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05:00 
Good afternoon, everyone and welcome back to this the second of our issue specific hearings into the 
longfield solar farm project. Here it is now probably resumed, I hope you all had a chance to get some 
lunch, stretch your legs. We did cover quite a few matters this morning. I think just before we adjourned 
Mr. Hurst wanted to raise a few additional matters in terms of Historic Environment. Mr. Hurst, you back 
with us? 
 
05:43 
Yes. 
 
05:46 
This has before you go on, I just wanted to check with you. In terms of the matters that you wanted to 
raise. I wonder if you just give me a brief summary. So I'm aware of whether discussion is going on 
these. 
 
05:57 
I think based on the Historic Environment work that AECOM have done, I think in the main, that's an 
excellent piece of work. And the vast majority of it is agreed. There's a handful of sites where there's a 
slight difference of opinion between us in terms of a the level of significance and or the benefit of 
impacts. And those two, three sites where that difference of opinion, if it fell, on my side would change 
changed the magnitude of impact to to a moderate level, thereby being significant for the purposes of 
the EIA, and potentially need for more mitigation. So I think it's those three sites in particular that I 
would like to discuss this afternoon, if possible. 
 
06:47 
First, if you want to continue, just before you do so I just checked with Mr. Services back with us as well 
as understand he'll probably need to come in on this discussion. items first. 
 
06:59 
Thank you, sir. Yes, I'm here. 
 
07:01 
Thank you. You continue with first? 
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07:03 
Thank you. I think just just to help sort of illustrate the discussion it might be worth if we could get on 
the screen the concept scheme scheme design. Firstly, for the area around stocks farm, which is PDA 
28. 
 
07:18 
Mr. House, do you have a reference on examination library reference number for that document, just for 
the case team to be able to locate it and possibly a page number to the point that you go to refer to? 
 
07:30 
Yes, bear with me a second. 
 
07:48 
Think the illustrative concept design if it assesses AP p 110. I wonder if someone from the case team 
could perhaps bring that up on screen. 
 
08:08 
I'll take this opportunity. While it's coming up to just point out you may have noticed this morning that I 
often seem to be looking in that direction. It's because I have a large screen in front of me where I'm 
bringing documents up. So it's not that I'm looking away from the speakers. It's just that I'm focusing on 
that screen. So is the operational layout overview is that the document that you're 
 
08:31 
now I think it's the concept design that shows the sort of indicative layout of the panels. 
 
08:53 
Sir, I believe this is a PP 21717 
 
08:57 
Thank you. That's the outline landscape and ecological management plan. That's correct, sir. 
 
09:21 
We'll learn about in screen in a moment. 
 
09:24 
Thank you. And Mr. Hurst, which part of that document are you looking to refer to? 
 
09:33 
Well, it's particularly the area around stocks farm, which is a block of solar panels PDA 28 on the east 
side of the Waltham road. 
 
09:44 
I believe that's page 43 or 47, sir. I think that's right. 
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09:51 
I think we may have the wrong references. Oh, hold on. 
 
10:03 
Yep, that's correct. Yes, that's correct. 
 
10:10 
Thank you Mr. Yost. 
 
10:17 
Okay. Stocks farm, which is in the health assessment reference MBH. Nine is an 18th century 19th 
century farmhouse with probably a contemporary group of barn lover farm buildings. So the the 
assessment indicates it's of lower significance using the sort of tabulated criteria at table 7.1. I think it is 
in the the environmental statement. So, look, looking at that table, I think the I think it should be of 
moderate significance based on the criteria use. So, moderate is one of the criterias for non designated 
territory assets of Regional Resource value. So, in that regard, the normal sort of reference points, in 
terms of resource value is the East of England Regional research framework, which is produced by 
algo, the Association of Local Government archaeological offices, and that was recently updated with a 
series of Arab Pacific resource assessments. So one of the research priorities for the East of England, 
these post mediaeval farmsteads. So on that basis, I think the significance should be of a moderate 
level rather than low. I suppose, chumps it is slightly peculiar in terms of listing because there was 
never any listing re survey in the 1980s and 1990s, which was done in most places, sort of the 
buildings that were listed in the main ballistic in 1970. So there's quite a lot of buildings of reasonably 
high significance, which aren't actually listed. So I would say this as a sort of pre 1840s farmstead. It's 
it's either listed or close to be at least the ball. So that in combination with with the research framework, 
my first point is it really that should be considered to be medium significance, as opposed to low 
significance 
 
12:36 
was the first just particularly the designated the designation of that asset? 
 
12:43 
And it's not a listed building, it's, it's for the purposes of the environmental statement. It's a non 
designated. 
 
12:50 
Thank you. But the counsellor position is that it should be of moderate significance. Yes. And if I 
understand correctly, the applicant has considered it as level of significance. So I'm going to stop you 
there for a moment before we go into any of the others. Is there anything else you'd like to say on 
stocks farm for invite Mr. Service to respond on that point? 
 
13:13 
I mean, I've got some points about the level of impact. In terms of development. 
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13:21 
I think it might be useful if you could set up your position in each of the assets that you'd like to discuss, 
and then I'll invite Mr. Service to respond to those. And I may have one or two questions for both of you 
as we move through. 
 
13:34 
So obviously, a traditional farmstead set within a rural landscape, there's there's a strong association 
with the the application site, you know, it's been associated with that land for hundreds of years. A big 
part of how the significance of the Heritage essay is, is appreciated and experienced is that rural 
landscape, which will undoubtedly be changed due to the proposed development. And at the moment, 
there's there's a kind of, I don't know if we're able to, to zoom in on this draw in a little bit closer to the 
application site. So at the moment, there's a kind of there's a slight staggered effect around stocks 
farm, which, which is mitigation that was introduced by the applicants as part of the sort of pre 
application discussions. So it has kind of stepped back slightly. 
 
14:30 
And that was the parcels of light green that you see surrounding the so that we can see surrounding the 
 
14:36 
sun. Yes, yeah. So yes. 
 
14:39 
To have a pond in it. 
 
14:41 
That's it. Yes. Yeah. So there's there's an area of landscape there where the panels are a setback. But 
still, there's there's significant views from the northern road. Across today, because of the principal 
elevation of the farmhouse is the Southern elevation. So there's some good views across from all from 
row Just next to stocks cottages. And the way the environmental statement assesses the impact again, 
it's of its of the impact of a low magnitude. I would argue that it should be either a moderate magnitude, 
because of the close proximity of the development. I mean, the way the environment to statement is 
worded it It concentrates on the the impacts on the farm house and the separation distance to the 
farmhouse, which I think he defined as 75 200 metres. But I view the other farm buildings including the 
barn and the ancillary farm boon to the farmhouse really is a group of buildings which are significant 
together in terms of their group value. And particularly on the eastern side, the solar panels are really 
quite in close proximity to the farm buildings. To the south, just on Walton road, there's a pair of costs, 
which is called stocks cottages, which were historically sort of farm workers cost us associated with the 
farm. And that sort of that where the animals project out to walk between the pond and stocks cottages. 
So the western side onto the edge of stocks road that would block them. So 
 
16:13 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 5 - 

Mr. Hurst, just to make sure I'm following your description there. There are some red. Sorry, I don't 
have a key except zoomed in now. So what were they proposed scrub identified a band of those and 
the cottages if I'm correct it just in front of those? 
 
16:32 
Yes, that's correct. So were the panels projected out on the western side there, they would sort of block 
that into visibility and sort of historic relationship between the farm cottages and the farmhouse. 
 
16:51 
And I suppose the other point is that that that sort of shape that shape of the panels on the western 
boundary, I think is largely driven by a desire sort of fixed distance to get away from residential property 
site deliberately skirts around stocks, crud users, and then back around. So that boundary that's been 
created, appears, it doesn't really relate to any feature on the ground, it appears very kind of arbitrary. 
In terms of the sort of setting that it creates, 
 
17:22 
I'm sorry, which boundary Are you referring 
 
17:24 
to? So the whole of the sort of western boundary of PDA 28, where it edges onto the wall from road, if 
you follow the line of the panel's it sort of skirts around stocks, costumes, and it comes out close to 
Warren road, and it goes back out past the pond and then steps around. Stocks farm so I suppose my 
point is that that that sort of that boundary is very artificial, it's created about by creating a sort of set 
distance away from stocks, cottages and following around rather than being related to any site features 
or any any sort of heritage logic. It's a very arbitrary layout. Damon says, 
 
18:08 
you mentioned that the, you mentioned group value and the panels would lock it into visibility between 
the cottages and stocks farm. Could you perhaps tell from the relationship but you may have already 
missed that between the costumes on the farm? Is there a historical relationship between the two? 
 
18:27 
Yes, of course, as you sir. Almost certainly just simple agricultural workers dwellings associated with 
the farmstead. 
 
18:40 
So so if the, as my view is that that the magnitude of impact should be increased to moderate, the 
moderate level of significance, and the moderate magnitude of impact would give us the moderate 
impact for the purposes of the EIA, which would then took it into being significant. So my view is that 
they there's a need for greater mitigation for those impacts. And one option that was previously 
discussed with the applicants would be to pull the the boundary of PDA 28 further east. On one corner, 
logical approach would seem to be if you look on the historical base maps, there was a field boundaries 
that were on the the 
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19:29 
you're referring to maps that I don't have in front of me. I don't think they're in the application 
documents, but 
 
19:36 
I'm not sure Mr. Service may be able to help to see is there some historical maps in the appendix to the 
environmental statement? 
 
19:46 
Yes, there. There will be in the window in the in the appendix in the displaced assessment, the 
historical maps will be in there and they will show the historic field boundary that you're referencing 
between a point south east of stocks farm. And a point where the the boundary is to the southeast of 
that 
 
20:20 
were filmed just briefly talked me through it rather than bringing them up necessarily I can if we need to, 
but roughly talk me through where the boundary would sit in relation to a sign that we have up in front 
of us. 
 
20:31 
So we're on the eastern side of stocks farm, where the further mofos most part of the red line is there's 
a straight arm sort of north south boundary adjacent to stocks. Varney should follow up that boundary 
straight down to be on stocks cottages where where the DCO boundary steps in? Do you connected 
those two points, there's effectively historically there was a straight field boundary that linked those two 
points. So I think in terms of creating a kind of logical layer and mitigating the impacts, that field 
boundary could be reinstated. And that could form the westernmost limit of PDA. 28 would be the 
suggested mitigation. 
 
21:17 
Yes, I see it. Thank you, Mr. Hurst. Anything else you'd like to say on this on stocks farm before I invite 
Mr. Self to respond? Service? Mr. sewist? 
 
21:30 
No, no, I think that's fine. Thank you. 
 
21:33 
Service. 
 
21:36 
Thank you. So I think it's, it's worth mentioning. To begin with that, we are talking about listening to 
potential harm here at the moment, and we would still be talking about less than substantial harm if Mr. 
Hurst requirements in terms of impact and and significance were were taken up in terms of significance, 
first, I think I assessed roundabout because 19 non designated built heritage assets in this process, 
and for for these two, they were assessed as the the methodology agreed in the scoping stated as 
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being of of low significance, and I accept that there is the there is room for professional disagreement 
on on on that matter, I think just as there are some non designated assets, which may warrant a higher 
degree of significance. And there are indeed, designated assets that, that that perhaps will warrant a 
lower significance, if they have ceased to be listed in this instance, I have assessed them as as low and 
that's what the, the the the impact and the significance of effect has been worked out, as in terms of 
impact on on stocks farm, and I think, on most of the other assets non designated and doesn't 
designate assets on this along the road. I think I have, well, I have assessed the impact as being as 
being low. And in terms of the methodology, I have a choice between high impact high impact rarely 
happens. When you're talking about changes to setting, you'd have to to ring, let's say a farm house 
with proposed development in order to achieve that. So I'll take that out of the equation. So I have a 
choice between medium, low and very low impacts, and medium impacts when you're talking about 
impact as a result of change. The setting is defined in the methodology as a noticeable difference, a 
noticeably different change to setting resulting in an erosion of our ability to understand the significance 
of the asset. And I have used that in in this assessment. On occasions. A low impact is a slight change 
in insetting, resulting in a change to our ability To understand the significance of the asset, and very low 
is a minimal change to setting resulting in no real change to our ability to understand the significance of 
the asset and for for most of the assets, we're talking about the MR has to talking about along this road, 
I have have used a low impact. We're looking at stocks farm now, for instance. And there's a large 
setback in in most directions. And of course, there is no development proposed for the, the the western 
side of the road. So I feel justified in doing that. So I would stand by my my assessments. In this case, I 
don't think there is a case. And I agree that there is room for professional disagreement here. Again, I 
do not believe there's a case for for saying this is a noticeably different change resulting in an erosion in 
our ability to understand the asset. I do not believe that that our ability to understand stocks farmhouse 
as a an early 19th century farmhouse is eroded. I believe it is. It is it has changed. Slightly. I don't 
believe it's eroded. So I would stick by my assessment on this occasion. 
 
26:29 
The service. What about the, the value of the indivisibility point that Mr. has raised between on the 
farm? 
 
26:39 
Yes, i i Only I think I'm right in saying I only assessed the the farmhouse the farmhouse is is kind of in 
the crook of that blue line that you see there. Yeah, and there are other buildings, I only assessed 
impact on stalks farmhouse, the rest of the of those buildings were not assessed as, as, as individual 
assets. In terms of the of the connection. I think you do have a connection, still a long, boring road. And 
there is I would suggest a reasonable setback behind bottom row to the east to to allow for that 
connection. And I absolutely agree that the significance of stocks cottages depends on their connection 
to stocks farm, but I think that the scheme, as it stands, does maintain that. 
 
27:48 
That part of PDA 28 If I'm looking at the right arm, where the panels come out beyond where the scrub 
has been identified, the red patches, the cottages as I understood it, just directly south of that. Yes. 
Road and you were looking at the relationship between the cottages and strokes farm with the 
indivisibility between those two Silvia parent service in your view? 
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28:15 
No, I think it's demonstrated in the in on the graphic that you're seeing that the the part of PDA 28, 
which comes nearest closest rather to Boerum road would intervene if you drew a straight line between 
the two. 
 
28:36 
Yes. And has that impact being considered as part of your assessment? 
 
28:43 
I think yes, I think I think the impact, I think the yes, the connection between the between the farm and 
the cottages, which I do agree is important was wasn't stressed. As I say, there is still connection, a 
long, boring Road, which I feel maintains that that that connection, and a reasonable setback from the 
road as well. 
 
29:14 
But there will be a reduction in the interoperability between the two. 
 
29:18 
There is there is there is yes, demonstrably, you can see it on the on the graphic that there is. Yeah, I 
think I think however, we are talking we it should be remembered. We're talking about non designated 
assets here and we are talking about, about listening to the potential harm in in all these cases. 
 
29:39 
Thank you for service, Mr. Hurst. You disappeared. 
 
29:46 
Thank you, sir. I suppose I mean, in relation to this sort of, on the essence potential harm issue as 
opposed to you know, all these harms in the mind because we're not directly impacting on your fabric. 
You have to be to kind of go in some to get to substantial harm. So inevitably, we're going to be talking 
about less than substantial harm. But I suppose if we come back to, to my assessment in terms of 
moderate significance, and moderate moderate impact, that does result in a significant significant 
impact in terms of EIA. So I think that he's a sort of a more significant factor in decision making 
process. And I think that's at the upper end of Lesson potential harm rather than the lower end. And I 
think taking into account the, the way the panels would wrap around three sides of stocks farm, and 
they would reduce the relationship with stocks, farm cottages, they would impact on key views from the 
road, and they would impact on how you appreciate that group of buildings have in the rural landscape. 
I think that the criteria for impacts I think, you know, the way it describes a noticeable change, I think, 
rather than a slight change for low impacts, I think, undoubtedly, that would would be as a moderate 
impact. 
 
31:04 
And the noticeable change in your view would be as a result of, 
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31:10 
well, it's the change to a rural landscapes have introduced deduction of, you know, a vast amount of 
solar panels in close proximity to the heritage assets. So, the panels are obviously, metal, glass, shiny, 
industrial looking features, which are completely alien to the rural landscape. That would change that 
setting quite markedly. 
 
31:30 
Okay. Yes, I think I understand your point, Mrs. Mrs. Service just wanted to touch on one point with 
you, we've talked a bit about the difference between significant effect and substantial or less than 
substantial harm, and there are different things. And I think sometimes we can get tied up in knots 
around the differences between them, because one has a policy position in terms of the levels of harm 
and the other one that is around the significance of effect. Taking Mr. Hosts point around significance of 
effects, if the if we were to take the assessments that Mr. Hurst has set out, and which I think when he 
took us through it, if he would result in significant, significant effect, then under EIA, there would be a 
suggestion that there should be mitigation as a result to try and reduce that effect to less than 
significant to a lower level of significance. I'm trying to try not to use the same terminology here is less 
than substantial. made it even more confusing, but but do you accept that if that were the case, and the 
the significance of effect was assessed to be moderate and therefore significant, there would be a 
suggestion at least that further exploration should be undertaken as to whether or not mitigation further 
mitigation should be undertaken in respect of that asset? 
 
32:56 
Well, yes, the the team will always try to to minimise impact. We are as I say, talking about this in the 
statement of common ground and we do differ on on just these as Mr. has said very few minor points I 
think I think I'm right in saying that it's it's we're really talking about stocks farm and a little Holtz I think 
stocks cottages is coming out of the equation, which was the other asset for which if Mr. Hurst's right 
suggestions on on on significance and or impact were changed, then we would get a significant effect 
or a moderate adverse in EIA terms. So it would be those two. And the difference is that that I, I, 
especially in terms of of impact, and but it's really impact and, and significance. I, I don't the it's the idea 
of erosion in one's ability to, to to understand the significance of the asset. That's that's what I struggle 
with I undoubtedly, undoubtedly there's impact. There's absolutely no doubt about that. But we do differ 
in terms of the amount of impact. 
 
34:35 
But you both agreed that the level of harm would be less than substantial. It's just about where on that 
next at less than substantial scale it would sit if I understand 
 
34:44 
yes. Yeah, indeed, I think this is a very knotty problem the the, the idea of degrees of lessons of 
potential harm is very difficult, because listens to potential harm clearly occupies a spectrum from just 
above negligible to just below substantial. And that's very wide indeed. And it's a very difficult thing. It 
comes up time. And again, 
 
35:10 
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I suppose that's where the EIA significance of effect can be useful, because it can help give a bit more 
context to that scale to some extent. Yeah. But in this case, you don't agree on the significance of effect 
between your either is that first normally, 
 
35:27 
that's the case. I think it's it's in I think, I think I'm right in saying in two in two instances where I think it's 
got stocks farm, and little holds, which is designated. We differ. There are other examples where we 
differ, I think, probably another three, but changing the impact or significance on those would not result 
in a, an uplift to a significant effect, ie moderate adverse. So I think it's just it's two things. It's stocks 
farm, and little Holtz, those are the ones. 
 
36:05 
And in terms of potential mitigation measures that may bring the party's positions more closely 
together. Is there any mitigation that you may wish to consider? Or you could consider that would 
reduce any potential impact there? 
 
36:22 
I think I think I might defer to my colleague, Sam Griffiths here in terms of mitigation to speak. On the 
landscape side. Would that be possible? 
 
36:33 
Yes, certainly. Mr. Staff, Mr. GRIFFIS? 
 
36:36 
Thank you. Good afternoon, sir. Yeah, thank you, Chris. I think it just a few points of clarification, 
there's a part of the site that I know well, just on the point of invisibility between stocks farm and the 
cottages, there, we've got a viewpoint of viewpoint 55, which will just demonstrate that there's there's 
very few locations where there is actually any into visibility at all, on the southern side of that footpath 
that wraps around stocks farm, there's quite a mature hetero, which even in winter provides screening, 
such that you can't really gain a view south where we've placed our viewpoint to you is the only location 
where you can see through that hedge and showing on the plan on the screen here, that small 
 
37:20 
point that you refer to 55 you don't by any chance have the reference number from the examination 
library will be either EPP 17576 Or seven seven. just helped me identify it. 
 
37:31 
Because yeah, I think we're just finding that for you. Do you mind if I carry on speaking what we find? 
 
37:38 
No, no, no use to go ahead. It's not 177. That's it. 
 
37:43 
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Thank you, as that that's just been found, I think the point is that there's there's limited chance of inter 
visibility because of that existing vegetation. And then that that hedgerows of about three metres such 
that it's not ground story views. As you know, the panels are also about three metres such that I don't 
think there'd be any loss of inter visibility, because effectively the panels will be screened in this 
location anyway. 
 
38:12 
So they, if I understand what you're saying was worse, they wouldn't they wouldn't block the view. 
When you look on the plan, you'll see that there is built form between the two buildings, but actually, the 
reality on the ground, if I understand you correctly, is that you wouldn't be able to see them because of 
their levels. 
 
38:32 
Correct. That's, that's the correct summary. And just to just to a the point, it's a PP 176 is the document 
176 
 
38:41 
I think it's not I think that just shows I've just gone into that document and I think that one shows the 
plan where the location is, but the actual photograph itself, I think that will be a separate point. 55x 55 
Yeah, that's the one and I think the point 55 is in visualisations for five forget 10 So, I'm sorry, I don't 
have the reference. 
 
39:12 
Sorry, it won't actually be in that document. This one is only it's not a photo montage. It will be in a 
document titled 
 
39:23 
No, not photo montage. I've got viewpoint 55 And I have here 
 
39:31 
is it's funny seven eight someone's suggesting photo sheets photoshoots photo sheets. Yep. 178. 
 
39:51 
There's someone from casing to bring that up on screen so that everyone else can see that for our 
photo sheets, ATP 178. it 
 
40:07 
and then that's page 111. In that document, please. 
 
40:11 
Thank you. Is that PDF page? Yes, yes, the pages are numbered page 111 point 55. And it's veal south 
from proper Broadway to 135. 
 
40:31 
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That location, when that appears, is just just immediately east of stocks farm as I say it was placed 
there. Because the remainder of that first bit of the footpath is heavily screened by an existing hedge 
row. So this was the most open view. And I appreciate it's not on the screen yet. But when it does 
appear, and we will just see that there's existing vegetation, which which actually screens that into 
visibility there. 
 
41:04 
For the case teams case, it's page 111. PDF. 
 
41:13 
Thank you very much. That's the one. 
 
41:15 
I wonder if you could just briefly talk us through that, please. Mr. GRIFFIS? What are we looking at 
here, of 
 
41:19 
course. So as I say, on the looking at this view, if we use left and right on the right hand side is the end 
of a substantial hedgerow. So this is the only open view. And this is not the view, therefore, which one 
would see stood outside stocks farm, this is the view from the end of the footpath. And then as we look 
down just to the, we can see, they were just labelled PDA 28 In the background, but some quite 
substantial vegetation there scrub vegetation, on the left leaning down from the garage, and then 
towards the centre of the view, which is where that water body is, that is set to be retained. And the 
grass in the foreground is not proposed for development at all. That is an offset. That's I believe outside 
the audit limits, as well, as there's no PVS proposed in that area. The other thing just to highlight here is 
then that Waltham road or boring road is then behind the vegetation. So when we're talking about views 
on the road themselves, that views on the road itself, that vegetation is existing and proposed to be 
retained, such that there is not enough visibility with this part of the site. 
 
42:24 
It was gonna ask in terms of the cottages, are they visible in this photograph? 
 
42:31 
So no, you'd have to, if they are sat behind the scrubbing centre where that water body is located. 
 
42:40 
I think in fact, I can see if I, if I really zoom in here, I can see something sticking out on the side of those 
who is 
 
42:48 
yes, if you go to the next few down, if someone controlling the screen could just go down one page, we 
have a zoomed in view. And I think that is maybe what you're referring to you could catch the corner 
and just perhaps, there we go. Okay, 
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43:00 
I see that. That's useful. Thank you. 
 
43:08 
If I may, just the other point of clarification, there is on the mitigation that has been designed. Accepting 
that the line there just to give some background to it. I suppose it's they've all of these mitigation 
offsets, and the planting has all been agreed with the residents as part through consultation. So whilst it 
may appear, perhaps more of a random set of offsets, it's quite the opposite. They've all been designed 
in response to the views experienced by residents from these properties. And particularly when we're 
talking about the costumes and then little Holtz and the reason for the scrub there is out of a desire not 
to create a hard boundary with a hedgerow but rather soften the appearance of any panels such to 
retain the openness of the views, but soften their appearance. So that is indeed very deliberate form of 
mitigation design in that location. 
 
44:01 
Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS. Mr. Hurst? 
 
44:06 
Thank you. So I think my only point really is that, obviously this these images are taken when the trees 
in the vegetation reinforced leaf. So he's, you know, he's quite commonly in a rural landscape, you can 
find yourself in a country line with a hedge that seems very dense in somewhere, you can't see a thing. 
Whereas in winter, the experience of the landscaping is a very different matter. So I think I would just 
just like you to keep that fact in mind. Please, sir. 
 
44:33 
Yes, thank you. I mean, I would take the opportunity to note that I'm due to go on site inspection, and it 
will probably read now, bearing in mind the time of year, it'll probably be when they aren't in the beach. 
So that's certainly something that I can note when we're out on site. 
 
44:53 
Mr. Hurst was, was there anything else that you wanted to raise? I think there were some other heritage 
or potential heritage jazz Is that you wanted to draw my attention to as well? 
 
45:03 
Yes, I think the next next one on the list is little Holtz, which is just south of stocks farm. So it's just 
beyond stocks cottages, 
 
45:12 
is it useful if we bring the plan backup? Yes, if that's 
 
45:16 
possible play here 
 
45:26 
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if you're self massage just by identifying on the plan where we are, is that south of the red scrubland 
the red scrub? 
 
45:35 
No, it's within within that arc of red scrub plant in where that project zone is two plots within that area 
beyond the site boundary. So the northern Perry stock Scotties in the southern part of that plot helps. 
So that's a 17th century grade two listed cottage. So the significance in the report is noted as medium, 
which is agreed. The level of impact in report is low. And that's the part that I question. And I suppose 
in my assessment, I make that a medium impact. Again, because the solar panels, wrap around three 
sides of that site, and change how it's appreciated in a rural landscape. I suppose I would. One of the 
reasons why that thinking is the assessment, docks, cottages, just to the north of that plot. The impact 
there was assessed as be as medium where as little helps, was assessed as being as low. And I would 
consider the impacts on both of those plots to be very similar. So I put them both into the medium 
category. And similarly, similarly to stocks farm, if we're looking at an asset of medium significance and 
the impacts being medium, then for the purposes of the IoT, we're talking about a moderate impact, 
again, being being a significant impact. 
 
47:04 
Mr. Service, I wonder if you'd like to comment on that, if I understand correctly, what research is 
pointing out is that the cost is to the north being considered as a medium impact. And I think you 
mentioned earlier, that's a noticeable change. But then the grade two listed building in close proximity 
has been assessed as a low impact, presumably not an obstacle change. 
 
47:28 
Yes, that's right. I think. I think they there is a fine line between these two things, I think with the with 
with little holes, I was I was I was thinking more of its connection with the land to the west, and its 
connection with great holds, which is another great tool listed farmhouse. You can actually see it on 
these planets, it's immediate to the west of that, but I do agree there is a fine line between these things. 
It's, you know, you have to come down on one side, or the other in this case, I did suggest medium for 
the cottages and low for the, for little holes, I tend when I'm looking at this kind of thing to to, if more 
than 50% of the setting is affected, I will I would tend towards looking at medium and I just felt that that 
slight. That slight closer proximity of the cottages perhaps warranted that and as I say, I was also 
thinking of the of the relationship with little holes, which is on the road and and has got historic ties with 
great holds. I was I was looking at that in terms of significance, as well as the the hinterland to the to 
the east. 
 
48:58 
Like it was first I think we're back to the, to a similar point that we were before in terms of professional 
judgement. And again, it's something that perhaps I can look at when we go out on site to give some 
further context to that. Mr. Hurst Is there anything else you'd like to raise in relation to that? I think just 
wants to Mr. Services comments just now. 
 
49:23 
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Well, I think just to conclude on little hopes, I mean, I think the point we discussed earlier about 
potential mitigation, if we should draw that historic field boundary sort of north south from stocks form 
the answer the straight boundary beyond little helps if you did accept that the impacts on little helps 
were were of moderate and therefore significant in terms of EIA, and further mitigation was required if if 
that boundary was drawn. I think that would provide suitable mitigation to reduce the impact too low and 
thereby make it not significant in terms of the eye 
 
50:00 
Thank you, Mr. Hess. I wonder if there's anyone from the applicant who'd like to comment on the 
proposed mitigation for Mr. Hurst in terms of redrawing of that field boundary and the implications that 
may have for the scheme more widely? 
 
50:36 
Thank you, Sir Richard Griffiths from party applicant, politics, just digesting that. We have to take that 
away. Because I mean, obvious you've heard our experts both from their heritage perspective and LVA 
perspective. And these of course, are in respect of the stocks, firemen and coaches, non designated 
assets. So you need to hold is designated and therefore, the appropriate weighting has to be applied. 
And you've heard there was a case here, disagreement professional judgement between two experts. 
And you've also heard from our landscape expert Sam Griffiths in perspective, the visibility in terms of 
your specific specific question. 
 
51:18 
Just want to make clear, I wasn't suggesting that that mitigation should be brought to your comment on 
that point. 
 
51:25 
And you've heard our case that we don't think it is justified in response to specific points to support 
impacted would have we will need to calculate the loss of the panels, I think it equates to circa 1% of 
the of the total capacity, protected capacity development area and therefore we will need to calculate 
that and confirm that and we'll take that away and put them in writing in terms of why we do not 
consider that to be justifiable. 
 
51:57 
Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS. Mr. Hurst was there anything else you wanted to raise in relation to heritage 
assets before we move on to archaeology? 
 
52:08 
Yeah, so 111 final points. It's Noakes notes line. Perhaps if we could just move this slide up slightly. 
This is a bit further north note stone just beyond birds farm. 
 
52:25 
I recall is a protectively 
 
52:28 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 16 - 

That's correct. So yes. 
 
52:35 
And you might have to remind me that's within that brain fee 
 
52:42 
is partly within chumps. It's partly within Braintree. So the the part of concern to me is obviously within 
Chelmsford, which is the part with the greatest impact. I think, if we just move the slide up slightly, I 
think it is between PDA 1011 I believe. 
 
53:09 
I live in 12. That's it. So yeah, Nokes lines sort of wraps around PDA 11. So it's, it's designated 
protected line. So for the purposes of our local plan policy, the M 14. It's a non designated hirjis asset. I 
mean, it links Noks bond, which is a 14th century century origin, down to birds farm, which is from circa 
1500. So it's a it's a line of mediaeval you know, or quite possibly early origins. And the assessment 
identifies it as being as low significance. And in my view, it should potentially be medium significance. 
And I base that on the fact that again, looking at the Atkins criteria for assessing significance is this 
clause about research value and regional non designated Aerojet assets of regional research value? I 
draw your attention to the East of England research framework, which identifies mediaeval transport 
systems as a key research framework priority. Therefore, I think on that basis, it should fall within the 
medium category. 
 
54:31 
And in terms of the impact on the lane reserves, the lane itself I don't think would be impacted or 
warded 
 
54:38 
it would there's an excess track which crosses you see the purple line between PDA 11 and PDA 12. 
So there's an access track which crosses over. So there's, that's 
 
54:50 
where it wraps around. Where it wraps around between sweet goes around PDA 11 And then in 
between the two 
 
54:59 
Yes, So there's there's that physical impact. And there's also the impact on setting in terms of the visual 
impact of the panel's themselves. So the assessment identifies a low impact. And in my view, that 
impact should be a moderate impact, partly because of the XX crosses the line itself, partly because 
you've got panels in relatively close close proximity to both sides of the line, which would significantly 
impact on its setting, and how it's experienced in a rural landscape. So again, if we've got a moderate 
significance and a moderate impact that again, brings us to a moderate overall impact of of significance 
in terms of the UI. 
 
55:53 
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You're proposing additional mitigation as a result Emma's first? 
 
55:59 
Well, just Yeah, I mean, well, that would inclusion, additional mitigation is required to try and make it a 
minor adverse impact. So it's not significant in terms of AI. And I suppose it potentially could reduce 
those impacts by pulling back the panels to give a greater setting on either side of the line would be one 
option. Yes. 
 
56:25 
Mr. Service. 
 
56:29 
Thank you, sir. For the purposes of the IES these protected lanes came under the heading of historic 
landscapes. So if I may, I'm going to defer to my colleague like Bhatia. 
 
56:47 
Thank you, Mr. Bhatia. 
 
56:53 
Sorry, I'm having issues with my camera It seems 
 
56:56 
I can hear you if that's right, Mr. Bhatia. As long as your your we can hear you 
 
57:00 
afternoon log posture for the applicants and archaeology and historic landscape. So in terms of Nokes 
lane, we've deferred to the assessment of protected lanes, conducted by us expert services on behalf 
of Chelmsford Council. And the series of criteria that define the value are presented in table 7.5 of the 
Yes. In this instance, it shows that the value is developed derived from its historic integrity to the 
greatest extent, lesser to its diversity, aesthetic value, and biodiversity, and even less so for the its 
archaeological potential or group value at archaeological Association. We would say that this is not one 
of the highest rated protected lanes by a longshot. So it's not considered as being of greater than local 
value in our EMS. For that very reason. They're not particularly uncommon within the area. So we that's 
why we assessed it as being of low significance. I would also qualify that we didn't, we use the criteria 
as defined by chumps with City Council rather than an Essex based services rather than a more 
broader category of archaeological interest and historical interest. And in so doing with us the group 
value which has identified its connection to its landscape surrounding historic landscape, which is 
defined as a two on a scale of two to four of zero to four. So the value of next farm is not greatly derived 
from its connection to its historic landscape. Nor is it greatly derived from its archaeological Association, 
or its archaeological potential. Most of that is derived from historic integrity, which is not going to be 
greatly impacted. And other aspects of the value of the asset are derived from diversity and aesthetic 
value, and biodiversity, which again, we would could say they are not being greatly impacted, the 
aesthetic value being the one that's going to be most harmed by the presence of the scheme. But 
overall, taking into account the score that SX Play Services gives to this lane of 17. We've gone 
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through the different values and considered that we are not reducing it to a point that it would stop 
being a protected lane and as such, we don't feel that it's a significant impact. The impact again, is 
limited to a single crossing. And we consider the value the stroke landscape. Significance being derived 
from its point of origin, and its its destination, connecting Knox farm to its surrounding our cultural land 
into the road to the east, and the farms to the east. It's not entirely derived from views from the land 
itself. So we feel that the presence of of solar panels isn't going to detract from our ability to appreciate 
understand the asset. Nor is a slight access track across it are going to do so. So that's where we came 
from. And I'm not sure how much mitigation would be seen as appropriate to reduce that harm as 
described from from my by Michael here. 
 
1:00:27 
If I understand that I'm looking at the plant correctly, that there are two different types of access across 
the land, one would be doing construction, and then there'd be a permanent access between the PV 
arrays is that right? 
 
1:00:38 
I assume so the environmental landscape plan does not, it's not necessarily the final plan. That's where 
the access tracks are going to go. So I can't comment on on the 
 
1:00:49 
the plan in front of us now. That's what this seems to indicate that that the I think the dark pink signifies 
construction access. The light pink, if I'm not mistaken, signifies ongoing access between the proposed 
toxic access tracks to the PV panels between the different PDA. 
 
1:01:14 
Yep, I believe that's correct. 
 
1:01:15 
Thank you. Mr. Harris, did you have anything else you'd like to coach my attention on this? 
 
1:01:26 
Yeah, I mean, I think the I mean, the criteria used refers to the sort of assessment criteria that Essex 
County Council use when it's an aid in historical protected lines. But I suppose I view it slightly different 
in that it's a bit like if you had a mediaeval timber frame building, its key sort of features of significance 
and likely to be its fabric. But it's setting is still important. So although the scoring criteria wouldn't be 
changed to the extent after the scheme, that it would no longer be protected. That, you know, 
obviously, that would then be a substantial harm issue. So I still think that the setting issue is still 
significant in terms of how you understand that lane within a rural landscape. And I suppose in terms of 
the direct physical impact in terms of the crossing, it's not a shallow ditch either side of the line. So 
there needs to be some kind of over to that ditch some sort of bridge type some sort of modish 
structure. So I think all of that that's likely to also impact on the character of Lena squared, or is interior 
just a single track. 
 
1:02:40 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 19 - 

But Mr. Harrison, all of the points that you've raised all of the different assets that you've raised 
concerns with you, I just want to be clear that in your view, the the level of harm would still remain is 
less than substantial. About that there may be some difference in view between yourself and the 
applicants. consultants in terms of the significance of effect, and where on the less than substantial 
harm scale, those things would sit? 
 
1:03:06 
Yes, that's correct. So thank you. 
 
1:03:11 
I understand that sense of common ground has been worked up between the parties. And so if there is 
any further common ground that you can find on any of these points, that would certainly be useful. 
Yes, that's good. Anyone else? Mr. Self? Would you like to come in on anything else? I can see your 
cameras just appeared? No, I'm sorry. I 
 
1:03:32 
was just about to say that that was correctly your last comment. Sorry. 
 
1:03:36 
Thank you very much. Well, thank you very much for that. Does anyone else have anything they'd like 
to raise or say in relation to heritage assets before we move on? 
 
1:03:49 
Hello, I'm Laura Johnson. I'm working on behalf of Braintree. And just to say that I'm sort of in 
agreement with the findings thus far. And I'm still working statement on common ground with Mark and 
Michael 
 
1:04:06 
Lewis Johnson, you're in agreement with with who the service Minister service is. Yeah. Great. Nice 
master's degrees Johnson. Thank you. Um, which, so I think we we touched on archaeology before we 
had the adjournment. And so moving on, then two other points of clarification, unless anyone has 
anything else in terms of hertz chasis they weren't raise. Okay, well, I have one or two masses here. 
You'll see from the agenda if we could bring that back up when you have a moment. And the first one 
on the list is flood modelling. This was really around. I think it may have resulted from the environment 
agency's response where it was stated that Other information has been provided to the Environment 
Agency to address a number of their concerns around flood modelling that were raised in their relevant 
representations. I just wondered if the applicant can point to where that further information has been 
included in the examination documents cuz I'm not sure I've seen it. 
 
1:05:20 
I'm going to pass you to our to Chris Brandon, the principal flood engineer from a calm. Thank you very 
much, Miss Coleman. 
 
1:05:29 
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Good afternoon, Sir Chris Brown and for the applicant. 
 
1:05:32 
Good afternoon, Mr. Brandon. Noon. Yes. 
 
1:05:35 
So the further information that was acquired for the 3d modelling was provided in version two as a 
statement of common ground to which they have now agreed to the justification not to do hydraulic 
modelling of the river terrible. And Brooke, 
 
1:05:49 
you have a reference for that statement that assumes common ground is the deadline to statement. It is 
 
1:05:57 
rep 2016. 
 
1:06:00 
Thank you. Thank you, Miss Coleman 016. 
 
1:06:12 
This reference three underwater 
 
1:06:17 
was of course modelling. Also the information the additional information is the comment from the 
applicant under reference three. That's correct. So there's it's not that there's been additional 
information provided outside the examination to the Environment Agency that alleviated their concerns 
it This covers the the point. It does say yes, that's correct. Thank you, Mr. Brandon. I think that 
addresses the question. Thank you very much. Thank you. The next point I have is the proposed hours 
and hours of construction. Again, Wisconsin, this is a point of clarification. Really, I've noted that a 
number of interested parties have raised issues around the proposed hours of construction. And one of 
the things that I noted in the deadline two responses is that in rep 2029, there was an indication that the 
7am to 7pm hours of construction would only apply Monday to Friday. And I understand from other 
documents, it was Monday to Saturday. And that was one of the concerns that was raised. And so I just 
wanted to clarify whether it was Monday to Friday or Monday to Saturday. 
 
1:07:32 
Thank you. So I can confirm it's Monday to Saturday, with the exception of the overhead line works at 
the buzzard substation, where it's Monday to Sunday. And that's set out in the outline camp. 
 
1:07:44 
That was my original understanding. And then I saw the response in rep 2029, which said Monday to 
Friday. And I thought well, just wanted to clarify. On that point was common. I think it's I want to say it's 
common practice. But it certainly does happen that I was generally reduced on a Saturday in part to 
take account of neighbouring immunity. And I just wondered if the applicant could explain why it would 
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require such long working hours on a Saturday for this project. And I wonder whether it wouldn't be 
possible in this case to reduce the hours of working on a Saturday? 
 
1:08:16 
You just give me a moment, sir. And I'll just confer. It the approach has been taken to be as efficient as 
possible in the construction of the scheme. And that's why that's why those hours have been proposed. 
 
1:08:44 
pretty much gone. Well, does anyone else wish to raise any funds on the master that we've discussed 
under item two? Your hands going up? Bear with me when I find out whose it is. This is Evans. 
 
1:09:07 
Yes, I would just also make the point that it is normal to only have working hours until midday or 1pm 
on a Saturday because that is time when the weekends the time when the public rights away and 
access rights are used heavily for recreational purposes. 
 
1:09:25 
Thank you, Mrs. Evans. Coleman, would you like to respond to Mr. Evans on that point? 
 
1:09:30 
I'll just repeat what we've said really, I mean, I suppose also it goes to the urgent need for the delivery 
of renewable infrastructure and this being a nationally significant infrastructure project. But the point is, 
as well, I suppose either those effects that Mrs. Evans is concerned about prolonged or they're perhaps 
more compressed but not a bit over a shorter period. So it really just goes to the efficiency of delivery 
and trying to minimise as an extended period of having those impacts in place. 
 
1:09:58 
If I understand you correct be prime reducing the hours on a Saturday, it could prolong the overall 
impact to users of the rights of way by extending the construction period. Correct? Yes. 
 
1:10:11 
Thank you. I think the news is the right way you're going to notice things post construction as well as 
during construction. So 40 years, 
 
1:10:21 
right? Yes. I think this was in terms of the hours of construction. Mrs. Evans, put this up on Thank you. 
Mrs. Sharp. 
 
1:10:34 
Yes. And I'm sharp environmental health, Braintree District Council. Yeah, I mean, normally, hello. And 
normally, we do within Braintree District Council apply hours of 08 100 hours, Monday to Saturday, with 
finish time are 1300 hours on a Saturday, and on Monday to Friday 1800 hours. Now, I obviously do 
appreciate that this is quite a large project, the need to obviously progress the works as quickly as 
possible. But within the environmental statement in respect of noise and vibration, it is recognised 
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within that statement, I believe 11 point 8.8. And that, that there is potential for significant or 
exceedances should I say of the significant observed adverse effect level for certain project properties, 
residential properties for sensitive properties, where there is perhaps heavier type Groundworks being 
carried on, and particularly where they're within 10 metres or 30 metres of those particular properties. 
And so I'm starting to ask whether it's appropriate to consider certain works where they are very close 
to those residential properties. And when whether that can be considered within the environmental 
management plan for some exceptions in terms of the working hours between Oh 700 or 800 hours, or 
indeed on Saturday afternoons. 
 
1:12:26 
Very much, Miss sharp. Miss Gorman. 
 
1:12:29 
Thank you, sir. Yeah, thank you. We appreciate the point that the Sharp has made. So we'll take that 
one away and see what we can do in that respect. 
 
1:12:37 
Thank you very much. Those any other hands up, in which case, I am conscious of the time so I'm 
going to move directly on the shop is your hand because you wanted to come back in or because it's 
just been? Not too long? But you've turned it off. That's great. Oh, Mr. swash? 
 
1:13:06 
I just wondered whether you could confirm whether the construction hours also apply to deliveries? 
Yes, that's right. It does. Yes. Okay. Thank you. 
 
1:13:28 
Item three then, which is update on statements of common ground. Most common, I understand 
discussions are ongoing on these but that progress is being made. I had updates on these a deadline, 
too. And so in the interest of making up a bit of time, I'm not sure I need to have a detailed update at 
this point. Is there anything to report since deadline two that you'd like to bring to my attention at this 
stage? 
 
1:13:51 
Yes, I can just give you a brief update on those. The ones with the council's of the discussions ongoing 
we plan to provide an update of the SSC G at deadline three UK health security agency that is almost 
agreed on all matters and will be submitting an updated deadline three. Essex Fire and Rescue is all 
agreed. I think we're just liaising in terms of just signatures on that one. So that should be hopefully 
deadline three as well. The two national grid ones. We're just finalising a couple of outstanding points, 
but they are largely agreed that ones they're probably more likely for deadline for I think, Environment 
Agency. There's one point outstanding that we're just seeking to confirm with them and we'll be able to 
submit that either deadline three or deadline for Natural England. That's all agreed and signed. I think 
sorry. It's all agreed. I think it's been solid. We're just working out how to when to submit the signed 
versions, but it's all agreed. And all matters agreed on that one. East of England ambulance service 
we've been most get an update on that one it deadline three, Historic England that one is completely 
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agreed. And we'll submit that at deadline three. National Highways are matters that also agreed. And 
we'll submit that deadline three. And the other one is with Network Rail. And so that is largely agreed 
just pending agreement on the protective provisions. So once they're agreed, we'll be able to agree on 
matters in that soc. Jean, submit that at that time as well. 
 
1:15:26 
It was a common item number four other matters unless anyone has any comments on the statement of 
common ground to sort of given your opportunity for. Now, in that case, moving on to item number four. 
Mr. Jonathan, I know that Essex County Council would like to raise the issue on minerals and waste 
shirts. So perhaps you might like to start things off, or one of your colleagues. But of course, 
 
1:15:59 
the issue that I raised at the hearing, certainly yesterday was the dilemma that we have that we can't 
get away from the fact that the DCO application conflicts with an extent planning permission for 
minerals extraction, and the issue that I raised was sort of unclear how this issue can be resolved, 
given that Hanscom aggregates hasn't appeared to engage in this insert process. So colleagues are 
with us today, Philip dash, and also Claire Tomlin who are available to help this move this discussion 
forward with the applicant. 
 
1:16:57 
Pyramids, Don, I think, what what I, I'm relatively relaxed, who deals with it? What I was hoping to, you 
could help me with this. I think Mr. GRIFFIS pointed out yesterday that this is an issue around 
sterilisation, as I understand it, that will remain, irrespective of whether or not handsome aggregates 
engaged in the process. So even if they were to come forward and to say, while we are aware, are not 
planning to work with the land, the issue of civilization would remain in any event is, am I correct in 
thinking that? 
 
1:17:35 
I think it's probably best if I pass to my colleagues, Philip lash and Claire Tomlin. 
 
1:17:43 
Mr. Dash, welcome. 
 
1:17:45 
Thanks very much. So, yeah, I would argue the issue is not really one of sterilisation. No. 
 
1:17:52 
Okay. Oh, well, maybe I've misunderstood. So if you could take me through what the council's concerns 
are that I think that would be useful as a starting point. 
 
1:17:59 
This is Rachel sets out, really. If if there wasn't consent to extract the mineral, then we've already 
agreed with the applicant that we're not interested in the site. We understand that prior extraction isn't 
practical, which is the NPPF test whether it's practical, environmentally feasible. But that really isn't the 
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issue here. The issue here is that the proposal will compromise the ability of a permitted mineral 
development to not to be carried out there is consented mineral there to be extracted. And that's, that's 
part of a strategic resource. And that's where that's where our objection is one of principle, the fact 
there's already an existing concern on part of the land. 
 
1:18:42 
The screwfix, I wonder if you'd like to come in at this point. 
 
1:18:47 
Yes, thank you, sir. Yes, I'm going to set out the applicants position in February detail, which, of course, 
we'll put in, in writing as well. And some of this policy says, 
 
1:19:00 
I'm sorry to interrupt you that I think for the benefit of Mr. Dasha, Miss Tomlin, it might be best if you set 
up position over again today, because it was yesterday at the hearing and neither of them were 
present. 
 
1:19:13 
Yes, I say so that some of this might be repetition from yesterday. Apologies for you, but might be 
helpful for those who weren't about the hearing yesterday. So first of all, as we all know, the majority of 
the land within the order limit is located within a mineral safeguarding area, or sand and gravel and of 
course, part of the otter Limited has just been mentioned is within a minute mineral consult consultation 
area, which is associated with the consented balls lodge quarry. However, there is only one part of 
where the minerals will be and when his word sterilised or compromised, as I think as has been 
mentioned, and that's in respect of the Boers large substation extension, which is work number five be 
on the works plans, which is web 2004. And for the land plans, that's plot number one to see, the land 
plans are rep 2003. So because of that policy, the application does engage the planning policy or 
minerals. And our starting point for that is the national policy statement for overarching energy in one. 
And that's data, paragraph five, point 10.9. And I'm going to quote sir, it says that applicants should 
safeguard any mineral resources on the proposed site as far as possible. And that's my emphasis. And 
then paragraph five point 10 point 22 of you in one state, the Secretary State has to be should should 
ensure that appropriate mitigation measures have been put in place to safeguard those minerals. The 
draft MPs that's emerging repeats those tests will then flow down to the local development plan and the 
relevant policy in the minerals local plan is policy s eight. And that states that first of all, meet the 
minerals planning authorities is to be consulted on all planning applications for development on a site 
located with a safeguarded area, and there's a threshold for that. If it was just a substation extension on 
its own, actually, the substation extension wouldn't trigger that five hectare threshold. But of course, it is 
part of part of the red line for wider scheme. So it does, but I think it's point worth making that on its 
own actually, the extension wouldn't trigger that. But the other part of policy states that the minerals 
planning authority should be consulted on is to be consulted on any planning application for 
development on a site located with a consultation area that would unnecessarily sterilise minerals and 
where that that part of the application would unnecessarily sterilise minerals then the authority would 
oppose that. So the key tests for for consideration is the MPs one as far as possible test and the 
second test is that does the developments proposed unnecessarily sterilise those minerals. Now, as I 
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referred to yesterday at the compulsory acquisition hearing, the applicant has considered alternative 
locations for the substation that is required for the scheme clearly to transmit the electricity generated 
from the solar farm to the grid. And following that excise which looks at alternative locations within the 
main site. And for reasons of other sustainable environmental considerations. The preferred location 
that the applicant with National Grid identified at the most appropriate location was the one it's the 
board's Lodge. And that is recorded, sir in the statement of common ground with national grid. Now 
recognising the site is of course within those mineral safeguarding and constitution areas. Because of 
the consented quarry, both the applicant National Grid looked at how to mitigate the footprint of the 
substation. And that's where, when the location was identified, different types of technology was then 
looked at. And the original proposal of air insulated technology moved down to gas insulated 
technology. And that has resulted in the fall in the smaller footprint. And that is in the stems of common 
ground with national grid, which is rep one B hyphen 043. And that clearly states that the footprint 
proposed for the extension is the smallest footprint available. That's the direct quote from the from 
National Grid statement of common ground. Now, in terms of as a result of that mitigation we put 
forward so all of that, that the applicant has done that as I described just dead and yesterday, that is 
mitigation that the applicant has provided, the permanent land take of that area is around naught point 
two hectares, which represents about naught point 1% of the 
 
1:23:39 
bulls lodge quarry area, and, and slightly larger area of the 46.3 hectares of the land within the Brook 
Farm quarry, those those figures are all in the mineral infrastructure impact assessment document, 
which is rep one B 032. And out for most calculations, the the minerals that we're talking about here is 
about circa 18,000 cubic metres, which represents less than naught point 5% Of the remaining mineral 
reserve, 6 million mineral million cubic metres of mineral reserve that has got to consent to be worked. 
So we're talking about naught point 5% Of the remaining minerals. Now we have looked at whether 
those minerals could be worked in advance, as has been discussed yesterday, but that actually would 
were given that actually would be difficult now given that the recent Planning Commission's over that 
quarry have been varied, and the phasing has changed, which means that this part of the quarry is now 
going to be worked between 2035 and 2039. So that, of course does not accord with the delivery of this 
nationally significant infrastructure project. So early working, there's always would also be a viability of 
doing that part of that small part of that on its own, but it wasn't actually consent. Do that on its own 
either. There is agreement between both Essex County Council and ourselves that it would not be 
practical or viable to work that area in isolation and that's recorded in the Essex County Council. Local 
impact reports at paragraphs 11.2 and 11.3 of their LIRR which is rep one B hyphen 067. And we both 
agree that the loss of 18,000 cubic metres of minerals would not impact the overall viability of the 
quarry. And that's recorded in paragraph 11 to 11. Point 17 of Essex County Council's local impact 
reports. And of course, turning to compulsory acquisition for moments should we not reach agreements 
with Hanson and as we set out yesterday, we are we have clearly sought to negotiate with Hanson and 
Creech private deal. But if that does not materialise, then of course the the the Hanson would receive 
compensation for those minerals. So they'll still get the value of those minerals without working them. 
So to ask permission that the applicant has applied a complied with the tests in en one and draft en one 
as we've mitigate our impact on those minerals. As far as possible. That's the key test. And in our 
opinion, we have also we also satisfy policy sh of the minerals local plan, as those minerals are not 
being sterilised unnecessarily. The footprint of this substation is small, and it's the smallest it can be as 
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confirmed by National Grid. The development itself is necessary for an N CIP and alternative locations 
have been considered and ruled out for other environmental reasons. The minerals can't be worked in 
advance, as we've agreed with the council. And the loss of those minerals will not impact on the 
viability of the quarry. So that in summary, is the applicants overall position in respect of the minerals 
 
1:27:07 
Miss Griffith Griffis I just wanted to check on point with you. My understanding from the conversation 
that we had briefly yesterday, was that the applicants position was that this should the that it accepted 
that there was I'll use the word sterilisation, because that's the word that was used yesterday. But I take 
the point that it may not be the technically correct one. But this was something that would be weighed in 
the planning balance. And that indicates to me that you consider that there would be a level of of harm. 
That seems different to what you're seeing now in which is that there would be compliance with national 
policy and local policy, in which case, it would follow that it wouldn't be waiving the planning balance. 
 
1:27:47 
At the I've yesterday, we didn't go into the policy position. So having analysed the policy, our position is 
that when you work through the tests at the MPs as far as possible, we provided mitigation through the 
alternatives. And because of the projects and the mitigation provided, we're not sterilising, sorry, 
unnecessarily. But there's still a planning balance that you have to take into account in terms of the loss 
of the 18,000 cubic metres of minerals. That is a it is in a safeguarded area, there will be 18,000 of 
those cubic metres minerals that won't be able to be mined. We accept that. But we consider we've 
complied with the policy itself. Your job essentially states job would then be to consider Well, yes, we 
may have complied with those policies, but we still 18,000 cubic metres of those minerals will not be 
able to be mined. Does that loss of naught point 5% of the 6 million remaining reserves constitute a 
reason to refuse consent, when you've got the overarching need for renewable energy plants. Before 
you 
 
1:28:49 
miss work, is that confidence at that point? Thank you very much. Mr. Dash has taken us through the 
applicants view on on where they see policy, not the policy position. Is there anything that you'd like to 
highlight in terms of the policy position? 
 
1:29:06 
Just there's not a lot there that we would disputes it is though very much a matter of a panel of the 
planning balanced judgement, because there is a consent there to that for the working of mineral and 
the relevant parts of policy essay focus find it is even second, well, just to paraphrase I did have it on 
my screen proposals that will conflict with the effective working of a permitted mineral development will 
be opposed. And so clearly, if you consider effective to be the ability to carry out your planning 
permission, then there will be an inability to do that. And that is the principle of the objection from from 
the planning authority. There wasn't waste planning authority ation. So 
 
1:29:55 
if I if I if I if I'm understanding correctly, the council's position is that there is policy conflict. But I think in 
either case, we do end up in the same place, which is the policy, which is the the overall balances 
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where these issues will really be be weighed up, both in terms of whether there's policy conflict or not, 
and the impact on the inability to work the site. 
 
1:30:20 
Yes, I mean, until such a point where either the planning permission is still have to change, or it's no 
longer extant or is superseded to a planning judgement, then then we have to maintain our position in 
conformity with policy. So the male's local plan. 
 
1:30:38 
Thank you, Mr. Tolin. Would you like to come in here? On any point? With Mr. GRIFFIS? 
 
1:30:45 
Yes. Thank you. So just I think our position is I said we consider we comply with policy, having provided 
mitigation, but having looked at alternatives, and provide mitigation, and of course, the we would also 
argue the MPs has the greater weight in even in the 105, panty balance, but even with complying with 
policy they're getting goes into the basket of wet balancing exercise that you would have to do so. Is 
does the 18,000 cubic metres of minerals of nought point 5% of the 6 million. How does that weigh in 
your in your balancing judgement? I don't think we're going to reach agreement on this with the 
authority to be clear, I think this is a clearly an in principle. Objection. And even if it was one, naught 
point one cubic metre of minerals, I think we'd be in the same position unless the council says 
otherwise. I think it is clearly an in principle, position from the authority. 
 
1:31:41 
Like Mr. Griffiths and Mr. and Mr. GRIFFIS? I suppose I think the the issue of disagreement between 
you is around whether or not to conflict with policy. So if I understand correctly, it's the policy conflict 
that the council is raising the concern with the in principle, see conflict? 
 
1:31:59 
Yes. And I don't think you can read dispute, it isn't in conflict, due to the very last paragraph of the 
policy essay, which sets out position that the NPA has to take quite clearly. But it is nonetheless. And in 
principle objection, because of the fact that it is quite black and white what it states in policy essay 
there. So it's very much a planning judgement, planning balanced judgement, I should say. The nature 
of the schemes? And obviously, we've not heard that. Yeah, sorry, not the applicant. These the site 
operator isn't intending to carry out its its permission. So it's a deliverable application as far as we're 
concerned, and we have to treat it on that basis. 
 
1:32:43 
Yes, Mr. Sullivan touched on that point yesterday. And I did wonder last night, whether that would 
actually impact on the council's position. If it's an in principle objection. 
 
1:32:54 
Well, what would sorry if the if the operator was to suddenly pull back from wishing to work, 
 
1:32:59 
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if the operative word were engaged more in the process, and were to come forward and say, Well, I, we 
don't intend to work the site or we do intend to work the site how that would alter the counsellors 
position. 
 
1:33:11 
I'll clarify this is speculation, obviously at this minute, but I would suggest if there's an indication that the 
application is no longer going to be delivered than then obviously, we will consider opposition. But that's 
not the case. 
 
1:33:25 
I mean, we serve just respond to that I find that a bit contradictory because on one hand, they're saying 
the council is saying, it's a consent, there's a consensus there to work the minerals and therefore that's 
what's causing the council's position. But then if the landowner said, Yes, I got a permission, but I was 
not going to do anything with it. Well, then it's fine. That to me is contradictory. And that's why 
yesterday, even if we're trying to engage with the, with the with the minerals owner, and we have been, 
and they have not responded to the non, they haven't responded to the non statutory constitution, they 
have not responded to the statutory constitution, they have not submitted a relevant representation, 
they have not submitted a written representation. And apart from acknowledging the receipt of the 
heads of terms, they have not engaged with us, there's not much more the applicant can do apart from 
keep trying, which we continually do on the basis of compulsory acquisition. But I find it a contradictory 
position that on the one hand, you The council says that's a consent, and therefore there's a conflict, on 
the other hand, saying yes, but if the owner just wants to implement that permission, then it's not a 
conflict. 
 
1:34:27 
I mean, I assume was that on the basis of the evidence available, it would be correct to say that the 
myself and potentially the Secretary of State should proceed on the basis that the land wouldn't be 
worked as it doesn't extend consent over it. So 
 
1:34:47 
I don't think there's a contradiction there. I'll pass over to my colleague. Mr. 
 
1:34:52 
I will come back to you now just let me just take that point up with Mr. GRIFFIS just to make sure that I 
understand the position correctly. 
 
1:35:00 
So I was sorry, your question, sir. I didn't hear the question. 
 
1:35:03 
I think that that I take your point and I will give Mr. I think wasn't Mr. Miss Tomlin, we will come back on 
that point in a moment in terms of whether there's a contradictory position. But in terms of the way that 
both myself and the Secretary State should proceed, and consider that matter, it should be assessed 
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on the basis that the that Hanson aggregates are intended to work besides in the absence of any other 
information in any event. 
 
1:35:29 
Well, I wouldn't dispute that in the absence of any other events. At the moment where as we're sitting 
here today, Hanson has not engaged in the process. And we are not hide when we're not saying 
anything. Otherwise, we're being upfront that there would be a loss of the 80,000 cubic metres of 
consented minerals. I think the contradiction arises if suddenly tomorrow we reached agreement with 
Hansard whereby they are happy for us to and we do a deal with them to take a take the freehold of 
that part of the site and therefore, they can no longer mine those minerals, it seems to me is sounded 
like an apologist if I've misunderstood what the council was saying it sounds like in that scenario, where 
where the applicant and Hansen had reached agreement, that they wouldn't work those minerals that 
the council might change its position. My point was, wouldn't that be contradictory? 
 
1:36:17 
Yes, I mean, my understanding, I have to say, My understanding was similar that if agreement was was 
reached between the parties between the applicant and and the landowner, but the council's objection, 
or there was an indication that the council's objection before way, and I just wanted to clarify is that the 
case was stolen. 
 
1:36:38 
I was mainly just wanted to come back on the point, I'm the case office that deals with both dodge 
quarry. And we have been dealing with two recent planning applications for refacing of the site. And we 
only took those to committee in September. So it is my full understanding my understanding, there is no 
intention on Henson to change their phasing such that they would leave out the area that is is likely to 
not be worked. So at this stage, you know, it is our understanding as mineral planning authority. That is 
it is still their intention to work that area, they would have to come forward with us with a revised 
planning application if they were to wish to remove part of the mineral extraction area from their 
planning permission 
 
1:37:16 
in terms of the council's position as to whether or not an agreement was reached. And is this an issue 
of comfort for the council with the policy objection or the principal objection remain, irrespective of the 
position of Hanson on whether or not they choose to work beside? 
 
1:37:31 
Well, we'd have to consider a planning application to remove that area before we'd be able to make a 
balanced decision as to whether it's appropriate that areas should be removed from and what the 
justification would be for removing that part of the extraction area from the from the planning 
permission. 
 
1:37:49 
I think I think the following Mr. GRIFFIS did you know 
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1:37:55 
I was on mute. So no, I don't have anything to add. I think the this is it this is our position is that 
pursuant to the national policy statements, we have mitigated as far as possible, I will keep repeating 
that and afraid. Secondly, in the middle of the plan, we are not unnecessarily sterilising the minerals 
because a sub state the given the need for this renewable energy farm and the need for a low carbon 
energy in this country, there is a there is the overarching need for this project. That project needs to 
transmit its electricity to the grid somehow. We have looked at alternative locations for the substation, 
and the most appropriate one, balancing everything in it balancing everything up, including post 
acquisition, other environmental sense constraints and minerals. The proposed location is before you 
that does have a consequence of the being partly within the consented area for the minerals. But we 
have mitigated vice possible with the smallest footprint, and now it can interview we comply with policy 
position. It now comes down to in the basket of considerations does the loss of nought point 5% of the 
6 million meaning reserve outweigh the overarching need and the benefits of the scheme. And that's 
obviously down to the yourself and the examining authority and the Secretary of State. 
 
1:39:21 
I don't think there's much difference in terms of the process and the process that needs to be 
undertaken between yourselves and the council. So I'd like to thank you all very much. I think that 
clarifies everyone's position. Does anyone else have anything we'd like to add in respect of the 
minerals? And waste point? Mr. Swartz, I did see your hand go up. It's gone up again. Did you want to 
come in here? 
 
1:39:44 
Just just just a small point in the sense that as was stated earlier in the week, I think more information is 
going to be provided. For the choice of boards. Large substation has been the preferred sight, if for for 
the substation, if for some reason, there are the problems about having access to balls lodge for 
connections and then loss of mineral rights. Would that actually impact on the selection of boards laws 
has been the connection sign. I mean, we, in the Conservation Society have always been very 
concerned that balls Lodge has been chosen, when the same overhead cables and high high power 
cables run across the site itself. That always gives them immediate access to those those power lines. 
So I'm just 
 
1:40:48 
reminded me I don't off the top of my head recall the conversation about further information on the 
selection of Baltimore substation, but I met it may be it's been a long week. So it may be that it's 
contained somewhere in my notes, 
 
1:40:59 
I thought I thought I picked up. I think it was possibly earlier in possibly on Tuesday, I think when it was 
stated that there was a question mark about the selection of balls, the balls, launch substation, and it 
was a justification why it was chosen. But in terms of other sites that were or other solutions that were 
exactly were tested and not chosen. I thought it was said that the information is not all necessarily all 
within the covered documentation and more was going to be provided. 
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1:41:38 
I recall the conversation in terms of the the cable corridor routes, and the statement of reasons that 
yesterday's compulsory acquisition Mr. GRIFFIS? I wonder if you can help us out here. Was that 
something that it may, it may have been indeed, 
 
1:41:55 
so he the two are connected, aren't they because the cable routes are only there because of balls 
lodge quality being selected. So there's a connection between those. 
 
1:42:04 
So the commitment we gave yesterday, at the Kaposi oxygen hearing was in respect to providing you 
with the map showing options one to six B of the option options consider for the cable corridor, 
following the decision that the use of the substation would be at a will be an extension to post launch. 
So we're preparing a map or maps with those options. So you can see them, reading them in 
conjunction with the statement of reasons. That was what they're committed to, in terms of the location, 
the board's law of substitution, I think it's important to and this is set out already in the application 
documents. But the locations I've already mentioned where we looked at on the main site as as Mr. 
swashes said, there is no headline there and the applicant did look at placing the substation new 
substation underneath those lines, close proximity to size. However, this is where the balancing 
everything is a balance here, and the balance there was that the EU would actually permanently lose 
potentially BMV land, because the substation will be permanent. Whilst a solar farm is time limited to 40 
years. This substation, wherever it is located would be a permanent National Grid assets and national 
and substations are permanent assets. So you would permanently lose the where the location would be 
preferred locations, we're on the main site, where I've got the information in front of me, we're effective 
grade two or three A, therefore you would probably lose BMV land that is something that the applicant 
considered in addition to landscape and visual impacts having a large structure on the farm lands and 
taking all that in the route and working with National Grid. It was then favoured to consolidate 
infrastructure with the existing Boyle's Law substation, and hence that's the process that landed on the 
state delegation before the examining authority. That is all set out in the application. 
 
1:43:59 
Yes, thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS. But just to be clear that I didn't I didn't recall any commitment from the 
applicant to provide additional information. 
 
1:44:07 
Yes, no, we're not putting pressure on that because it was the options for the grid. The options we 
looked at for the cable corridor, I was just responding to Mr. swashes point about this substation could 
have gone on the main site underneath the existing 400 kPa Pagelines. 
 
1:44:21 
It was Griffis was the source. Does that answer the query that you had? 
 
1:44:25 
Yeah, well, it it's, it's, it's an answer. Yes. 
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1:44:31 
Thank you. Mr. Riva? can see you've got your hand up. Is that related to this minerals point? 
 
1:44:47 
Mr. Spock, you might want to put your hand down Mr. Reeve. Mr. Eve, can you hear me Lewis Reeve 
seems to have lost connection with mystery, but he does have his hand up. 
 
1:45:13 
So I just checked I read Webster, I don't know who I think Mr. reregistered this morning, so we're not 
sure where, which organisation is formed. 
 
1:45:22 
Mr. Rivas from the ethics Ramblers Association, if I recall from our preliminary meeting, I think was to 
reach into that. 
 
1:45:29 
Thank you. Secondly, we are going to come on to permissive paths shortly when you're when you're 
ready to move on, which might be more 
 
1:45:40 
I don't think mystery mystery. Can you hear me? I don't know if you can hear me. Thank you, Mr. Eve. 
Um, you've got your hand up. And I just wondered if you wouldn't look into come in on the conversation 
around minerals. 
 
1:45:51 
No, and I apologise for coming in so late. I was coming in on pros. 
 
1:45:57 
Well, I think we're about to move on, from minerals to, to discuss, to have an update from the applicant 
on some matters around public rights of way, and we are under other matters on the agenda. And so I 
don't know if you want to put your hand down for a moment unless you had anything that you wanted to 
raise at this point. 
 
1:46:17 
No, I'll put my hand down. And yeah. 
 
1:46:21 
And if you do want to come back in, then just put your hand up. In the meantime, you might want to turn 
your camera and microphone off. Yes. Okay. Thank you very much. Okay, well, I think that covers the 
first point that comes under this item, which was the minerals issue raised by Essex County Council. 
Does anyone else have any other matters they'd like to raise? As a reference. I think he wanted to read 
something in relation to public rights of way. But yes, 
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1:46:51 
it was it was it was following on from the conversation on Tuesday. And it was local access forum point, 
Miss Evans, regarding our usage of the permissive paths that the applicant is proposing to put through 
the scheme, and the applicant has prepared or and will be submitting at deadline three, a plan sharing 
the uses that will be able to be permitted along the permissive paths. And so we're proposing to go 
through through that, if that's helpful, and to clarify, Miss Evans point about cycling and who earned a 
question users and walkers, given them the public highway connection issues, so it's helpful I'm going 
to pass over to Sam Griffiths from AECOM to discuss the permissive paths. 
 
1:47:47 
Mr. GRIFFIS? 
 
1:47:50 
Thank you, sir. Sam Gryphon and welcome. Mr. GRIFFIS? Thank you very much. Thank you. We did 
send I was as, as has just been said, we will provide this in writing and figure at deadline three, but we 
did send a figure across to the case officer, which may be useful to bring on to screen if possible now. 
 
1:48:10 
I mean, that isn't an application document is and quite content with you sharing that from your side, but 
I'm not sure that we'd be able to prove up from outside. That's 
 
1:48:19 
not fun. Let me describe it, I can probably describe it just enough. So essentially, we want it to in terms 
of access for bikes, and also for equestrian users we'd like to be as as open to those users as we can 
across the permissive paths. However, I think as as probably was discussed yesterday, and the limiting 
factor is the access provided to the permissive paths via the existing public right of way network. So we 
have what the plan will show it deadline three is the that all permissive paths will be open to people to 
cycle on. And of course, if that is requires access via the existing footpath network, and it will be up to 
those individuals to push bikes, legally along those footpaths. There is one set of permissive paths 
either side of nukes lane, which we actually discussed a little bit earlier. And therefore in theory at that 
location and equestrian user could enter the permissive path and travel a short distance along it from 
Luke's lane. However, of course, once he then reached a footpath, it would be then up to them to turn 
around and return the way they came. So the summary is they will be as open as they can be, as long 
as the access via the existing public rights of way permits them to get that far. 
 
1:49:36 
Thank you, Mr. Professor. Mrs. Evans, would you like to come in at this point? I think it was your query 
yesterday that that's prompted this. 
 
1:49:43 
Yes. So if I understand correctly, Mr. GRIFFIS has just said that you can push your bike along a 
footpath but can't ride it. And that's how you'll be able to use the permissive pass is Start up. I got that 
right. 
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1:50:02 
To Griffis Yep. I mean, it gets a little bit theoretical, doesn't it? Because that is indeed what you'd have 
to do. So the point is that we would not restrict the use of the supports to exclude cyclists. But it would 
be up to them to get there legally, and therefore, yes, you would not ride your bike along a public 
footpath in order to access such a permissive path. That's correct. 
 
1:50:24 
Mr. GRIFFIS? How would that apply to horse riders? It's popped into my head. So could a horse ride a 
walk that horse? Yeah. In a similar way, or 
 
1:50:33 
it's a good? It's a good question. I had to check the Highway Code yesterday. And we can put some 
more detail on this and our written response, but my understanding of the highway code is no one must 
not lead or ride a horse along public right of way. So therefore, I don't think that would be permissible. 
No. 
 
1:50:48 
And is your cycling point arising out of the highway code? Or was that more of a public rights of way 
legal point? 
 
1:50:56 
More than latter, because the highway code doesn't comment on so much the the weather sighting is 
allowed or not. So it's one of the definition of a footpath, which is said to be used on foot. So it's more or 
less a pointer. 
 
1:51:10 
So in the same way that you could walk your dog along there, you can push your bike along there, as 
long as you were on foot. You couldn't walk your horse? 
 
1:51:17 
That is my understanding. Correct? Yes, sir. 
 
1:51:20 
Do you have any comments on that? 
 
1:51:23 
I think the term used is a natural accompaniment. I think you're right, whatever that might be. I think we 
had an issue once with llamas. Okay. So that means that the permissive paths and this north south 
Greenway are essentially now just to be used on foot. Practically. 
 
1:51:49 
Yeah, it's, we there's no there's no proposed changes to the existing footpaths. So as I say at whilst we 
can make the permissive path as as open to all users as we can, there are the the constraints of 
existing uses on those footpaths. So yeah, that that is what limits I suppose that use and it will be up to 
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the individuals travelling in this instance on bikes to act in accordance with whatever path they are. 
They are on. Yes. 
 
1:52:13 
Mr. GRIFFIS? If I'm, if I've understood correctly, you're you're not adverse to allowing either the 
question or cyclist use along the permissive routes. It's just a question of how those users would 
access them. Legally. Existing access? Yes, that's accurate. Thank you. Yes. Thank you. I can see Mr. 
Lee, before Mrs. Evans, do anything else you'd like to add at this point? 
 
1:52:44 
Yes. So So where the permissive paths crosses notes Farm Lane, therefore, presumably, a horse rider 
or a cyclist could actually ride a horse or cycle a bike along the permissive paths? Is that am I 
understanding 
 
1:52:59 
that right? You are You are correct today? Yes. Yeah. And they 
 
1:53:03 
would have to go to extend to the permissive path, and then turn around and come back again. 
 
1:53:07 
Yep. due to the limitation of then approaching a footpath at the end of that, which would not be 
permitted? That's correct. Yes. 
 
1:53:13 
We'll get off the bike and pocket along the footpath until the 
 
1:53:17 
precisely Yes. 
 
1:53:20 
And can we will you be making that clear in a deadline three submission, because it is rather different 
from what it says at the moment on the plans and in the documentation 
 
1:53:31 
that that will be made clear. We're going to submit her both a plan and an accompanying note, which 
identifies each permissive path permitted users and the rationale for that. Yes. Thank you 
 
1:53:44 
very much. Mr. GRIFFIS? Yes, sir, 
 
1:53:46 
just gonna say that if it would be helpful to Miss Evans, that we'd be happy to talk to her directly about 
any concerns or explain the submission was missing a deadline three. So she would like to find her 
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details to the case officer, then we can pick those up from the case officer and have a direct dialogue. 
Should she find that helpful? 
 
1:54:09 
Would you find that out for Mrs. Evans? 
 
1:54:11 
I will consult my forum members. 
 
1:54:15 
Thank you very much. If you would, then do let the case officer know and I will ask them if they can 
pass your details on. But you'd have to be explicit and explicit about wanting them to do that, I think. 
Yes, thank you. Thank you, Mr. Mr. Lee. 
 
1:54:35 
Good afternoon. Can you see me and hear me? 
 
1:54:37 
I can honestly. 
 
1:54:39 
Hello, Rob Lee, from Essex County Council public rights away team. With the information that we've 
just been given on the permissive paths, have to say I sort of questioned the practical usage of allowing 
cycles along them when I've plotted the routes yesterday on to our In mapping and there isn't the 
onward connectivity to make them practical cycle routes because they're connecting to footpath only 
public rights of way. I can see, I would want to have confidence be signed, saying cyclists this 
mountain, potentially even staggered barriers or something to prevent on reduce because I can see it 
becoming a nuisance and possibly a safety issue for walkers using the public rights of way network. I'm 
just not convinced there's a practical point to allowing cyclists to use those permissive routes when the 
connectivity isn't there. 
 
1:55:43 
Risk refers, 
 
1:55:44 
yeah, yes, I think this is where we're balancing the local access forum, who I think made a slight 
criticism of us on Monday, on Tuesday, saying that, were we limiting users versus the constraints with 
which we are working within and that we can provide mister passing we like to be as inclusive as 
possible. But of course, there's the existing footpath network that we're trying to connect into. And so 
there was a there was a jarring there of us trying to be inclusive, but obviously working with existing 
network. Totally agree with the points in terms of appropriate signage to ensure safety. Of course, that's 
a paramount consideration. What I what I suggest is that, obviously, we've got detailed design approval 
required in the order, and that the permissive paths would form part of that. So just looking at the 
wording, but we can have a look at the wording that is performance 17 is permissive paths, we can look 
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at that or the if we need to add anything in there regarding submission of details on safety, etc. So that 
we can work with you regarding the design the appropriate safety, so we can try get a balance between 
inclusivity and safety. Thank you. 
 
1:56:56 
Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS? I think that would be useful. I'm also having a quick look at the wording. And, 
yes, I think there may be a bit of tweaking on those requirements. Thank you very much. I can see that 
there may be some further discussions outside today's hearing that needs to take place between the 
lockbox Forum and the County Council and the applicant. Does anyone else have any issues they'd 
like to ask if they'd like to raise in relation to public roadway. Mr. Eve Mr. Rubio microphone is switched 
off. 
 
1:57:41 
Is that better? Yes. Thank you. So anyway, I will summarise where we are. In terms of the ethics 
around this position. You will see from our representation, that whilst we support the principle of the 
farm, we were concerned about the visual impacts that your own consultants identified in the 
operational phase, which obviously will last about 10 to last 40 years. And we did put in an objection on 
that basis, because because we didn't feel that the benefits would outweigh the harm. Having looked at 
the wind Williams associates report, and looked at the evidence from the local authorities, we still have 
concerns about the visual impacts that way that we will withdraw our objection to the scheme that our 
concerns still, you know, are still valid in terms of the SMC remembers, we're also I think one thing that 
came up in the when Williams report was the idea that PDO one should not go ahead and we would 
certainly support that because that has a visual impact on the on the SX way, which is a long distance 
strategic footpath. So whilst we withdraw our objections, we serve concerns and I said we would 
support pgi one being in removed because of its impact on the on the Essex way. 
 
1:59:23 
Thank you very much. I'm sorry. I'm sorry, I was gonna interrupt here. 
 
1:59:27 
But I'll just make a final point that we would like to be kept informed in terms of the detailed plans which 
which will come later if if the application is approved. Obviously, we would like to be we would like to 
ensure that at the detailed stage, we are happy with what has been proposed. 
 
1:59:51 
Thank you mysteries. Can I ask if after the hearing, I think for deadline three, there is an opportunity for 
interested parties to put any Can we have a chat today in writing? And I think it would be useful if you 
could put that in writing and send it in a deadline three. Mr. GRIFFIS 
 
2:00:08 
remind me what the deadline is for three. 
 
2:00:11 
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Thursday, the sixth of October. So this team will correct me if I'm mistaken on that. But I think it's 
Thursday, the sixth of October. 
 
2:00:19 
Okay. We will certainly do that. We will respond to that. Yes. Thank you. Mr. GRIFFIS? 
 
2:00:24 
Thank you. So yes, the six is correct. So I'm going to hand over for two reach agreements that because 
I'm gonna hand over to Sam Griffiths for LVR. experts to talk about PDA. One and the and the impact 
that we consider it has. 
 
2:00:43 
Griffiths 
 
2:00:44 
Thank you, sir. Yes, indeed. So we've 
 
2:00:47 
just just before we do, I don't have the landscape and visual impacts listed here. And so I'm conscious 
that this could end up in a more detailed discussion around landscaping, visual impacts. And that hasn't 
been something that has been identified as being on the agenda. And I no doubt others present well 
was to come in on it. So I just wanted to check Mr. GRIFFIS Is this a general point in response to Mr. 
Reeves concerns? Or is that is it sorry? Is it a specific point in response to Mr. Reeves concerns or 
more general point around PDA one? 
 
2:01:24 
I can keep it specific to the impacts of views from the ethics way, if that's most appropriate for the time 
being? Yes, 
 
2:01:31 
yes, I think that might be might be better, we could end up into a much wider discussion around 
landscape and visual impacts, which I'm not sure is something that we need to do at this point in the 
examination. 
 
2:01:42 
Thank you, sir. Okay, so in respect of the consideration the views from the Essex way, they've been a 
key part of our both design and mitigation process. And that has included the relationship of the PVS 
provoke proposed in PDA one, the key thing really to note is we've included an awful lot of mitigation or 
that we can in terms of mitigation planning in this location. And this has taken a variety of forms. And 
particularly given the constraints of the overhead line, which stretches over PDA one, we've had to be 
quite careful the form of vegetation proposed in proximity to that line. So it's taken the form of individual 
trees, and then hedgerows underneath the line, a 15 metre wide block of tree planting, scrub planting, 
and then also a 25 metre wide width and block somewhat related to the springs, which are 
characteristic of the term Valley. The purpose of doing that, 
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2:02:38 
before the montage is one lesson, I think it's a viewpoint for the fine. That's correct. 
 
2:02:43 
That's correct. Yeah. So the point of all of that is to very much try to soften the appearance of the 
scheme and PDO. One, we also did some testing to see whether removing it is going to make the 
difference that it may to reduce any level of effect. And actually, it we found that that was not what 
would be required, it's more the implementation of the screening vegetation that made the main 
difference. And that is what we have proposed in the scheme. And then of course, we looked at the 
ethics way, not just in terms of individual viewpoints, but very much in terms of the route that passes in 
proximity to all the limits, which you will know extends across the northern side of the valley than goes 
into the valley itself and back up. And therefore we've had to consider the duration for which people 
may experience these kinds of views. And that's been taken into consideration as well, and in our 
opinion has reduced that overall level of effect. So keeping it short. That's our main response to that to 
that view. 
 
2:03:40 
Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS. Mr. Review, still have your hand up? Is that because you wish to come back 
in or because you haven't put it down? And you're on mute as ROMs? Three? Mystery you're still on 
mute. 
 
2:03:59 
Apologies, sir. 
 
2:04:00 
Yes, I've been doing it all week myself. 
 
2:04:04 
Yeah, it's easily done. It's certainly comforting to know that, that the mitigation in that area is being 
looked at. I think we would still prefer that PDO. One was was removed entirely. But I think, you know, 
it's something that we will have to look at about the details stage. Clearly, you know, we haven't seen 
the plans and exactly how that will work and and what it means in in terms of, you know, the reality of 
the mitigation and the views. So our view is still that we forbid anyone not to be there. But we will have 
a look at the details at that stage. 
 
2:04:43 
Thanks Vickery Mr. Brown. 
 
2:04:48 
I could ask is, this is Miss Brown and 
 
2:04:51 
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this is Miss Brown. I apologise. I saw Bobby Brown and I assumed please accept my apologies for that 
before you carry on Can I just ask Mr. Reid to put his hand down, you can click on the hand up button. 
Thank you very much. Mr. Reagan, you might want to turn your camera and microphone. Oh, your 
microphone is off your camera off as well, where you will continue to be captured on the live stream 
and the recording. It's entirely up to you. There's brown, my apologies again. 
 
2:05:19 
So it's Bobby Brown. And Gil when Williams When Williams associates with 
 
2:05:25 
Mr. Brown. 
 
2:05:31 
Landscape Architects advising the postal authorities. Just on PDA one to say that, yes, we do believe 
that the the applicants have actually taken great care to put measures in place to try and mitigate the 
effect of developing PDA one with the solar farm. But there are a couple of points of difference on this 
between us. As Mr. Griffith mentioned, walking the footpath walking the Essex way is you get a different 
experience as you walk along the path. And the particular difficulty with PVA one is the lie of the land. 
So as you come up along by Sandy wood, and look down the to Valley, which is one of the most 
sensitive parts of the DCO area, it is really pretty hard to mitigate the views also because of the 
overhead power lines. So that was why we came to the conclusion in our report that in terms of 
landscaping impact, if PGA one was not included in the scheme, then that view of the turbo valley from 
the from the Essex way would be better, better preserved. The other point that I wanted to make is 
because of the lay of the land, the mitigation planning team will take quite a long time to mitigate the 
effects of solar arrays in PDA one, because it's on the rising rising ground. So your vegetation has to 
grow on quite a lot before you get a screening effect. So if PVA one remained within the the area that is 
developed for the solar farm, then it would be very beneficial. If the planting for PDA one was advanced 
planting. And Mr. Griffiths will correct me if I'm if I'm not right on this, but I think at the moment, it's not 
shown as advanced planting in the landscape landscape proposals. 
 
2:07:49 
Mr. GRIFFIS? 
 
2:07:51 
Thank you, sir. Yes, I'd have to check if it should be if it's actually advanced planting. But I can confirm 
now that it says in the years advanced planting everything around the northern edge of the scheme, as 
I say it should be and if it's not that that'd be an error that we will correct at the next deadline. And I will 
take that away to check. But yes, absolutely. i We are very much in agreement, it should be advanced 
planting. And that is currently how we're making progress towards that. So all of the mitigation plans 
that are described within belts, and the hedgerows, are planning to get in as soon as practicable. Yeah. 
 
2:08:26 
When you say as soon as practicable, I understand that there are in terms of the different types of 
planting, there's advanced planting this day one construction planting, and then post construction. It's 
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not. Yeah, that's it? Yeah. I think I can't recall the exact term. But in terms of some of the advanced 
planning, when would you consider that would start taking place. So that presumably it would be post 
consent, if consent were to be granted? 
 
2:08:57 
No. So the advanced planting because as when Williams associates have set out and we're in 
agreement that there are a number of locations such as this, where we would like to give the the 
benefits of plants being in the ground as long as possible. Other locations which are not going to in 
detail, but include gapping, up of hedgerows where there's key gaps that will need to be filled, as soon 
as as soon as we can. That is proposed to be done this planting season wherever we can. And 
whatever can be done this planting season ie this kind of with this winter essentially will then follow the 
following winter. But I can confirm that the planting we're talking about, about near PDA one we are 
proposing for this winter, subject to final agreements, etc. 
 
2:09:41 
Thank you Mr. GRIFFIS. 
 
2:09:44 
And so just to add to that to the property documents that we have with the landowners, we went to the 
couple's arbitration hearing yesterday that there is a voluntary agreement in place with the landowner 
that provides the NSA rights for the applicant to do the advanced planting. 
 
2:10:00 
Thank you. Thank you, Mr. GRIFFIS? Mabbott. You're up? 
 
2:10:09 
Yes. Can I just ask a matter of clarification in respect of the enhancement planting? If that is going to 
happen? What mechanism would you be looking at in respect to doing so? For example, would we be 
expecting to receive a planning application? or would there be some other informal arrangement 
 
2:10:29 
with Griffiths? 
 
2:10:39 
So we're not intending on submitting a planning application for planting, planting can be done or Infinia 
gaps can be done by the farmer, good landowner. Now, so as far as we are concerned, there would not 
there's no requirement for it's not development has been quite clear what planning permission, we 
would need to consider if we will need to obtain. 
 
2:11:06 
Thank you Miss Griffith was murdered. 
 
2:11:11 
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No, that's absolutely fine. It's more of a case of just understanding what will be happening in terms of 
any of the advancement works and what the requirements of the local authority, maybe in terms of sort 
of pre emptive works. But I'm happy with that response. Perhaps I just could add, if that if there is any 
other additional pre or enhancement enabling works, that the applicant liaises with us as they have 
been doing just to give us some notice of what they may might be and whether local authority 
involvement is necessary. Thank you. 
 
2:11:43 
Thank you, Miss merit me so I can give us on profit because I can confirm the only advanced pre 
consent work activities I should call them, rather than works would be the advanced planting. There's 
no other form of development work that the applicant would be doing the development consent, or 
should it be granted has a concept of pre pre commencement permitted preliminary works, apologies. 
And perhaps this is post consent, and would be dealt with through through the end is referred to in the 
various requirements. So the only pre the only pre consent is planting, which hopefully, any queries 
 
2:12:23 
that planting is advanced planting, as identified in the master plan. That is correct. If anyone wants to 
were to view that, thank you very much. And well in that case, does anyone else have anything they'd 
like to raise under other matters? This is Evans. 
 
2:12:43 
I did have some other matters under public rights away. Yeah. Yeah. So I better introduce myself again, 
Kathryn Evans, chairman of the Essex local access forum, in the local access forum submissions. We 
are not clear the wording says the public rights when permissive paths will be inside a 10 metre wide 
passageway. But we are not clear what else might be inside that 10 metre wide passageway because 
the document which had conversations with a PP dash oh nine three, which had conversations with 
Essex County Council, there was some plans there which were included in the local access forum 
submission in August, which implied that there were plenty of other things inside the 10 metre wide 
passageway. 
 
2:13:40 
Yes, I think we did touch on this. In one of the other hearings when we discussed it briefly, I think, if I 
recall correctly, most been in relation to something else. But I think we we looked at the applicants 
response at deadline to win I think it might have been rep 2049 And if I recall a page number it might 
have been page 74 
 
2:14:01 
Yes, I did. I did look at that subsequently, and I don't believe it's answered the question. Mr. Gryphon 
like to see some cross sections. 
 
2:14:12 
So, so the which groups and part of the applicants so the permissive paths are in work number 10. Of 
the draft develop consent order, and work number 10 includes does include more than just the 
permissive paths but it includes landscaping, biodiversity enhancement measures, habitat creation and 
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management including earthworks landscaping, metre enclosure, laying and construction of drainage 
infrastructure. And then it also includes the laying of permissive paths effectively this is the these are 
the landscape arteries, which will also include the permissive paths, so hence the 10 metre wide 
reference. 
 
2:14:51 
So the power of themselves wouldn't be 10 metre wide it would be the power that would be within the 
10 metre. 
 
2:14:56 
Yes, and there's no other form and there's no other form of built infrastructure. In the NAT 10 metre, if 
that's the main concern, that's the concern. 
 
2:15:05 
Would that apply to the public rights away as well? Where they run? Essentially along the line of 
access? 
 
2:15:14 
By that I? Are you referring to the existing public rights? 
 
2:15:19 
Yes, as opposed to the permissive parts? 
 
2:15:41 
Sam Griffis is just going to come in, sir, to talk about the offsets, if you think is the question. So I'll just 
head over to Sam. 
 
2:15:48 
Thank you. Thank you, sir. Yes. So the I think that the answer the question here is, around the design, 
specifically, of offsets to the existing property rights of way separate to the permissive paths that Mr. 
Griffith has just spoke to there. And those offsets, we've always sought to make them broader and 
create these breakout areas, which I mean, I could give you a number of specifics. But we have tried to 
limit any locations where there was extended period where user or public right away would walk 
through anything related, that would then compare to a corridor, but rather, we've always taught to 
include much broader areas, create visual connections to the destination, and then in some locations 
have what we've thought of as, as nodes or breakout zones, which have a much wider openness to 
them to therefore kind of avoid any of those, those senses of containment. So I think there's two 
separate issues. The latter around the property rights away is we've sought to create these these 
breakout areas mindful of the user's experience in these locations. 
 
2:16:57 
Is there any visualisations for within the application documents that might assist 
 
2:17:02 
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you? There are indeed, I'd have to just get back to you with the with the number but yes, just south of 
Nokes ban on next time we do. It may be 56, I'd have to just confirm that. But that is one such 
visualisation that shows the breakout area that we retain a sense of openness. And also in that 
visualisation is then the short distance of the more narrow experience of a user that right of way. So 
that shows both, both of those experiences. Yes. 
 
2:17:32 
If you could highlight those in the deadline, three submissions, and then that would enable Mrs. Evans 
and myself to take a look at those and see them in that context. Yeah, thank you. 
 
2:17:42 
Is there any way that you could on a plan show where there will be the corridors where they deplete the 
breakouts and things like that? 
 
2:17:52 
Yeah, we can. It sounds like it may be best that we provide a bit of narrative, explaining the approach of 
property rights away and those breakout areas alongside pointing you to the relevant visualisations and 
viewpoints and put that together in a bit of a written package for a deadline three. Yes. 
 
2:18:07 
Thank you, Mr. Buffett. Mr. Lee. Oh, I'm sorry, Mr. Evans, I thought you're finished. 
 
2:18:14 
And the other point I wanted to make was that some considerable lengths of public rights away, as I 
understand it, the ones with the FC, and the purple diagrams on the streets plans are going to be, I 
presume, dug up and have cableways go underneath them. And then I presumed going to be covered 
over again, the very process of digging up to put the cables underneath and then down again, this light 
is dropped any grassy surface, which put the cableways knocks underneath the public rights away? 
 
2:18:53 
I'm sorry, Mrs. Evans, I'm not sure if everybody else was affected. But halfway through that you've 
frozen? I'm not sure if we captured all of all of the audio. I just wonder if you could perhaps repeat the 
question. 
 
2:19:04 
Yes. On the streets plans, and in shedule, three, I think it was at the DCO. It lists the public rights of 
way where there are going to be cables underneath the public rights of way. Yes. And the process of 
digging up the public rights for a putting the cables down, and then presumably covering them up will of 
course disrupt any grassy surface on the public rights away. My question is, do the cables have to go 
underneath the public rights away? Could they not go alongside somewhere else inside the solar farm 
fencing 
 
2:19:45 
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profess? I think that might be Mr. Sam Griffiths who will be responded to that but it may be Mr. Rison to 
preface Mr. GRIFFIS apologies 
 
2:19:57 
for the surname confusion. No, no, no, I'm not related. We may be somewhere many centuries ago. 
The just to confirm that the wood No, we can't avoid the public right away, because so many public 
right away across the site, and the cables have to connect the solar farm. So you have to go across the 
public right away. They're not necessarily going down the public right away, they could they could be 
going across the public right to where in order to connect the various elements of the solar farm. So I'm 
afraid there is we can't avoid the public right away itself in terms of reinstatements or of the public right 
of way they will be reinstated to there will be governed by the public right away management plan, 
which will set out the methodology for doing that. 
 
2:20:57 
And presumably Mr. GRIFFIS not trying to pin you down here. But they would be reinstated to the same 
condition that at least to the same condition as there will be for 
 
2:21:05 
as far as as far as as far as possible. Yes. And practicable. Yes, 
 
2:21:09 
thank you. Some of them do go along public rights away, like 300 or 400 metres. 
 
2:21:17 
Indeed, some may well do depending on either of these depending on the location. But that also does 
minimise disruption to other environmental aspects. So again, we'll talk about 
 
2:21:30 
matters. While we're on this point. My understanding in terms of the construction period, a disruption in 
terms of temporary closure would be quite limited as well. 
 
2:21:40 
Yes. So we're taught it's days or weeks. It's a very short period. It's a rolling programme. So we're not 
talking about long periods of temporary closure. That's why there was no justification for diversions. 
Apart from my diversion, as far as possible within the main site to go around the areas of the works. But 
this is a very short period of closure whilst the cables installed, and then the land restored. Thank you. 
That the precisely, I think periods are set out in the application documents that we received 
 
2:22:13 
it. This is evidence was there anything else you wanted to raise at this point? 
 
2:22:19 
I would just like to say that it doesn't seem at all as if any public rights were in access or being 
protected or enhanced. Thank you. 

sclarke3
Sticky Note
None set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
MigrationNone set by sclarke3

sclarke3
Sticky Note
Unmarked set by sclarke3



   - 46 - 

 
2:22:30 
Thank you, Mr. Seven. Notes at that point. And hopefully, when the applicant provides some 
clarification or deadlines three, if you wish to respond to that in writing deadline for there will be 
opportunity to sell. Art Mr. Lee. 
 
2:22:52 
Robert Lee, a second Council public rights away. I just like to return to this discussion a bit earlier about 
the 10 metre buffer within which the public right away would would be running. 
 
2:23:06 
Yes, I think I use the term corridor but correct term. But yes, the 10 metre buffer? Yes, I think we're 
referring to the same thing. Yes, 
 
2:23:17 
yeah, indeed, with the submission that Sam Griffis mentioned, will be made with the plans that will be 
made by deadline free be very useful, I think not only for the highway authority, but for user groups and 
the life and others if within that, within that plan, the actual width afforded to the actual public rights of 
way. And by association, the permissive pass was specified on the plan, so that we could see what was 
allocated for a footpath, what was allocated for I don't know, Wildflower, or other habitat creation, and 
so on. And then obviously, the breakout areas that were mentioned. Because I think without wishing to 
put words into Mrs. Evans, mouth, I think she wanted to know what actual whips were allowed for the 
public rights away as to why so that would be if that documentation could be provided by deadline free 
for us to peruse and and comment on thereafter be really helpful, 
 
2:24:21 
as aggressive as possible to include that additional information in the headline three public works way 
information. 
 
2:24:29 
So we're straying now into detailed design. And so that won't be possible to do that. Fat is a detailed 
design point that is just not capable of doing be done at this point in the, in the in the process. We've 
got the parameters, and we've got the plans and that we the all the details just been described, will be 
part of this mission under the various requirements and the local authority would have the ability to 
review that and comments and approval. Almost proof case may be at that point. 
 
2:25:02 
And so the note that was referred to by by the other Mr. Griffiths was more of a general general note 
around the the some of the other discussion points that we've we've touched on today. That is correct. 
Thank you. Thank you. Mr. GRIFFIS? Sir, anything else, Mr. Ali? 
 
2:25:22 
No, thank you. 
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2:25:24 
Thank you very much. Does anyone else in that case wish to raise any other matters? Nope. Okay. 
Well, I think that the PI, just check the agenda. I think that brings us to Item five, which is close. I think 
we've had a very useful, if somewhat lengthy discussion today. So I'd like to thank you all for, for 
bearing with me. And if I can ask if you have spoken today, if you could provide a written version of 
your submissions by deadlines three, which is the Thursday the sixth of October. As I mentioned at the 
start, the recording of the hearing will be published on the national infrastructure website shortly. And 
now all that remains is me to thank you all for your participation. I remind you that our next hearing is 
tomorrow. It's the open floor hearing scheduled to take place tomorrow morning, and arrangements 
conferences at 930. And the hearing will start at 10am. This will provide interested parties with an 
opportunity to expand on their cases or concerns orally. I look forward to seeing some of you there. And 
if there is anyone watching on the livestream, who has decided that they may wish to attend the actual 
meeting and speak and please do let the case team know and they can send you out a link to the 
hearing. The time is now 20 past four and if there's nothing else, the hearing is now closed. Thank you 
all once again and good night. Thank you sir. 
 
2:26:57 
Thank you 
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