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FULL TRANSCRIPT (with timecode) 
 
00:00:05:04 - 00:00:30:23 
This morning. The time is 1106, and I'm reopening this hearing into environmental matters onshore. 
I'm not going to pass to my colleague, Mr. Jones, who's going to deal with item four on the agenda, 
which is traffic and transport and public rights of way. I do apologise for any confusion when I 
mentioned item five. We haven't skipped a head that far. I'm afraid so, Mr. Jones.  
 
00:00:31:15 - 00:00:32:14 
Thank you, Ms.. Dowling.  
 
00:00:34:07 - 00:00:48:06 
Can you please have to hand the traffic and transport technical report, which is app 1 to 5 and 
hopefully Ms.. Hopewell would be able to screen share table two from it with us, please. Ms.. 
Hopewell.  
 
00:00:54:28 - 00:01:30:08 
Thank you very much. Now I'm aware of the applicant's response to our first written questions, in 
particular our first written question, 2.1.8. However, if you look at table two, I'm still unsure as to how 
some of the figures have been calculated. And this is a question to the applicant. I think everything 
adds up correctly up until month five, but then it seems to go slightly awry in the calculations from 
month six onwards.  
 
00:01:31:05 - 00:01:34:09 
So for example, if you look at months 11 and 12,  
 
00:01:35:24 - 00:02:13:23 
you've got just in terms of pure, simple maths, you've got four plus 31 plus 25 equal 56 from month 
11 and then you've got four plus 31 plus 25 equaling 60 for four months, 12 and then you've got a 
10% contingency on top equaling 65 for month 11 and 65 for months 12 based on different earlier 
figures. So my question to the applicant is, is there something I'm missing in the calculations or is it 
just a question of these haven't been added up correctly?  
 
00:02:19:15 - 00:02:59:03 
Thank you, Sir. Andrew Ross On behalf of the applicant, it would appear that there is an error on 
month 12, but in simple mathematics, as you point out. But it's not material to the assessment. The 
key with the assessment is the cells that are colored, amber or orange, all are identified as contributing 
to the maximum design scenario are set out in our response.  
 
00:02:59:14 - 00:03:20:26 
So we're not simply picking a perfect storm, I'm saying month two, when the maximum daily traffic 
will materialize. It is in fact a aggregation of the maximum daily demand per activity as they know it 
by the amber cells.  
 
00:03:21:23 - 00:03:27:19 



Yes. Thank you, Mr. Ross. And fortunately, the first five months all appeared to add up correctly.  
 
00:03:30:00 - 00:04:02:09 
But mandate as an action point just called me a stickler for detail. But if if you could send in a 
revision, I picked up a bit of feedback or echo in on this. That's better. Thank you. If you could just 
send in a revision of table two with the correct figures in from month six onwards, please, I'd be 
grateful. You don't need to submit the entire traffic and transport technical report again. Just that one 
page and you'll be pleased to hear that from my calculations.  
 
00:04:02:11 - 00:04:13:29 
I think table three and table a table for a fine, everything adds up correctly on those two tables. So 
from what I can see, it's just a resubmission of table two, please. Thank you.  
 
00:04:14:17 - 00:04:16:14 
Happy to do that, sir. Thank you.  
 
00:04:19:07 - 00:04:29:02 
Okay. My next point again is to the applicants, and this is just trying to get some understanding of the 
the the underlying figures in regards to  
 
00:04:30:25 - 00:04:43:16 
traffic movements. I've had response to your. I've had regard to your response a Yext Q1 2.1.9. And 
this is to get an idea of the comings and goings for  
 
00:04:45:25 - 00:04:56:28 
light traffic to and from the primary logistics compound Airlock ington. And I note that you cite 
appendix J if the Traffic and Transport Technical Report.  
 
00:04:58:13 - 00:05:30:09 
But my question is, does Appendix J in the figures cited in that of 54 personnel as a maximum, does 
that only relate to the start and end of each day? Because what I'm trying to get a handle on all the 
comings and goings during the course of the day. Clearly, this is the primarily primary logistics 
compound and there may well be people going to and from there during the date to use the facilities to 
have meetings, lunch breaks, etc..  
 
00:05:31:09 - 00:05:39:04 
Have you provided those figures anywhere in any of the documents for that, for the daily to and fro 
ins, if you like?  
 
00:05:43:11 - 00:05:47:09 
Thank you, sir. Andrew Ross On behalf of the the applicants,  
 
00:05:49:13 - 00:06:08:28 
the 54 personnel per day is primarily primary arrivals and departures, although there is a contingency 
figure of 10% applied for incidental trips that may occur  
 
00:06:10:28 - 00:06:35:00 
with construction projects of this size, each genuinely envisage that each work will be pretty much 
self-contained and there'll be welfare facilities available in near proximity as well as the whole route, 
which should limit the amount of trips generated on the public highway.  
 
00:06:38:22 - 00:06:41:08 
Okay. Thank you, Mr. Ross.  



 
00:06:44:11 - 00:07:19:21 
How does that then square with the hundreds to the number of 54 square with the table five of the 
traffic and transport technical report in which you cite up to 184 employees as a maximum on the 
cable corridor and up to, I think, 250, if you include the onshore substation employees as well. Again, 
I'm just trying to get an idea of how the daily movements during the course of the day would equate to 
the morning and afternoon comings and goings.  
 
00:07:24:25 - 00:07:27:00 
Andrew Ross on behalf of the applicant.  
 
00:07:29:16 - 00:07:36:27 
Table five establishes the maximum personnel that could be.  
 
00:07:39:09 - 00:07:39:24 
I'm  
 
00:07:41:09 - 00:07:57:03 
attracted to the point of access per day and what we've done because we haven't got detailed 
construction phasing available at this stage. We've  
 
00:07:58:20 - 00:08:13:27 
used the figure, the maximum figure of 54 personnel per day, per access point and assign that to the 
local highway. Network, thus ensuring that  
 
00:08:15:15 - 00:08:42:06 
all links within the local highway network are subject to the maximum design scenario. We then use 
the max personnel per day as in table five as an effective cap. So when not over counting are on what 
I would term our collective roads  
 
00:08:44:15 - 00:08:48:09 
typically i.e. roads where all the personnel  
 
00:08:50:10 - 00:08:57:11 
trips from the local network diverge. So it's it's a it's a mechanism of  
 
00:08:59:01 - 00:09:30:15 
of ensuring that we account for all the local trips and on on the local highway network as a maximum 
design scenario. And I appreciate it's quite a complex concept to get across, particularly for interested 
parties. So it might be that we can follow up with some clarification with screen screenshots or 
something like that.  
 
00:09:31:22 - 00:09:33:16 
So I think that would be beneficial.  
 
00:09:35:15 - 00:10:07:15 
I would be grateful if you could. Mr. ROSS We don't have anybody from Longton Parish Council 
here today, as I understand it, but clearly traffic movements was something that was a concern to the 
parish council and I think that was traffic concerns during the course of the day, not just at the 
morning and afternoon peaks. So if we could just get some kind of handle on what the likely 
movements in and around the primary logistics compound would be, then I would be very grateful.  
 
00:10:12:26 - 00:10:14:15 



Yes. Happy to take that away, sir.  
 
00:10:14:28 - 00:10:41:25 
Thank you very much. Just before we move off from the general issue of traffic figures, I noticed that 
in the most recent statement of common ground with East Riding of Yorkshire Council that all 
matters pertaining to traffic and transport had been agreed. But did the East Riding have any 
comments to make on on the issue of traffic figures or EU you content.  
 
00:10:44:06 - 00:11:06:18 
Controversy is going to be. Oh, she can't answer. I am content, mom. Thank you. Thank you. And I'm 
not seeing any hands raised to comment on this issue, in which case I shall move on to item 4.2, 
which is the aforementioned primarily primary logistics compound locking turn  
 
00:11:08:14 - 00:11:49:14 
of red locking to parish councils, relevant representation and also the written representation. I've also 
read the responses to the Examining Authority's first written questions, in particular 80 .1. 15, 16 and 
17. So I don't intend to go into this in great detail today, but I did have a question for the applicant 
first regarding the issue of the actual access into the logistics compound from Station Road West and 
how far along from the junction ideally that would be.  
 
00:11:49:25 - 00:11:53:12 
And and then trying to transpose that distance onto the  
 
00:11:55:05 - 00:12:16:17 
preferred option from Rossington Parish Council of Station Road East. So the question I have to the 
applicant is are you able to provide a measurement for the distance from the crossroads? How far 
along Station Road? What you would actually like to take the access into the logistics compound?  
 
00:12:23:03 - 00:12:28:08 
Clapper check the Hopkins. We're just looking to see if we have that figure available for you now that 
with us, just one moment.  
 
00:12:28:20 - 00:12:29:17 
Okay. Thank you.  
 
00:13:12:28 - 00:13:28:16 
Thank you, Sir Andrew Ross, on behalf of the applicant. A basic level is approximately 75 metres 
from the junction. I'll get a detailed clarification by the close of this hearing, if I may.  
 
00:13:29:01 - 00:14:01:00 
Thank you, Mr. Ross. 75 metres is an approximate figure. It's perfectly good enough for my purposes 
today, so I think it's an action point. What I would like you to provide actually is a measurement of 
the width of the road at about 75 meters for station road west. So I widest station road west 75 metres 
in from the cross roads and then also correspondingly how, how, how wide is station road east. 75 
metres in from the crossroads.  
 
00:14:01:07 - 00:14:33:00 
So supposing you would be using a similar distance figure for the parish councils preferred site for the 
primary logistics combined. And I fully appreciate that's not your preferred site and it's not the East 
Riding's preferred site. But there have been allegations about the or the contention that the road 
wouldn't be wide enough on that part of Station Road East because clearly Station Road East East is 
reasonably wide at the bell mouth at the crossroads.  
 



00:14:33:02 - 00:14:50:03 
But then it does narrow down. So what I'd like to get is just an idea of how wide East Station Road 
east on station road west at the approximate points at which you would like to take the access into the 
logistic compound. Does does that make sense that what I'm asking for?  
 
00:14:54:09 - 00:15:00:01 
But yes, we can provide those details as part of the written summary and deadline for.  
 
00:15:00:14 - 00:15:02:05 
Thanks, Ms.. Broderick. Thank you very much.  
 
00:15:09:04 - 00:15:25:24 
I don't have anything else on specifically the logistics compound it locking turned. As I said I have 
read the parish councils representations on this matter. Is there anything the east riding of Yorkshire 
Council would like to raise before I move on?  
 
00:15:30:00 - 00:16:05:01 
So he's trying to be judge counsel, not Mr. Bush. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Fauci. I'm not seeing 
hands from anybody else, in which case I'm content to move on to item 4.3, which is the impact on 
level crossings. Now I did have quite a few questions on this, but it's come to my attention that 
progress has been made in the discussions between the applicant and network rail and to such an 
extent that we don't have a representative from Network Rail here today.  
 
00:16:05:14 - 00:16:20:05 
So can I please ask the applicant to provide an update on your discussions with Network Rail and in 
particular the one area of outstanding disagreement or that had been any way the ones with road level 
crossing. Thank you.  
 
00:16:23:05 - 00:16:53:24 
Clap for the accent. Yes. As per the email that was submitted to pens yesterday from Network Rail's 
solicitor, the applicant and Network Rail have agreed had said terms in respect of the outstanding 
level crossing which was link 24. The way that the matter is being resolved is via some updates to 
both the protected provisions for the benefit of network rail that are in Schedule nine of the DCA.  
 
00:16:54:04 - 00:17:27:02 
And also some additional provisions will be added to the next version of the outline and CTP in 
relation to safety briefings that will be given to HVAD drivers prior to utilizing the level crossings. 
And there will also be a separate side agreement between the applicant and network rail to cover 
additional matters. We're confident that these agreements will be completed now prior to the end of 
the examination, such that network rail will be able to formally withdraw their objection.  
 
00:17:28:07 - 00:17:36:02 
Thank you, Ms.. Broderick. With those signed agreements be submitted into the examination by the 
close of examination.  
 
00:17:37:22 - 00:17:59:15 
Club budget, the applicant no side agreements would be commercial agreements between the parties. 
But there will be protect provisions on the face of the DCO for network rail that include provisions 
relating to their approval of the Construction Traffic Management Plan as they requested as part of 
their written representation.  
 
00:18:00:09 - 00:18:06:29 



And you're confident that that would all be completed before close of examination so that the 
accompanying authority can have regard to it?  
 
00:18:07:20 - 00:18:08:19 
Yes, that is correct.  
 
00:18:09:14 - 00:18:52:12 
Thank you. As I said, most of my questions have largely fallen by the wayside then. But I did have a 
couple that I think I'll ask the applicant since we're all here, and one of them is really going back to 
figures again, but it was figures that had been cited by Network Rail. So I was going to ask them in 
the context of the level crossings, and that is based on table 7.18 of the Traffic and Transport Chapter, 
which is Chapter seven, Volume three of the Environmental Statement App 031.  
 
00:18:53:12 - 00:19:22:25 
Now, you don't necessarily need to have that in front of you. It might be helpful if you did, though, 
but I think you can probably cover off the question without it. And what I wanted to ask was, in terms 
of the peak daily two way construction vehicle movements, can you can you advise us how long a 
period the peak would actually be that we talk in a week, a month, a couple of months. So what what 
period of time if you used to define peak?  
 
00:19:31:13 - 00:19:36:02 
Just whilst you're thinking I do have a I have a reference for peak HGV movements  
 
00:19:37:19 - 00:19:50:02 
in the context of your answer to 2.1.9, which were you looking at a maximum designed scenario of 
one month? But would that be the same for table 7.18?  
 
00:19:56:00 - 00:20:06:05 
Thank you, Sir Andrew Ross on behalf of the applicant. So our response to tt1i set out  
 
00:20:07:24 - 00:20:17:07 
a peak peak construction flows of 93 HGV movements.  
 
00:20:19:13 - 00:20:20:11 
We'd not  
 
00:20:23:21 - 00:21:07:15 
we're not determined what the duration of that peak will be, although there's detailed activity 
derivation behind it. So it's hard to pinpoint whether it's a month for whether it happens for a period 
and then returns. However, the average two way construction vehicle movements we've outlined in 
the same response of 33 HGV movements indicates that the peak figure is very, very temporal and 
short term because there is such a drop off to the the average construction vehicles.  
 
00:21:09:15 - 00:21:19:20 
Just on the derivation of that average. Mr. Ross, again, is that based over the entire 36 month 
construction period? Was that the average over that the highest year?  
 
00:21:21:28 - 00:21:26:06 
But that's that's the average over the highest year.  
 
00:21:27:03 - 00:21:28:18 
Okay. Thank you.  
 



00:21:30:12 - 00:21:33:00 
To my second question. You'll be pleased to hear.  
 
00:21:39:26 - 00:21:54:06 
And finally, it's it's again, it's it's we might be slightly superseded by the fact that you've now seemed 
to have come to an agreement with Network Rail. But in terms of your best case construction 
scenario,  
 
00:21:55:28 - 00:22:01:05 
should you should the DCO be made, etc., etc., all the usual caveats.  
 
00:22:03:22 - 00:22:17:20 
When would you be likely to be undertaken? The kind of construction operations that would increase 
HGV movements over the. In particular, the once foot road level crossing. In terms of your best case. 
Construction scenario. Timescale.  
 
00:22:29:01 - 00:22:54:23 
Clap or take the accent. We don't have that level of detail, but it could feasibly be from the outset of 
construction that that crossing would need to be utilised. And the agreement that we reached with 
Network Rail includes provisions relating to prior notification and and an engagement with Network 
Rail before that network that crossing is utilised.  
 
00:22:58:03 - 00:22:59:25 
Okay. Thank you, Mr. Broderick.  
 
00:23:03:04 - 00:23:16:24 
As I said, I did have a number of other questions on level crossings in particular once we wrote, but I 
think things have moved on. It's agreed that I don't really need to ask those now subject to.  
 
00:23:18:22 - 00:23:30:11 
Agreement being reached between yourself and network rail on the outstanding matters. Is there 
anything else on the issue of impacts on level crossings that anybody else would like to raise? Before 
I move on.  
 
00:23:34:12 - 00:23:44:11 
Not seen any hands. In which case can I move on to? Agenda item 4.4, please. Which is the impact on 
public rights of way.  
 
00:23:46:11 - 00:23:55:08 
And if we could have possibly on the screen sheet to each of the public rights of way plan plays me so 
well.  
 
00:23:59:02 - 00:24:03:09 
Thank you. That's just about legible enough for our purposes. Um.  
 
00:24:05:18 - 00:24:17:13 
And really, again, it's it's it's another measurement question and what I would. Trying to get a handle 
on is the the distances.  
 
00:24:19:29 - 00:24:42:28 
For the permanently diverted section of public footpath. The best case scenario distance and the worst 
case scenario distance would be to compare the two. So if you look at points 25 C to 25 DE And are 
you able to tell me what that distance is, please?  



 
00:24:51:12 - 00:24:53:03 
Clapper check the Atkins and  
 
00:24:54:20 - 00:25:17:21 
in the DCA trough DCA part four and so yes part two of schedule four sorry. And sets out the 
maximum extent of the diversion that would be permitted by the DCA. So in relation to skipping 
footpath number 16, the distances stated as being 602 metres.  
 
00:25:19:26 - 00:25:37:09 
610. But it is that 602 then if it if you had to go the long way round via the access road and then join 
up at 24 day and then look back to 25 day. So what I'm calling the worst case scenario.  
 
00:25:38:06 - 00:25:41:03 
Claire Project the applicant. Yes, that's correct. The worst case scenario.  
 
00:25:41:16 - 00:26:00:04 
Okay. And just in terms of the best case scenario, that in terms of if you could get a route that pretty 
much mirrors what you've got at the moment within that sort of a yellow, we must be coloured zone. 
What is what is the current length? It's being permanently diverted from 25 seat to 25 day  
 
00:26:01:19 - 00:26:02:04 
club.  
 
00:26:02:08 - 00:26:08:02 
Which if the applicant I don't think we have that figure to hand so we'll provide that as part of the 
written summary and deadline for.  
 
00:26:08:15 - 00:26:16:02 
Thank you very much I'm just trying to get a handle on that what the worst case and best case scenario 
is in terms of the distance people would would have to walk  
 
00:26:17:20 - 00:26:25:00 
should it not be feasible to go pretty much directly from from 25 C to 25 day. Thank you.  
 
00:26:27:03 - 00:26:34:10 
I realize we've got some members from East Riding of Yorkshire Council. A public rights away 
section here today. So.  
 
00:26:36:24 - 00:26:41:18 
Is there anything we've got in public like right where you would like to raise whilst we're here?  
 
00:26:46:23 - 00:26:56:09 
Actually I think we're only starting to be able to counsel coming back to the way team. So obviously 
we've we've seen a scheme which has been submitted by.  
 
00:26:56:11 - 00:26:57:00 
The applicant.  
 
00:26:57:18 - 00:27:02:04 
For the diversion of the public about away way submitted within the DCO.  
 



00:27:03:10 - 00:27:06:03 
So obviously what we'd be looking to do.  
 
00:27:06:05 - 00:27:17:16 
Is to make sure that that line is laid out in accordance with the plans supplied by the applicant and the 
wet and surface conditioner agreed with the house.  
 
00:27:17:18 - 00:27:21:25 
I would say, you know, in order for us to, in effect, certify.  
 
00:27:22:03 - 00:27:23:14 
The response laid out.  
 
00:27:27:16 - 00:27:28:17 
Thank you, Mr. Wehrum.  
 
00:27:33:01 - 00:27:44:10 
I don't have anything else to to raise as regards traffic and transport or specifically public rights of 
way issues. Final call for anything else from anybody.  
 
00:27:49:14 - 00:28:00:11 
I'm not seeing any hands at all. In which case I shall hand over to Mr. MacArthur to take you through 
agenda item five. Thank you.  
 
00:28:04:21 - 00:28:38:18 
Thank you, Mr. Jones. And it will be a very brief ride through agenda item five. As historic England 
have been unable to attend this hearing, the examining authority have taken the decision that seems to 
be addressed under this agenda item will be raised in action points for relevant parties to address and 
respond to at the next deadline, which is deadline four on Tuesday, May the 10th. Without providing 
too much of a spoiler. I would just like to say that there are not significant issues to be raised and 
more points of qualification and.  
 
00:28:39:25 - 00:28:44:00 
But moving on to yes projects.  
 
00:28:44:17 - 00:29:13:28 
Clear projects the Atkins properties to instead. I just wanted to check in light of your comment just 
there about his drinking and whether the same would apply for the agenda item for this afternoon 
session, which is relating to intertidal matters and archaeology. I see they're not attending this 
afternoon either. So it was just if in terms of our planning of who needs to be available to answer 
questions this afternoon, whether that would also be dealt with in in further written questions.  
 
00:29:14:22 - 00:29:16:18 
It is the same for this afternoon. Yes.  
 
00:29:17:00 - 00:29:17:21 
Thank you very much.  
 
00:29:18:24 - 00:29:19:09 
I keep.  
 
00:29:21:09 - 00:29:25:01 
Moving on then to item six on the agenda and.  



 
00:29:27:04 - 00:29:58:17 
Updates on the progress of agreements on noise, vibration, electromagnetic fields and light matters 
within the statement of common ground between the applicant and east riding of Yorkshire Council. I 
will go first to the local authority to East Riding Wiltshire Council. The applicant's updated statement 
of common ground with or so submitted that deadline three, which is Examiner Examination Library 
Reference Report 3-013 now include statements of agreement on all matters relating to noise and 
electromagnetic fields and lights.  
 
00:29:59:06 - 00:30:04:08 
Can you confirm that there are no outstanding matters of concern from your cells for this subject?  
 
00:30:04:10 - 00:30:04:25 
Please.  
 
00:30:06:10 - 00:30:14:08 
As Johnson stressed on each side of the Blockchain Council and guests can confirm, there are no 
stumping matters of concern.  
 
00:30:15:06 - 00:30:35:20 
Thank you. That's very helpful. I will come down to the applicants and move on to one. One further 
point of clarification is, if I may, relating to the answer provided by the applicant to the examining 
authority's written question and via 1.16, which relates to the lighting of the onshore substation.  
 
00:30:37:11 - 00:31:06:16 
The question really hangs on the definition of the word permanence. Can the applicant confirm, 
please, that we're references made to permanent lighting? This does not refer to lighting, which is 
illuminated at all times or even at all times when there's no natural light. And rather, that is the case 
that the word permanent in this context is used to differentiate from lights which is temporarily 
installed and is then removed as might happen during construction. For instance, I point clarification 
and see if you can move further.  
 
00:31:07:24 - 00:31:16:27 
Coverage if the app can. Yes, that's correct. Permanent the term permanent lighting has been used to 
distinguish it from lighting that is in place during construction activities.  
 
00:31:18:00 - 00:31:18:15 
Thank you.  
 
00:31:18:17 - 00:31:21:09 
So it's it's not lighting that's permanently on.  
 
00:31:22:18 - 00:31:29:11 
Thank you, sir. Permanent lighting will be in place at the onshore substation complex for its lifetime, 
but will not be permanently illuminated.  
 
00:31:30:28 - 00:31:32:20 
Collaboratively. Yes, that is correct.  
 
00:31:33:18 - 00:31:40:27 
Wonderful. Thank you very much. I will just ask whether there are any other issues that anyone would 
expect to raise on this topic.  
 



00:31:44:21 - 00:31:47:19 
And again, I'm seeing no hands, so I will.  
 
00:31:49:09 - 00:31:53:06 
And thank you. Back over to Mr. Jones for the next item on the agenda.  
 
00:31:54:28 - 00:32:03:26 
Thank you, Mr. MacArthur. We now come to item seven on the agenda, which is matters pertaining to 
onshore ecology.  
 
00:32:06:17 - 00:32:37:11 
I will start with the caveats for this section that I appreciate that it's biodiversity net gain. It's not yet a 
statutory requirements and is unlikely to be during the course of the examination. However, I also do 
note Natural England's comments in their response to our first written questions about how this 
project will potentially provide a useful example of how to apply biodiversity net gain considerations 
to an end RCEP.  
 
00:32:37:18 - 00:32:41:14 
So so bearing all of that in mind is context.  
 
00:32:42:29 - 00:33:08:28 
My first question is to the applicants and can you please summarise the process behind the outlined 
net gain strategy you've submitted? And in particular, can you comment on the relationship between 
the baseline calculations that you've provided in Table three? Have AP 25 one and the calculations for 
biodiversity net gain that is still to be detailed.  
 
00:33:21:21 - 00:33:54:07 
A Smith on behalf of the applicant. So as presented in paragraph 1.2.1.1 of F 216, the outline net gain 
strategy application document app 251. So at this moment in time, the applicant has proposed 
biodiversity net gain opportunities at the onshore substation only primarily due to this being the 
permanent infrastructure, the along the onshore cable corridor.  
 
00:33:54:19 - 00:34:00:24 
The impacts are temporary and the habitats will be reinstated on completion of those works.  
 
00:34:03:04 - 00:34:21:11 
At the outset. The applicant, just to clarify, is committed to reducing any net loss to biodiversity, and 
this is demonstrated through the production of the outlined net gain strategy as well as for it, which in 
turn fulfils commitment to project commitment. C0 199  
 
00:34:23:00 - 00:34:43:12 
So as I mentioned, the biodiversity net gain opportunities are currently concentrated at the onshore 
substation and these include the ecologically diverse landscape planting, the creation of a water 
attenuation feature and in addition the hedgerow creation and planting. All are focused at the onshore 
substation.  
 
00:34:45:03 - 00:35:11:15 
In addition to those, there will be other opportunities that will be considered and adopted wherever 
possible to do so. And this will include the opportunities for species. So whilst acknowledging the 
biodiversity net gain opportunities are focusing on habitats, they will have secondary benefits to 
species such as through the erection of bat boxes, bird boxes. Just to name a couple there.  
 
00:35:13:13 - 00:35:55:16 



The the applicant has committed, as I say, three requirement six of the draft eco that the biodiversity 
net gain strategy implementation will be undertaken post consent and pre-construction and that will be 
based primarily on the outline biodiversity net gain strategy. But as you have quite rightly 
acknowledged that currently the outline biodiversity net gain strategy presents the pre development 
baseline units at this moment in time. That's primarily because of the detailed design yet to be 
completed, the site arrangement within the onshore substation footprint, just for example.  
 
00:35:56:25 - 00:36:30:26 
So there will be the commitment by the applicant to add post consent pre-construction, continue the 
development and consideration of biodiversity net gain opportunities whilst concentrating those on 
the substation wherever possible along the onshore cable route, for example, around replacement of 
hedgerows. If there is the opportunity there to capture what is re-instated for biodiversity net gain 
purposes that will equally be captured within that updated biodiversity net gain strategy.  
 
00:36:33:22 - 00:36:52:04 
Thank you, Mr. Smith. It is written representation. Rep 2073 The Environment Agency has referred to 
the potential for offsite biodiversity net gain potential such as the woodland creation and 
improvements to the river whole Headwaters Triplex II.  
 
00:36:54:10 - 00:36:59:18 
As we know at present, you don't have the post development calculations nor the details of landowner 
agreements.  
 
00:37:01:12 - 00:37:16:27 
In addition, I also accept that clearly offsite mitigation is lower down the hierarchy than that on site. 
But should the outline net grain strategy not make at least some reference to the possibility of off site 
approach opportunities for biodiversity net gain?  
 
00:37:22:09 - 00:37:54:20 
Claire Smith on behalf of the applicant. So for the purposes of the DCO application, the applicant has 
focused on those areas within the DCO order limits because that is the permission for which is being 
sought through this application process. So we thank both the Environment Agency and also the 
Yorkshire Wildlife Trust for advising on those potential offsite opportunities for which the applicant 
has taken on board, has acknowledged and will consider as we go forward.  
 
00:37:54:28 - 00:38:03:24 
However, I revert to my idea of response register. The focus is on those areas from an on site 
perspective at this moment in time.  
 
00:38:05:13 - 00:38:07:26 
Thank you, Mr. Smith. And just before I move on,  
 
00:38:09:22 - 00:38:18:24 
in terms of the biodiversity net gain, the outline strategy, a question for East Riding of Yorkshire 
Council.  
 
00:38:20:26 - 00:38:40:13 
As you know, we don't yet have the final calculations for the biodiversity net gain. And also it's, as 
we've heard, are going to be limited to the onshore substation area. Are you therefore content that a 
sufficient quantum of biodiversity net gain can be provided with these limiting factors?  
 
00:38:43:10 - 00:38:49:06 
In return she's of Europe to cancel. We've attached to apply to you in writing on that point.  



 
00:38:51:02 - 00:39:00:21 
If you could please, Mr. Jones, I would be grateful. Thank you. Thank you. And if that could be done, 
if possible, by the next deadline. DEADLINE for place, which is the 10th of May.  
 
00:39:04:16 - 00:39:07:22 
And can that be noted as an action point, please? Thank you.  
 
00:39:09:12 - 00:39:20:16 
Okay. A question to the applicant are now looking at really the interaction between biodiversity net 
gain on the proposed ecological enhancement measures.  
 
00:39:23:03 - 00:39:43:06 
And I note the diagrams that you've provided in the enhancement strategy on the net gain strategy, 
and these appear to show biodiversity net gain and enhancement measures as separates matters that in 
your layer diagram the.  
 
00:39:44:24 - 00:39:58:06 
Therefore. Is it the intention that enhancement measures would be in addition to the but biodiversity 
net gain that you proposed because as I said, the diagram would appear to indicate to such.  
 
00:40:02:27 - 00:40:05:14 
Pritchett for the applicant? Yes, that is correct.  
 
00:40:12:03 - 00:40:16:12 
Thank you, Miss Broderick. Therefore taking that into account that the things.  
 
00:40:18:24 - 00:40:21:20 
Would be complementary to each other.  
 
00:40:23:24 - 00:40:40:13 
Since both the proposed enhancement measures and the net gain measures would involve the onshore 
substation area, how can we, as the examining authority, be sure that you have introduced an element 
of double counting into this and that there will be space available for both?  
 
00:40:50:08 - 00:41:16:29 
Clapper, the applicant said priority would be given to those measures that would deliver biodiversity 
net gain in accordance with the metric. But there are a number of other enhancements that the 
applicant is proposing that would deliver enhancement benefits, but that may not qualify as 
biodiversity net gain, including some social measures that have been suggested, such as information 
boards and improvements to footpaths, etc..  
 
00:41:18:29 - 00:41:53:22 
But is it not is it not the case, though, that some of your enhancement is all matters that would appear 
to be very similar to the biodiversity net gain measures you're proposing as well. I appreciate you've 
got some of the more social elements to your overall enhancement package as well, but you've clearly 
within your enhancement proposals, you have things such as a water attenuation feature, a mixture of 
planting, wildflowers, hedgerow enhancements, etc. at the onshore substation area that appears to be 
remarkably similar to what you're proposing for the biodiversity net gain.  
 
00:41:55:18 - 00:42:31:21 
Clapper for the opponent at this stage is acknowledged that the measures in the outline plans do cover 
both documents, but the intention is that for the final detailed plans that would be submitted, there 



would be a clear distinction between those measures that were being put forward and secured that 
would qualify as being net gain measures. And everything else would therefore be an enhancement 
measure so that that distinction will be better realised in the detailed plans when we have much more 
information about the nature and the type of the habitats that are being provided.  
 
00:42:33:21 - 00:42:46:29 
Thank you. If I could just go back to the east riding of Yorkshire Council, are you content with that 
approach that the enhancement and the biodiversity net gain would effectively be separated out at the 
detailed design stage?  
 
00:42:49:12 - 00:43:01:19 
And for down street trading Wiltshire Council. In principle I can see how that could work, but 
obviously it is dependent on a lot of detail as the surveys and the schemes come forward.  
 
00:43:05:27 - 00:43:36:15 
Thank you, Mr. Higgins. As I've said, I would caveat what I've said with the fact that clearly 
biodiversity net gain is not yet a statutory requirement. So I have been cognisant of that when asking 
these questions. The final thing I have to answer ask on this is really as regards monitoring and 
management and the timescales and the differences of approach between the biodiversity net gain 
versus the ecological management plan.  
 
00:43:37:13 - 00:44:16:09 
I noticed that in the most recent statement of Common Ground three are when three between the 
applicant and East Riding of Yorkshire Council. The only three matters still to be confirmed seem to 
relate to mitigation and monitoring timescales and that the applicant has noted that it's awaiting a 
position from AIC on this. So can the applicant just talk me through that? The difference in timescales 
in the approach differences to monitoring and management for biodiversity net gain versus 
enhancement versus mitigation.  
 
00:44:30:17 - 00:44:34:18 
Capitec. The app can enter seeking instructions and respond shortly. Hang on a second.  
 
00:44:34:23 - 00:44:35:08 
Thank you.  
 
00:44:53:08 - 00:45:27:12 
Collaborative the app and so for four measures that form part of the landscape management plan. 
These will be maintained in accordance with the landscape management plan. In terms of that we 
discussed earlier in the session for any additional planting that has not formed part of the landscape 
management plan, but is as part of the biodiversity net gain strategy. The detailed biodiversity net 
gain strategy would set out any maintenance requirements for those particular features that may be 
required.  
 
00:45:27:14 - 00:45:59:19 
And paragraph 4.2.2.7 and 4.2.2.8 of the outline and net gain strategy, reference, managed 
management and monitoring that the the nature and the length of that will be dependent on the on the 
feature involved. So we unable to provide specific details, but we're mindful of the 30 year 
maintenance period that is referred to in the Environment Act and associated policy that's emerging.  
 
00:46:00:00 - 00:46:34:05 
And so those will be taken into account when the detailed strategy is submitted post consent 
enhancement measures. Similarly, the maintenance of these features would depend on what is 
involved. Obviously any planting would be subject to the general requirement for maintenance at five 



years along the electrical cable corridor, and anything in addition to that would be subject to its own 
separate maintenance requirements to be agreed with East Riding as part of the discharge of that 
requirement.  
 
00:46:35:18 - 00:46:43:21 
So it's the case, then, Ms.. Broderick, that different measures might end up with different monitoring 
and management timescales and approaches  
 
00:46:45:10 - 00:46:45:28 
collaboratively?  
 
00:46:46:07 - 00:46:51:16 
Yes, that's correct. The appropriate maintenance and monitoring would be applied for that feature.  
 
00:46:52:27 - 00:46:54:04 
Okay. Thank you.  
 
00:46:57:01 - 00:47:14:06 
I don't have any further questions on onshore ecology, but before I move off from that onto and onto 
agenda item eight, I'll do a last call for anybody else. If anybody else has any issues to raise on this.  
 
00:47:15:24 - 00:47:20:06 
Seeing no hands. In which case can I move on to agenda item eight?  
 
00:47:22:15 - 00:47:26:15 
Which is the offshore water environment.  
 
00:47:39:29 - 00:48:10:03 
My first question is to the applicant and it's can you please provide an update on the status of your 
current negotiations with the Environment Agency, with those matters that are still to be agreed, in 
particular pertaining to the issue of temporary bridge crossings across certain watercourses and the 
issue of future proofing of potential flood defence works in Watton back.  
 
00:48:15:24 - 00:48:17:20 
Thomas. What's for the applicants?  
 
00:48:19:12 - 00:48:55:22 
First of all, take on the bridge crossings. We've been in discussions with the Environment Agency 
fairly recently on those and we've confirmed with them that no bridge crossing would be taken over 
Main River without the agreement of that crossing with Environment Agency. We will add a sentence 
to the outline coating inspection practice, which is currently at 1027, and we will submit that a 
deadline for that would just be a simple sentence acknowledging that those bridges will be agreed 
with the Environment Agency prior to their construction.  
 
00:48:56:26 - 00:49:26:29 
In terms of what's in back, we actually we've had discussions with the Environment Agency, primarily 
with their land team in addition to legal teams. And it's just a case of the voluntary agreements being 
accounted for between the two parties. And we are confident that an agreement will be sought or 
found in due course. We're just waiting on some input from the Environment Agency in terms of 
some wording for the for the projected provisions and in the development consent order.  
 
00:49:31:01 - 00:49:35:22 
Thank you, Mr. Watts. In which case, I'll revert to the Environment Agency, if I could, please.  



 
00:49:37:09 - 00:49:53:04 
We've had sight of you additional submission that provides an update as of a few weeks ago as 030 
with the exam library reference. And bear in mind what you've heard today just now from the 
applicant. Do you have any further comments to make on these matters?  
 
00:49:58:04 - 00:50:11:22 
Lizzie Griffiths Environment Agency. I don't think there's much else to add from our perspective and 
I confirm that what Mr. Watson said regarding the temporary crossings, we're satisfied that that 
minor.  
 
00:50:11:24 - 00:50:14:14 
Wording can be put into.  
 
00:50:14:16 - 00:50:16:09 
The code of construction practice.  
 
00:50:17:02 - 00:50:19:02 
With regards to one back.  
 
00:50:19:25 - 00:50:27:22 
Yet conversations are ongoing with our States team in terms of the land agreements and we'd be 
hopeful to provide some sort of update by deadline for.  
 
00:50:29:10 - 00:51:03:08 
Thank you, Ms. Griffiths. Just once we're on the subject of what and back then I did have a question 
to you and then back to the applicant on it. Clearly you've referred to the need for any the future 
proofing of any flood defence works. And I'm paraphrasing, but I think one of your concerns is 
around piling operations that may be required on the depth of such part in operations and the potential 
for that interfering with the cabling that could be constructed by the applicant.  
 
00:51:04:01 - 00:51:22:25 
Do you have a based on knowledge of other similar types of work? Do you have a worst case scenario 
for the depth that you would need to undertake part in operations? Or is that literally a thing that is 
very much dependent on the need for the work, the type of works and the geology and ground 
conditions?  
 
00:51:25:01 - 00:51:30:29 
Linsey Davis for the Environment Agency. I'll just pass over to my colleague, Mr. Pattinson on that, if 
that's okay.  
 
00:51:31:06 - 00:52:08:28 
Thank you. Yes. Yeah. Good morning. Andrew Brunson for the Environment Agency. It's like you've 
summarized that the potential range of solutions, this location which could involve piling, that could 
also be non pilot solutions, that the issue we have at the moment is that we don't have a degree of 
certainty about what the design will need to look like. So just kind of outline the potential interactions 
between what might be a solution and see the arrangement. The up looking at the cables, we have 
done similar tiling works in the vicinity in this catchment in recent years as emergency work.  
 
00:52:09:00 - 00:52:11:20 
So we have some sort of idea of, of steps,  
 
00:52:13:09 - 00:52:57:00 



but in the sense of a, a new scheme at the back location, we can need to see some ground investigation 
works to understand what the soil conditions are, where the impermeable layers are, so that we can 
then understand whether there is a piling option needed here or a non part solution and what the 
arrangement looks like with the cables. So we flagged in our response that obvious interaction. We've 
also flagged that in terms of the cost of what that future scheme looks like, whether that needs to be 
accounted for in some sort of compensation mechanic, and how we secure that within the appropriate 
agreement, whether that's through a land agreement, whether it's through the protective provisions 
within DCO.  
 
00:52:57:19 - 00:53:07:13 
So we've been welcoming the conversation, the ongoing conversation with all said about how secure 
that can be in a positive place. But we haven't concluded them yet.  
 
00:53:09:00 - 00:53:14:28 
But are you confident your discussions will be satisfactorily concluded before the examination closes?  
 
00:53:18:00 - 00:53:25:24 
I think we're relatively confident that the solution exists in terms of the time scales. I think that's 
probably a good question.  
 
00:53:28:18 - 00:53:41:12 
Yeah. Just going to ask my colleague Lizzie to come back into into this answer because I think we can 
maybe outline what we can provide by deadline for and then going forwards in terms of our 
timescales. Thank you.  
 
00:53:43:18 - 00:54:01:05 
Lizzie Griffiths at the Environment Agency. I think we're confident we can come to an agreement in 
some respect by the close of the examination and we're currently working on the heads of terms and 
that might give us some confidence that forward in terms of may be exactly what's needed.  
 
00:54:01:07 - 00:54:04:18 
But we think there's a solution there. We're just not quite.  
 
00:54:05:11 - 00:54:06:15 
At that point yet.  
 
00:54:07:26 - 00:54:33:28 
Okay. Thank you, Miss Griffith. If I could just urge it. Clearly, if the examining authority needs to 
take it into account, then it has to be submitted to us before examination closes. At the risk of stating 
the obvious, we can't take anything into account that isn't before us. And by the time the examination 
closes. So and if I could just then ask the applicant to to comment on what they've heard from the 
Environment Agency and their take on discussions. Please.  
 
00:54:37:13 - 00:54:56:02 
Clapper, the applicant? Yes, we we agree with the comments made by the Environment Agency. We 
are working with them, as has been said, to try and facilitate the process so that the relevant 
information can be available in order to give the Environment Agency sufficient comfort  
 
00:54:57:20 - 00:55:08:17 
during the period that we have before the examination closes. Say, yes, the applicant does remain 
confident that a resolution can be can be found before the end of the examination.  
 
00:55:09:15 - 00:55:31:12 



Thank you, Ms.. Broderick. And just a technical question before I move on to something slightly 
different in terms of what and back in the issue of whether that there might need to be polling in the 
future. Are you confident that you could you could put the cables in a sufficient depth that would 
clearly be beyond any the depth of any polling works it might need to be required.  
 
00:55:36:05 - 00:55:57:24 
Collaboratively. HOPKINS And this is one of the matters that's part of the ongoing discussions 
between the applicant and the Environment Agency. Obviously, there would be a preference for any 
flood event works to be put in place prior to the installation of the cables. And that is definitely the 
option that's being explored at the moment. But yes, that would there would be.  
 
00:56:00:13 - 00:56:18:17 
Sufficient depths at which works could take place and there would be certain protective measures that 
would need to be complied with, depending on on the depth of the lake, the cables and the proximity 
of the works going forward. But that those sorts of details are forming part of the discussions between 
the applicant and the environment agency.  
 
00:56:20:24 - 00:56:27:13 
Thank you. And I'm now move on to something completely different and.  
 
00:56:29:00 - 00:57:10:21 
It's, I'm sure, something that the applicant would have done anyway. But just as a gentle reminder, 
please. We've had a representation in deadline three from Mr. and Mrs. Taylor. Rap 3059 is the exam 
library reference number for it, and that representation includes comments about flooding in field 
number T.A. 3358605 and also springs in field number 2033446720 said I appreciate that it's 
stipulated in the exam type table anyway, but as an action point, can I just please give you a gentle 
reminder to respond to Mr.  
 
00:57:10:23 - 00:57:14:00 
and Mrs. Taylor's deadline? Three Comments at deadline for please.  
 
00:57:16:18 - 00:57:32:03 
Thomas, what's for the applicant? Yes, we are preparing that. And just to note that we had a draft 
version available for our meeting with Mr. or Mrs. Taylor on the 21st, and we'll account for the 
additional information that was submitted at the pass deadline and include that in it. So that's that's 
fine.  
 
00:57:32:20 - 00:57:33:18 
Q Mr. Watts.  
 
00:57:36:11 - 00:57:54:16 
Okay. Before I move off agenda item eight, I don't have anything else. And in terms of specific 
questions, but a final call for any comments before I move on. Does anybody have any anything they 
would like to raise in regard to the onshore water environment?  
 
00:57:58:12 - 00:58:00:16 
Seen a hand up from Mr. Pattinson.  
 
00:58:02:24 - 00:58:37:01 
Over to you, Mr. Pattinson. Thank you. A notice in the agenda item. You're also asking for update on 
the application of the environmental permitting regulations. Yes, please. While reminded. Thank you. 
So the conversation has been kind of dependent on the matters that we have discussed, the temporary 
and permanent crossings. So the temporary crossings at all watercourses, not just Watson, Beck and 



the Bailey Bridge arrangements, but in terms of the permanent infrastructure, is kind of mostly 
focused centric on the Watson back issue.  
 
00:58:37:18 - 00:59:14:28 
So with that, this application of EPR that replicates and mirrors our permitting regime for flood risk 
activities. And as you will have seen in our statement of Common Ground, which is document 
reference 1041 and also a recent rather than representations 00102073. Now we've said this 
application of EPR in principle, we're happy with the approach to the supply in terms of the detail to 
conclude that those issues that we've discussed kind of are the main things we need to  
 
00:59:16:18 - 00:59:17:12 
finalize.  
 
00:59:19:09 - 00:59:56:15 
We'd obviously like to say in principle, which we're satisfied with this application, but require the 
confirmation of either certain, either of both the following. So the protective provisions in Schedule 
nine, part five of DCO are worded in a satisfactory way for us, which replicate our interests through 
the permitting regime. There was a minor amendments that we'd like to clarify the eight metres and 16 
metres distance. That's kind of early on in that section, which we can put into our written response 
plan for the permanent arrangement at Watson back.  
 
00:59:56:17 - 01:00:35:00 
So it's essentially subject to us agreeing either through the land agreements or perhaps through a 
modification to the protective provisions, but just how to ensure we're comfortable and accept the 
mechanics of those protections on both those fronts, those that are speaking to us. It's all positive, but 
we need to kind of get to the conclusion as quick as possible for you. Yes. As per my previous 
comment, just a gentle reminder that we need two things to be concluded by the time exam closes and 
if they're not concluded, will be asking for final position statements from both sides.  
 
01:00:35:27 - 01:00:48:03 
So I don't think I need to say too much more than that, but just just a gentle nudge to keep the process 
going. Pleased would be much appreciated. Did the applicant wish to comment on anything they've 
just heard from Mr. Partington?  
 
01:00:50:22 - 01:01:11:00 
Clapper check the applicant know that that accords with our understanding and yeah we were waiting 
for comments back from VA's legal team on the draft protect provisions and it sounds as if there are a 
few minor amendments that they would like us to include. So once we have sight of those, we can 
incorporate those into the next version of that at the DCA.  
 
01:01:11:29 - 01:01:18:00 
Thank you, Miss Broderick. Okay. Just before I finally close on an item. Is there anything else?  
 
01:01:21:16 - 01:01:29:19 
Not saying any hands, in which case we can move on to agenda item nine and I shall hand over to Mr. 
Bradley. Thank you.  
 
01:01:35:11 - 01:01:59:11 
Thank you. Now this agenda item is to just get some points of clarification concerning permanent loss 
of being the best and most versatile soil or downgrading a source status for longer than five years. But 
the first point is just a clarification on a curiosity in the submissions by  
 
01:02:00:28 - 01:02:08:06 



Natural England, who as they are not here to answer themselves. So I'm going to just leave this to an 
action point. But the  
 
01:02:09:21 - 01:02:30:22 
we understand from the applicants deadline to submission that natural England had confirmed that it 
is content to accept that soil sampling and other tactical measures would be secured under the c p to 
establish soil quality after reinstatement. The applicant is that a correct understanding?  
 
01:02:39:29 - 01:02:46:22 
Thomas Watson Balfour, the applicant will have to take that question away and respond in written to 
deadline for very good.  
 
01:02:48:29 - 01:03:15:22 
It's really congruent with that is that the curiosity is the issue log that's and natural England issued at 
deadline three had changed that particular action point or issue point from green back to amber. And it 
seems to note further interaction with the applicant is expected on this see that could have any insight 
on this.  
 
01:03:18:13 - 01:03:28:04 
Thomas. What's for the applicant? No, we haven't had any further interaction on BMV soils since that 
update was made and we we aren't aware of the reason for it.  
 
01:03:29:05 - 01:03:44:18 
Okay, fine. So in that case, the action point is essentially for natural England to confirm by deadline 
for its acceptance that soil sampling and other technical measures would be secured under the CCP to 
establish soil quality after reinstatement.  
 
01:03:46:19 - 01:03:47:24 
And the  
 
01:03:49:18 - 01:04:01:06 
applicants in the meantime in further interaction with natural England could perhaps pursue whether 
the there is any misunderstanding on this point.  
 
01:04:03:13 - 01:04:03:29 
That okay?  
 
01:04:04:12 - 01:04:31:22 
Thomas Mostly that's fine. I think as a point of clarification, in the code of construction practice, I 
think that the main importance here is the soil management strategy and the storage of soil is during 
construction which which is set out in the CCP itself. So I think that's the, the most pertinent matter 
here in relation to the the maintenance of the, the quality of the soils rather than a survey at the end or 
at the end of construction.  
 
01:04:34:22 - 01:04:39:11 
Understood. I will come on to this in a little bit more detail in a moment,  
 
01:04:41:06 - 01:05:11:25 
because the issue of BMV saw last featured in the recent Secretary of State's decisions on the East 
Anglia Decodes. We'd like to have some clarification on how the assessed area of permanent benefit 
land loss has been computed. Now the we understand that the assessment of the degree of impact of 
loss of BMV soil is based on a figure of less than 20 hectares of BMV being permanently lost or 
downgraded.  



 
01:05:13:27 - 01:05:23:00 
And we understand that that is primarily constituted in the onshore substation and the grid connection 
site. Firstly, is that understanding correct?  
 
01:05:24:21 - 01:05:26:14 
Thomas Watts for the applicant? Yes, that's correct.  
 
01:05:27:06 - 01:05:39:02 
But now so does the figure for that loss of BMV land include for any energy balancing infrastructure, 
which is still  
 
01:05:40:21 - 01:05:43:10 
unclear in your proposed development?  
 
01:05:45:09 - 01:06:17:12 
Thomas was for the applicant, and we don't consider that the energy balance in eligible infrastructure 
is necessarily unclear. It's accounted for within the approximate 163,000 square meter, which within 
the permanent works out for the substation and the the EPA itself. The the permanent impacts on 
BMV soils largely constitutes the onshore substation site, including energy, public infrastructure and 
the associated landscaping, in addition to the permanent access road up to the 1879.  
 
01:06:18:13 - 01:06:34:20 
Thank you. That's very clear now for diverted public rights of way and associated landscape 
alterations. Is is that is there a figure assessed within your computed area for for those  
 
01:06:36:06 - 01:06:37:24 
particular losses of benefits or.  
 
01:06:39:24 - 01:07:00:07 
Thomas. What's for the applicant? Yes. Landscape planting is included within the wider onshore 
substation site and the public right of way diversion as we presented it in the public rights of way plan 
is either to the existing exit point from the substation site or within the area allowed for within the 
onshore substation access road.  
 
01:07:01:16 - 01:07:26:04 
You. Turning now to the export cable corridor and landfall. What computations of permanent loss of 
BMV land have been included there? In particular, one thing I'm looking for is to understand whether 
the effects of linked boxes and transmission joint base have been taken into account in assessing the 
land loss.  
 
01:07:28:01 - 01:07:50:25 
Thomas. What's for the applicant? We haven't added up each of the instances of of link boxes or joint 
base that have the above ground surface, which is typically a manhole cover within the calculations 
because they're so sporadic in nature and considered to be material in the loss of BMV soils in terms 
of fragmentation.  
 
01:07:53:00 - 01:07:57:13 
Yes, I can see that. I think the question is what the cumulative  
 
01:07:59:05 - 01:08:01:01 
total loss here is,  
 



01:08:02:17 - 01:08:29:21 
whether in fact, it's just simply the the the manhole cover, as you say, or whether there is a lot of 
BMV land around that cover. I wonder, could I ask this as an action point rather than to put you on the 
spot now to pursue this and to submit a scheduled deadline for of where basically the breakdown of 
the computation.  
 
01:08:31:12 - 01:08:34:20 
Thank you. Moving on from that.  
 
01:08:37:28 - 01:09:13:20 
I think we'd like to know what kind of evidence you can produce of the amounts of loss of grade three 
alland downgrading to three B might be anticipated with, let's call it, typical construction management 
practices. I think the essence here is that the case that's been submitted so far is that all of the export 
cable corridor is taken as category three or better.  
 
01:09:14:29 - 01:09:30:22 
The question I think we need to just get clarification on is whether a substantial amount of that cable 
corridor land on reinstatement might be reduced to three B category.  
 
01:09:34:08 - 01:10:16:22 
Thomas what's for the applicant as a point of clarification that that isn't the information available to 
distinguish between three and three B land within the export cable corridor. So as a worst case 
assumption, we have assumed that all land that is categorised is three is Free Island. We don't have 
any information available in terms of the likelihood of a down downgrade between three and three B 
POST-CONSTRUCTION But we would consider that the mechanisms that are allowed for in the soil 
management strategy retain the the fundamental properties of the soil, and that that a downgrade 
wouldn't be wouldn't be applied to that soil in that instance.  
 
01:10:18:24 - 01:11:00:16 
Yes, I understand the the point about the the the the need for assessing the whole of the SCC as three. 
I think the point here is an action really just to to ask you if you would by deadline for establish 
whether evidence from past projects would be give some indication of whether there's any likelihood 
of that three being. Basically, what we've taking is on the basis that the land is three, which it may not 
be, but if it if it is  
 
01:11:02:20 - 01:11:05:00 
potentially downgraded to three B.  
 
01:11:06:19 - 01:11:20:24 
On reinstatement, what sort of proportion of the export cable corridor we might expect to be affected 
in that manner? Do you feel that's a clear enough action point for you to go and assess?  
 
01:11:23:25 - 01:11:54:09 
Too much force for the applicant. Yes. That that action is clear where we can't be sure that that 
information is available for past projects as a minimum, we would likely have testimonials or 
examples of good practice whereby agricultural processes have continued post and incorporation. We 
do have examples of that, but the actual distinction between the grading of the soil post-construction 
well, we'll have to take that and see if we've got that available.  
 
01:11:55:03 - 01:11:55:21 
Thank you very much.  
 
01:12:02:08 - 01:12:10:24 



Now. Is there anything that any other interested party would like to add on this topic at this point 
before we pass on to the next agenda item?  
 
01:12:12:09 - 01:12:20:19 
No hands raised. I'm going to pass back now to this downing to deal with the remaining items. Thank 
you.  
 
01:12:24:06 - 01:12:40:21 
Thank you very much. So I now move on to any other business. I've not been notified that anyone 
wishes to raise any other business that is relevant to this hearing. But before we close, can I just ask if 
there are any other matters that any party wishes to raise?  
 
01:12:43:22 - 01:13:24:28 
I can't see any hands being raised or any cameras being switched on, so I'm assuming that's a no. So 
I'm going to move on to action points and to close the meeting. We've got 30 action points, so I'm not 
proposing to read those all out now. So they will be published on the project page of the National 
Infrastructure website in the next day or two. And we would ask that you look at those and action as 
soon as possible. If there's no other items that are relevant to this hearing, may I remind you that the 
timetable for the examination requires that parties provide any post hearing documents on or before 
deadline for, which is Tuesday, the 10th of May 2022.  
 
01:13:26:10 - 01:14:00:12 
My also remind you that a recording of this hearing will be placed on Inspectorate's website as soon 
as practicable after this hearing. The next virtual event for this application will be the third specific 
hearing, which will be examining matters in relation to offshore environmental matters. And that 
hearing will be held this afternoon and will commence at 2 p.m. with the JOINING Conference 
starting at 1:30 p.m.. The agenda for this hearing is available on the project page of the National 
Infrastructure website and please note that it is not a continuation of this morning's meeting.  
 
01:14:00:14 - 01:14:37:04 
So if you are proposing to attend this afternoon's meeting, you will need to log off and use the new 
link that you've been provided with by the case team that specific for this afternoon's meeting. If 
anyone has any problems with that, then please contact the case team in the break. Before we close, I 
would like to thank you on behalf of the EAEC, say all today's participants for their time and 
assistance. During the course of this hearing, we shall consider all of your responses carefully and 
they will inform the examining authority's decision once a further written questions and or a further 
round of hearings will be necessary.  
 
01:14:37:15 - 01:14:46:26 
So the time is now 1220 and this issue specific hearing on onshore environmental matters is now 
closed. Thank you.  
 


