should many locals decided to work at size 
we'll see quite how the area with its many excellent pubs, hotels and restaurants and thriving tourist 
industry will survive. Let us not forget the development is right slap bang between oberer and 
Southwold two of the most popular turns in the UK. sighs we'll see could be the straw that broke the 
camel's back. And we cannot see how any mitigation or these endless funds will solve this problem. If 
local businesses have to close because of lack of staff, the long term prospects of our tourist industry 
looked bleak indeed. We also think it's important to make the point that size will see as already 
impacting negatively on local residents, both economically and in terms of serious stress. For example, 
a long standing resident of the Oxford village has just had the offer. She had accepted on her property 
withdrawn by the buyer purely because of what they have learned from the pins examination website. 
the inevitability of increased traffic and nearby roadworks for the New York's roundabout, and the 
attendant and noise and light pollution has completely changed their mind and made them fearful of 
moving to the area. This does not bode well for anyone wanting to move away from a road or a rail 
track that will be negatively affected by size we'll see and it's related traffic. It puts residents between a 
hard rock and a hard place wanting to move but finding it difficult or impossible to sell, all in itself 
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incredibly stressful. And may I just say as myself as a long term resident of this much loved area, I hear 
nothing from the applicant that doesn't fill me with fear and dread and manage mitigation will offset the 
reality of this build. very sadly. impending doom. Thank you. 
 
1:47:21 
Thank you, Miss curtly. There's no further hands raised. So I'll come back to the applicant to respond. 
Thank you, sir. 
 
1:47:33 
I'll ask Mr. Humphrey, if he's got any response to the allegation of impending doom. 
 
1:47:43 
Thank you, my country for the applicant. Slowly off agenda, obviously, but I will do my best to answer 
some of those queries then the Miss code has has raised. It's worth just saying that the economic 
effects of the project even without the enhancement that we are putting in place are substantially 
beneficial. The creation of roles. The addition of skills, the opportunity that's being afforded to young 
people leaving education and moving into the workplace is a once in a lifetime opportunity for people to 
gain skills gains in sustainable employment and long term employment on the project, and it will help to 
reverse some of those productivity declines that we've been that Miss Kelly has identified, quite rightly, 
in terms of being led by the pandemic and Brexit and other interventions in the market. The bottom line 
is that this is good news, in terms of the economy in terms of population. And we've set out a bunch of 
measures within the date of obligation at sheduled. Seven to enhance those And particularly, to reach 
those furthest from the labour market to get them into work. And to encourage them to stay in the area 
have long term jobs. And we're even working on in terms of a fleet effect. So we're gaining benefit from 
the Hinkley Point C project in terms of our apprenticeship strategy, which is working with local colleges 
to make sure that the people going through the pipeline of education and further education have the 
ability to gain employment at the end of their, their their education. We do understand that labour 
market churn is a concern. We have also got some significant interventions within the deed of 
obligation to address those through the job service. And the various funds that are set out in that in that 
shedule. So in terms of specific sectors, it's not just construction, employment that we are generating 
here. We're generating opportunities which will help to raise the kind of that the level of opportunity for 
people in hospitality and other sectors to and I would just kind of re address the the, the issues in terms 
of staff shortages are a consequence that everywhere is dealing with at the moment and particularly 
areas on the case areas that rely on the tourist economy. And we've addressed that through our 
tourism front as well. So that is, as I mentioned before, in the hearing a substantial investment in 
underpinning the success of the existing tourist economy that we think is going to have a substantially 
beneficial legacy effect beyond the end of the product team. Thank you that that concludes our 
responses on Madison. Thank you. 
 
1:50:52 
We'll come then on to item six, monitoring and controls now. I had sought an update and respected 
position on the various funds linked to this bill that might be simpler to leave to a written submission if 
everyone's agreed, bearing in mind, the time. And so if I could just then come to the final element. 
Sorry, Mr. Wilson, your hand is raised. You have concern? 
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1:51:24 
Yes, sir. I do appreciate It's getting late in the day, I just said, Thank you for just calling on May 1 want 
to make a comment with regard to the funding. It was interesting that in response to tasks earlier 
agenda item three comment that the physical and mental well being impacts from this development 
can't be quantified purely in financial terms, was the applicant say how much money was going in into 
the community found the turning to the funds themselves tell us just like to remind the examination, 
 
1:51:56 
that the applicant is actually anticipating being only a minor partner and the size will see project and 
through the read model will expect us as electricity bill payers, to be forced to fund the interest costs, as 
taxpayers to be expected to assume some if not all of the risks of the inevitable cost overruns of the 
project, as well as us, as UK taxpayers funding helping to fund any direct contribution her government 
was minded to make. In addition, the applicant is also looking for UK pension fund providers to provide 
a major part of the investment. So in essence, the applicant trying to make much of the funds available 
as a result of the adverse impacts and the size of the project. The match will actually be funded by 
ourselves, not the applicant at the end of the day. Thank you. I just wanted to make that final statement. 
 
1:52:46 
Thank you. Just check with no other interested parties wishing to any make any further come in. Thank 
you. 
 
1:52:59 
So just briefly, it's obviously encouraging to hear Mr. Wilson's confidence that the Rab model will be the 
model that's used. That's also our our view. So far as you in the sexual state of concern. The key thing 
in relation to these funds is to consider whether they are material whether they satisfy the tests in terms 
of planning guidance, and not ultimately, where the the financial burden lies, the financial burden lies on 
the applicant. Beyond that the funding is any relevant in to the extent that it relates to massive 
compulsory acquisition. And so far as the quantum of the funds is concerned, I don't understand tasks 
to be saying that they are inadequate or that they're presenting any alternative calculation that would 
identify that a higher fund is justified it meets the test in any of these examples. 
 
1:53:57 
Thank you. I just come on them to the final point of the Roman to just wanting to seek views from 
interested parties as to whether there was any need for further requirements or refinement of the 
undertakings. There's obviously some work ongoing with the County Council and the Constabulary, 
which was raised first thing this morning. Obviously, there were we have covered issues on concerns 
about displacement and also in terms of timing of accommodation provision. So can I just seek any 
views from interested parties whether there's anything that they would wish to seek 
 
1:54:41 
under that heading? resounding silence. There we go. Mr. Phelps, I don't know whether there's 
anything further you would wish to add? No, sir. Thank you. 
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1:55:03 
On that basis then, before I close the hearing, let me remind you that any post hearing submissions, 
including written summaries of the cases you have made earlier, this hearing should be submitted at 
the deadline eight, which is Friday the 24th of September this year. And if there's no further matters 
from anyone, then I will close this hearing. Any thank you to everyone for your attendance and 
participation. The time is now 1814 Thank you 


