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Application by National Grid Electricity Transmission Plc for an Order granting Development

Consent for the Richborough Connection Project
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Representation No. 14

Written Summary of the Oral Representations made by South East Water at the Compulsory

Acquisition Hearing held on 19 and 20 October 2016 at Canterbury Lodge, Canterbury.
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Introduction

1 This document summarises the case put forward by South East Water (SEW) at the Compulsory

Acquisition Hearing (CA Hearing) to consider the impact of the proposed compulsory acquisition

rights and related powers within Richborough Connection Project Development Consent Order

(Proposed DCO). The hearing opened at Canterbury Lodge at 10.00am on Wednesday 19

October 2016.

2 The CA Hearing on 19 October focused on dealing with the effect of the application by National

Grid Electricity Transmission Plc (Applicant) for compulsory acquisition of rights within the DCO

on the Broad Oak Reservoir Proposal (Reservoir) and the detriment to the carrying on of SEW's

statutory undertaking.

3 The agenda for the hearing was published on the Planning Inspectorate's website on 6 October

2016. The summary below deals with those agenda items in order.

4 SEW were represented at the hearing (on 19 October) by Hereward Phillpot Q.C. of Francis

Taylor Building, Leading Counsel for SEW.

Agenda Item 1 - Welcome, introductions and arrangements for the hearing

5 There were no comments on behalf of SEW in relation to agenda item 1.

Agenda Item 2 – The Draft DCO Provisions

6 The Panel discussed with the Applicant the justification for CA rights requested in the area of the

Reservoir. It was stated by the Applicant that they did not believe that the CA rights requested

would prevent SEW from creating the Sarre Penn diversion.

7 Mr Phillpot confirmed that this was not the case and in fact the CA rights would prevent the use of

SEW land for the purposes of constructing and maintaining the river diversion, fish pass and

associated planting and other mitigation. The Applicant must show that the CA rights are no more

than what is proportionate and necessary for the development, both in terms of the scope of the

rights sought and the extent of the land over which those rights are sought. Here, the Applicant

was attempting to show there was a compelling case for it to acquire by compulsion rights that

would allow it to prevent SEW from carrying out the works needed for the Reservoir, and at the

same time maintaining that SEW's works could be carried out with the RCP in place without

particular difficulty. Those two positions could not be reconciled. Either the Applicant needed e.g.

the Class 1 (e) rights to prevent SEW using its land in the ways identified, or it did not. The Class

1(e) rights prevent SEW from erecting any building or structure or allow any plant or tree to grow

within the land that may interfere with the Applicant's access, and prevent SEW from changing the

level of the surface, ground cover or composition of the land or do or allow to be done anything

that may cause the level of the surface, ground cover or composition to be altered, not to drill, dig

or break up the land. Even where just Class 2 access rights are to be imposed, the effect of these

on SEW, as a responsible land owner, would be to prevent it from carrying out any actions on its
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land (e.g. planting or constructing the Dam wall) which would obstruct the Applicant's access

rights. Mr Phillpot pointed out that it was important to take all the rights together when assessing

their impact.

8 In response to discussion as to when any suggested constraints to the CA rights and associated

DCO powers (e.g. Article 40) would need to come into effect, Mr Phillpot confirmed that it would

not be sufficient for this to occur only if planning permission had been granted for the Reservoir.

The CA rights and Proposed DCO are impacting on the prospects of planning permission being

granted, and the Reservoir coming forward and preparatory steps taken to reflect the policy

support for the Reservoir in the WRMP. Therefore some of the constraints on the use of CA rights

and DCO powers would need to be in place straight away, such as downwards limits on deviation

so that advanced planting can take place when necessary.

9 The Panel were updated on the discussions on the movement of PC10. The Applicant referred to

a table of options that had not previously been seen by SEW and went further than the options

that had been presented by the Applicant to SEW in the expert to expert discussions that had

taken place following the last ISH. The parties discussed this during lunch and an update on

progress of the negotiations and details of any agreement in relation to the relocation of pylons

will be supplied at Deadline 6 (see Appendices 1 and 2).

10 It was agreed that the parties are making good progress on the protective provisions and hope to

have agreed the wording by the close of the examination.

Agenda Item 3 – Statutory Conditions and General Principles Applicable to the exercise of CA

and related powers

11 Mr Humphries (leading Counsel for the Applicant) confirmed that it was accepted that constraints

to the CA rights would be needed and these were being negotiated. Mr Phillpot reminded the

Panel that at the moment no specific amendments have been suggested, made or agreed,

therefore the Panel and SEW have to look at the CA powers as currently drafted, these are the

ones the Panel are being asked to recommend, or not, and it is now very late for the Applicant to

be suggesting changes. Mr Phillpot noted that this was SEW's opportunity to make oral

representations at a CA Hearing in opposition to the CA powers that the Applicant was seeking

over its land, and the only CA powers that it could address today were those the Applicant had

put forward in the DCO. It was pointed out that there are no guarantees on changes being made

or confirmation of what these changes would be.

12 It was suggested by Mr Humphries that it is difficult to agree on the necessary changes as SEW is

not able to confirm the details of the Reservoir required and that it was only more recently that the

36m AOD Reservoir had been suggested by SEW. (The document provided at Appendix 3 as

well as SEW's submissions to date demonstrate that this is simply not the case. The Applicant

was aware as early as November 2013 that the Reservoir size was likely to be larger than the

32.5m AOD detailed in the WRMP and that the best option would be to have a 'hands off' corridor

to ensure no interaction with the Reservoir, see paragraphs 9, 68-70 of REP2-099 for further
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details). It was suggested by Mr Humphries that the Applicant and SEW can only negotiate on this

if there is first an agreement that the projects can co-exist.

13 Mr Phillpot confirmed that there is no agreement that the projects can co exist but that in

response to the Panel's invitation SEW were happy to consider potential changes to the DCO and

CA rights on a without prejudice basis to seek to identify the best position that could be achieved

within the scope of the existing application and Order Limits. That may not achieve sufficient to

enable the Reservoir to come forward, but SEW was willing to see how far the impact could be

reduced. That had to be on a without prejudice basis, and there was no proper reason why SEW

had to accept that the two projects could co-exist in order for that exercise to be undertaken.

14 It was also pointed out that the 36m AOD Reservoir is not a new issue, and it was for example

addressed in the Jacobs Stage 1a report (REP2-121) on the basis that it was agreed to represent

the maximum interaction between the two schemes. In any event in relation to the CA rights the

issues raised were very similar regardless of whether the Reservoir top water level was 32.5m

AOD, 36m AOD or something in between. That much is apparent from the overlay plans supplied

at Deadline 5.

15 Mr Humphries suggested the extensive CA rights including the right to fell trees and remove all

planting were required by the Applicant to help ensure it could maintain its apparatus in an

economic and efficient way. Mr Phillpot responded to confirm that this is of course also a

consideration for SEW and if costs of the unique planting and management scheme the Applicant

has suggested are intended to fall on SEW this is another risk factor on whether the Reservoir

could come forward at all.

Alternatives Explored by the Applicant

16 Mr Humphries stated that when considering alternatives in relation to CA rights only alternatives

which avoided CA rights altogether had to be explored in order to comply with paragraph 8 of the

CA Guidance.

17 Mr Phillpot explained why that narrow and unduly restrictive interpretation of the CA Guidance

was not correct. In order to demonstrate that the proposed CA was proportionate, it was

necessary to consider whether the underlying public interest objective could be achieved in a way

that gave rise to less harm to the private interests affected. If this could be done, then this would

obviously be material to whether the particular CA proposed was proportionate and thus justified

in the public interest. The example of differing routes though a farmer's field was given to

illustrate the point. If a different route through the same landholding would cause less harm to the

private interests of the farmer, the fact that it would also require the use of CA rights did not mean

that such an alternative could safely be ignored when applying paragraph 8 of the Guidance.

18 Mr Phillpot set out SEW's case on this issue as follows:

i. The consideration of alternatives to CA rights through modification of the

scheme have not adequately been explored by the Applicant;
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ii. Had any of SEW's preferred alternatives been adopted, it would have been

possible for CA rights over SEW's land to have been avoided. In those

circumstances SEW would have entered into a voluntary sale of the rights

that NG need to carry out the works;

iii. Some limited acquisition of third party agricultural land would have been

required, but nothing like as much or with as significant an impact on either

private or public interests;

iv. SEW's written representation REP2-099 deal with this issue at paragraphs

228 and 235 (Option A), 239 (Option B) and 242 (Option C), this explains that

all affected landowners are already engaged in the RCP proposals and it

would simply be an alteration to the way in which the DCO affects their land

interests, and that most of the interests involved could be acquired by

voluntary agreement.

Proportionality

19 Mr Phillpot confirmed that the breadth of the rights that are sought to be acquired over SEW's

land are such as to preclude the implementation of the river diversion and fish pass. As drafted,

and when considered alongside the overlay plans submitted by SEW at Deadline 5 (REP5-035

and 036) it is clear that the CA rights are incompatible with what SEW needs to achieve to deliver

the Reservoir. It was confirmed that Mr Smith would speak to this in more detail in due course,

but in broad terms at least the plans and the rights speak for themselves.

20 If the Applicant's case is that the full breadth of the CA rights across all the relevant land in the

Land Plans is necessary for the RCP, then it becomes a straight choice between the two

schemes. Any tinkering with the development consent provisions of the DCO (requirements etc.)

would be of little comfort if the CA rights would not allow SEW to implement and maintain the

Reservoir.

21 The Applicant's case is that both schemes can be implemented, even though the implementation

of SEW's Reservoir would directly contravene the rights over land the Applicant seeks to acquire.

On the face of it, therefore, the Applicant's position must be that it can implement and maintain

the RCP without the full breadth of the CA rights sought over all of the land shown on the Land

Plans.

22 It is hard to see how it can then be said that the CA rights to be acquired are no more than is

reasonably necessary for the purposes of the development.

23 In response to Mr Humphries' suggestion that in a situation where a decision had to be made

between the two schemes the fact that there are National Policy Statements supporting the RCP

which is an NSIP means the only choice would be the RCP, Mr Phillpot pointed out that this was

not correct, and in any event overlooked the very different context of CA. When determining the

application for CA powers over SEW's land, materially different tests fell to be applied than when

determining whether to grant development consent. If it was accepted that the two projects

cannot co-exist and the Reservoir is prevented this would unquestionably cause serious detriment

to SEW's ability to carry out its undertaking and so pursuant to s. 127 the CA powers could not
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be granted. That is the case regardless of the relative importance of the projects. Furthermore,

the RCP can be delivered using one of SEW's proposed alternatives, which would also allow the

Reservoir to be delivered. By contrast, the Reservoir cannot be delivered using different land.

24 Having regard to the different tests and issues arising for the purposes of authorising CA powers,

it would be open to the Secretary of State to conclude that development consent should be

granted, but that the CA rights should not be included because they had not all been shown to be

necessary for the purposes of the scheme (see CA Guidance 16).

Compelling case in the public interest for the CA Rights

The Panel confirmed that it had been given a clear understanding of SEW's case on this issue from

the written submissions it had made, and what had been said in the ISHs so far. On that basis Mr

Phillpot indicated that he was content not to repeat or summarise SEW's case on the absence of a

compelling case at the CA hearing.

Agenda Item 4 – Further Representations by Affected Persons

25 There were no comments on behalf of SEW in agenda item 4 as all points had been or would be

dealt with in other agenda items.

Agenda Item 5 – Applications made under section 127 Planning Act 2008

26 SEW relies upon, but does not repeat, the general submissions about serious detriment made at

the ISH on 28 September 2016 and recorded in REP5-040 (paragraphs 5-17).

27 Mr Phillpot confirmed that before asking Mr Smith to work through the impacts of the land rights

sought on SEW's ability to implement the Reservoir proposals, and Mr Dance to explain the

impact on the carrying on of SEW's undertaking, there were a few points of approach that were

touched upon in submissions on 28 September that he would like to address in further detail. Mr

Phillpot explained that:

i. The meaning of the word 'serious' in this statutory context is not defined in

the PA 2008, or the Acquisition of Land Act 1981 (s.16 of the 1981 Act uses

the same phrase)

ii. He is not aware of any authorities that provide a definition

iii. The meaning was raised as an issue at the HPC Connection Examination,

where Mr Phillpot made submissions on behalf of his then client National

Grid, but neither the ExA's Report nor the decision determined the issue.

iv. In the absence of any definition or contextual imperative to do otherwise, the

appropriate approach is to use the ordinary meaning of the word.

v. Most relevant definition in the Shorter OED is:

"Important, grave; having (potentially) important, esp. undesired,
consequences; giving cause for concern; of significant degree or amount,
worthy of consideration ..." (see Appendix 4)
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vi. This supports the submission made on 28 September 2016 and recorded in

REP5-040 (paragraph 8) that the type of detriment the ExA should be looking

for is that which is important or significant from the perspective of the carrying

on of the undertaking.

28 Mr Phillpot explained that it was also helpful to look at the facts of the HPC Connection

examination as an example of where serious detriment was found to exist, not least because a

number of the ExA here will be familiar with those facts.

29 At issue was a reduction in the flexibility of what could be built in a small area within the Bristol

Port because of height constraints relating to the OHL.

30 There were no actual plans to build anything in that location at the time of the examination, but

Bristol Port Company argued that it needed to retain flexibility to respond to demand and that loss

of flexibility in terms of height involved serious detriment (see ExAR 8.5.273).

31 The Applicant argued that the area affected was only a small part of a vast area, and that whilst

there was detriment it was not serious (see ExAR 8.4.176 and 8.5.274).

32 The ExA was persuaded by Bristol Port that it needed flexibility because of the way its

undertaking was carried out, that the small area in question was an important part of the resource

available to them, and that the limit on the height of what could be built there under the OHL as

proposed amounted to serious detriment (see ExAR 8.5.275-8.5.276). SEW will supply the

relevant extracts at Deadline 6 (see Appendix 5).

33 SEW's evidence has demonstrated the importance of the land affected by this Order for the

carrying on of its undertaking, the adverse impacts of the proposed rights and restrictions on its

ability to use the land as required for the carrying on of its undertaking, the importance of flexibility

in this context, and the significant adverse consequences of those impacts for the carrying on of

its undertaking.

34 Indeed, SEW has gone much further in its evidence than Bristol Port, in that it has an established

intent and need to develop the particular area of land affected in a way that it has demonstrated to

be adversely affected by the proposed acquisition and works. It has no other land either within its

ownership or available for acquisition by it that can serve the required purpose.

Subsection (6)(b) of section 127

35 Mr Phillpot explained that there is no proper basis on which NG can seek to rely upon s.127(6)(b)

in this case, and it will have been noted that no reliance was placed upon the availability of other

land in the application that the Applicant has made to the Secretary of State (REP2-032).

36 The evidence does not support a conclusion that the detriment that would be caused to SEW in

this case can be made good by SEW using other land belonging to it, or available to acquire.
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37 The uncontroverted evidence is that the Reservoir site is the only available site in Kent that is

suited for development of a sizeable reservoir. It is unique in that respect.

38 In the evidence that it has submitted to the examination, the Applicant has not suggested a

solution that involves the use of land outside SEW's ownership in order to accommodate the river

diversion and fish pass, and thereby overcome the problems associated with trying to fit both on

the same relatively narrow strip of land.

39 Mr Smith explained that when undertaking the study of the concept design for the Reservoir in

2014 (Stage 1-4 concepts study REP2-113 – REP2-119) Jacobs considered alternative feasible

routes for the mitigation required for the Reservoir such as the river diversion and assessed

whether the river diversion and fish pass could be routed to the north of the Reservoir. The

conclusion was it could not due to the constraints of SSSI woodlands (Blean Woods), the

topography would result in an extremely wide and deep cutting and the overall diversion length

would be too great. Jacobs also examined feasible routes to the south. The route selected goes

to the north of the existing river from the offtake and crosses to the south over the secondary

embankment as this is the only feasible route that avoids SSSI woodland which was a key

constraint and concern of Natural England. It would not be feasible to route the river further south

due to constraints of Mayton Cottages, Nook Farm and again the cutting would get wider and

deeper. Additional land would not alleviate these constraints to offer an alternative feasible river

diversion route.

40 Mr Smith went on to explain the impact of the land rights proposed to be acquired on SEW's

ability to deliver the reservoir proposals. Mr Smith referred to the CA Impact Plans REP5-035 and

36 and a detailed table explaining the effects shown on those plans which will be submitted at

Deadline 6 (see Appendix 6).

41 Mr Smith used the construction of the dam wall construction as an example as shown on section

C of the CA Impact Plans and clarified that, with the proposed CA rights, building the wall would

not be possible, neither would the creation of the fish pass, planting, or access routes with the

result that every element of building the Reservoir would be negatively impacted. Mr Smith

explained that the CA rights have the same effect at section H of the CA Impact Plans which

show that the mitigation planting, riparian planting, access to dam, access for bridleway,

construction access, and excavation for the fish pass would not be possible.

42 Mr Smith concluded that with CA rights as they are in the Proposed DCO SEW cannot construct

the Reservoir or any of the mitigation required. Mr Smith explained that the conclusion would be

the same regardless of which size between 32.5 – 36m AOD the Reservoir was and that the

Applicant saying it will negotiate in the future, for example for new access points, is not a comfort

and does not solve the problem now.

43 Mr Phillpot explained that the CA Impact Plans REP5-035 – 036 represent the best available

evidence as to the works needed to implement the Reservoir and although the final details are
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unknown and flexibility is required there is not actually a huge amount of movement possible due

to the physical constraints. Whilst the top water level can change, neither the reservoir itself nor

the fish pass and river diversion have room to change in any way that would make a significant

difference to the point illustrated on the overlay plans. Even if the amendments suggested by the

Applicant's consultants Mott MacDonald (see REP3-017) were made and the same exercise

carried out, the overall position in terms of the impacts of the land rights sought on the Reservoir,

river diversion and fish pass as illustrated on the overlay plans on the Reservoir would be

essentially the same.

44 The Mott MacDonald options do not take the fish pass outside of the area of impact, nor do they

suggest any other land that SEW could use. The CA rights the Applicant are asking for simply

mean SEW cannot deliver the Reservoir without infringing those rights and thus being liable to

injunction. It is hard to think of a clearer example of serious detriment than this; preventing SEW

from being able to deliver a reservoir on land that it has acquired for this purpose, when this is

identified in the statutory plan (WRMP) as the best way in which to deliver the additional capacity

SEW is obliged to deliver in order to discharge its duties as a statutory undertaker.

45 Mr Phillpot confirmed that pylons were shown as being located directly in the river corridor (e.g.

PC10, see Spot Heigh Plans submitted at Deadline 4 – REP4-056 and REP4-064), and that in

any event the CA hearing is focusing on the CA rights, and their impact. It was also pointed out

by reference to the overlay plans that the CA rights do impact on the land shown as being

required for the Reservoir itself, for example an access point running through the Reservoir and

its dam.

46 The Panel asked SEW about how existing constraints would be dealt with. Mr Phillpot confirmed

that these existing constraints have been acknowledged and taken into account through the

WRMP process, and that with those in place SEW is confident the Reservoir can be delivered. In

any event, the fact that (as with almost any infrastructure project) there are some existing

constraints to be overcome cannot properly be relied upon as meaning that additional significant

constraints can be added without giving rise to serious detriment. The CA rights sought are

directly incompatible with the Reservoir and place restrictions on currently unencumbered land

and land which is critical for the successful delivery of the Reservoir. The effect of those rights

would be to make it unlawful for SEW to carry out critical works on the river diversion, fish pass

and mitigation planting. It was agreed that a post hearing note on this and the acquisition of the

Reservoir site would be provided for Deadline 6 (see Appendix 7).

47 Mr Phillpot then asked Mr Dance for SEW to explain how these impacts would give rise to serious

detriment to the carrying on of SEW's undertaking.

48 Mr Dance explained that the Reservoir is the best way to supply water in an economical and

efficient way in Kent; if SEW cannot do so it will need to use alternatives.

The alternatives
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49 The most likely alternatives based on the WRMP work carried out to date for the Canterbury

District are desalination and effluent reuse with the disadvantages being:

 They cost more AISC £/Ml = more cost to customers. Effluent re-use £2,857/Ml;

Desalination £2,293/Ml and the Reservoir £2,165/Ml

 High energy cost of treatment processes. Variable Opex Effluent re-use £390/Ml;

Desalination £271/Ml and the Reservoir £65/Ml

 No recreational or environmental benefits because the sites for re-use and desalination

have no recreational value. All the benefits delivered by the Reservoir are lost. The

Reservoir also introduces scope for indirect business and employment opportunities.

 Lower capacity for meeting peak period demand. A 36m AOD Reservoir can deliver 22

Ml/d of peak period capacity, compared to just 16 Ml/d for Effluent re-use and only 8.4

Ml/d from desalination

 Higher carbon emissions: effluent reuse will generate 6 times more Tonnes/yr CO2 and

desalination 9 times more Tonnes/yr CO2 per Ml/d than the Reservoir.

 Annual carbon costs are: Reservoir £29k/annum, effluent re-use £351k/annum and

desalination £166k/annum

50 In addition to being more expensive and higher in carbon cost, the use of alternatives would

require SEW to acquire land or at least rights over land on/under which to provide the alternative

supply methods. There is no guarantee SEW would be able to secure appropriate sites or rights

and even if this is a possibility this would cause delay to SEW providing water supply and

increase the costs of doing so. SEW will no longer be using its own land for the water supply but

will have to factor in the time and cost of acquiring land and or rights to allow them to provide

alternative supply options (assuming such land and rights can be obtained).

51 This position is also supported by the EA who confirm in the Statement of Common ground with

the Applicant submitted at Deadline 5 (Document 8.4.1(B) Table 4.1.1 REP5-007 page 36 and in

the last paragraph 3 of REP5-056 that "the implication, should the Reservoir no longer be

considered feasible, is that alternatives would need to be explored. These may be more costly,

less sustainable, involve less proven technologies and take longer to implement. Alternatively,

alterations may be required to the pylon route, which, once constructed, would be expensive."

Supply Demand

52 Mr Dance also explained that water companies now have an increased responsibility to increase

volume of supply. Mr Dance explained that the National Long Term Planning Project previously

referred to in REP3-035 has now reported. The final report, for SEW's area of operation,

concludes that;
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(a) There is a 12% chance that a 60 day or greater severe demand restriction

(stand pipes and rota cuts) event could occur over the course of the next 25

year period unless resilience levels are increased (see Appendix 8; page

158, Table 8.5.1.1).

(b) Risk can only be managed through proactive investment as the risk from

severe droughts already exists, and rate of change due to climate change

cannot be monitored (see Appendix 8; page 158, Table 8.5.1.1).

(c) Recommended increased levels of investment be made in the short, medium

and long term (see Appendix 8; page 158, Table 8.5.1.1).

(d) Indicated that the most appropriate strategy for the south east to be a

combination of local options and transfers – including the Reservoir (see

Appendix 8; page 188, paragraph 10.2.2.6).

53 For further details see the note to be submitted at Deadline 6 detailing the serious detriment that

will be caused to SEW's ability to carry out its undertaking if the Proposed DCO and related CA

rights are approved without amendment causing the Reservoir to be prevented or at the very least

restricted (see Appendix 9). It was also agreed that a note detailing the comparison figures would

be supplied with an explanation of how those figures had been reached (see Appendix 10).

54 Mr Smith confirmed that in relation to Q.2.3.17 it is correct that £366,000 is in the WRMP and this

is now less than required. However, Jacobs' experts have concluded that to underground 1.4km

of a 132kv line it would be £1.4 million maximum as the maximum amount would be £1 million per

km. It was confirmed that more details and evidence on this would be provided at Deadline 6 (see

Appendices 11-13).

55 Mr Phillpot confirmed that forcing the abandonment or restriction of the proposal to use the land

as a Reservoir and thus requiring the use of less desirable, less sustainable and more expensive

water supply alternatives would itself constitute serious detriment, and would undermine the

outcome of the WRMP, as the note to be submitted at Deadline 6 will explain in more detail (see

Appendix 9).

56 Mr Phillpot explained that the need case for the Reservoir is very well established and has never

been in dispute. However, this is not the same as having a 'cut and dry' planning case or

confirmation of delivery being possible as SEW still need to be able to show that the Reservoir is

viable and can comply with mitigation requirements such as those set out in the WFD in order to

achieve planning permission, and it must be able to satisfy the requirements of the WRMP

process by comparison to the less sustainable and desirable alternatives (effluent re-use and

desalination).

Agenda Item 6 – Applications made under section 138 Planning Act 2008.

57 Mr Phillpot confirmed on behalf of SEW that it is hoped that the required protective provisions can

be agreed between the parties and so long as these provisions are agreed SEW will be

comfortable that its existing apparatus is sufficiently protected.
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58 If the protective provisions cannot be agreed, SEW will confirm this and submit the form of

protective provisions required before the end of the examination, together with a written

explanation of why they are required.

Agenda Item 7 – Funding, 8 - Action Points and 9 Any Other Matters

59 There were no comments on behalf of SEW in relation to agenda items 7,8 and 9

DAY TWO

Agenda Items 10 – 17

60 There were no comments on behalf of SEW in relation to agenda items 10 – 17

END OF SUMMARY NOTES


