The Planning
Inspectorate

The Planning Act 2008

Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating

Station) Order [ ]

Panel’s Report to the Secretary of State

Panel’s Report in respect of an application for a Development
Consent Order for Hinkley Point C Nuclear Generating Station and

Associated Development

Date: 19 December 2012




Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order [ ]

File Ref ENO10001
Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station Order) [ ]
e The application, dated 31 October 2011 was made under Section 37
of the Planning Act 2008.
e The Applicant is NNB Generation Company Limited.
e The application was accepted for examination on 24 November
2011.
e The examination of the application began on 21 March 2012 and
was completed on 21 September 2012.
e The development proposed is Hinkley Point C Nuclear Generating
Station and Associated Development.
Summary of Recommendation: The Order be made with
modifications.

Panel’s Report to the Secretary of State - Restricted Until Publication



Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order [ ]

Contents
1 oo T 1U [t o o o 1
2 The Application ..o e 6
3 Legal and Policy ContexXt.....coviiiiiiiiiii i e e e eaaes 11
4  The Main Matters - Findings and Conclusions .........cccovviiivviiinnnnn. 14
The Main ISSUES ..uiiiiti ittt e e e e aneans 14
Traffic and Transportation Matters.........oooiiiiiiiiiii i 17
SocCio-Economic Effects ....covieeiiiiiiii i 35
Landscape and Visual Effects ......cccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiciiiiiaeeas 47
1S 0 10 181 (= 56
COMbBWICH . e 66
(@7=1 o | 1 T ) o 1 76
Other Matters . e e 79
5 Habitats Regulations Assessment........cccvviiiiiiiiiiiiii i i 97
6 The Panel’s Conclusions on the Case for Development ................ 126
7  The Request for Compulsory Acquisition POWers.........cccovvvviinnnnns 131
8 The Proposed Development Consent Order and s106 Agreement.. 149
9 Overall Conclusions and Recommendation............ccoovvviiiiiiiennnn. 193
Appendix A - The EXamination......ccoviiiiiiiiiii i i eaeas 195
Appendix B - Examinaton Library ......ccooiiiiiiiiiiei e 200
Appendix C - ReqUIremMENtS....ccivii it ie s e aanees 252
Appendix D - The Development Consent Order (Tracked)............ 323
Appendix E - Abbreviations .......c.oviiiiiiiiiii e 324

Panel’s Report to the Secretary of State — Restricted Until Publication ii



Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order [ ]

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 The main development proposed is a nuclear power station with a
generating capacity of 3260 megawatts (MW). As an onshore
generating station in England, with a generating capacity of more
than 50 MW, the proposal is a nationally significant infrastructure
project (NSIP) as defined by s15 of the Planning Act 2008 (the
Act). Also included in the application are proposals for several
linked items of infrastructure (‘associated development’). These
comprise temporary accommodation for construction workers
(both on the main power station site and in Bridgwater); 2 park
and ride sites in Bridgwater, and one each in Cannington and
Williton; 2 freight handling facilities in Bridgwater (on joint sites
with the proposed park and ride facilities); reconstruction of an
existing wharf at Combwich and a new freight laydown area, and
improvements to several road junctions in the area.

1.2 The application was submitted on 31 October 2011 and accepted
for examination on 24 November 2011. The examination began on
21 March 2012 and was completed on 21 September 2012.

1.3 On 17 February 2012 the Chair of the Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) appointed a three member Panel as the
Examining authority for the application (PDEC03). Andrew
Phillipson was appointed as the lead member of the Panel; Frances
Fernandes and Emrys Parry were also appointed. The Chair
indicated in his letter that further appointments to the Panel were
likely to be made. Lorna Walker was subsequently appointed to
the Panel on 9 March 2012 (PDECO04) and Michael Hurley was
appointed on 11 April 2012 (PDECO06).

1.4 On 17 February another letter was sent by the lead member of the
Panel to all interested parties, inviting them to a preliminary
meeting on 21 March 2012. Annexes to the letter included a draft
timetable for the examination and the Panel’s initial assessment of
the principal issues arising on the application.

1.5 In that letter we drew attention to the fact that our initial
assessment of the principal issues did not include matters such as
nuclear safety, security, protection of people and the transport of
nuclear material. We explained that it was not our intention to
duplicate the consideration of matters which are within the remit
of the bodies responsible for nuclear regulation. We also made
clear that this should not be interpreted as the Panel drawing up
its list of issues without having regard to the numerous
representations made on such matters. Rather, that it reflected
National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-6 (para 2.7) which advises us
to avoid unnecessary duplication and to ensure that planning and
regulatory expertise are focussed on the most appropriate areas.

1.6 We also explained that we would not include matters of principle
that were considered and decided by Government in designating
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the energy NPSs. In particular, we would not consider the need for
this type of infrastructure. We repeated our position on these
matters at various points throughout the examination, particularly
during the open floor hearings, where we advised interested
parties to address their concerns elsewhere for example such as to
the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) or to Government through
their elected representatives.

1.7 In relation to the draft timetable, we proposed an examination
lasting the full 6 month statutory time period allowed for
examining NSIPs under s98 of the Planning Act 2008 (PDECO03).

1.8 In a letter to the IPC dated 14 March 2012 (CORO06) and at the
preliminary meeting, West Somerset District Council (WSC) and
Sedgemoor District Council (SDC) jointly requested that the
examination be extended beyond the statutory 6 month timetable
in order to enable them to fully engage in the examination, given
that additional funding they had sought from the Applicant had not
been forthcoming.

1.9 Following the preliminary meeting, on 23 March 2012, the Panel
issued a request for further information under Rule 17 of the
Examination Rules to WSC and SDC (COR09 and COR10), asking
for further information in connection with the claim. The Councils
duly supplied the information on 26 March 2012 (COR15 - COR18)
and this was considered by the Panel who reported to the Chair of
the IPC. The Chair of the IPC wrote to the Councils on 30 March
2012 (COR12), agreeing with and enclosing the Panel’s reasoned
recommendation, and setting out his decision not to extend the
examination.

1.10 Following the implementation of the relevant section of the
Localism Act 2011 on 1 April 2012, the IPC was abolished and its
functions transferred to the Planning Inspectorate. The main
change in practice brought in by the Localism Act was that the
Panel would no longer be responsible for making a decision on the
application; rather, their responsibility is to examine the
application and report their findings and conclusions to the
Secretary of State, who will make the decision.

1.11  This report sets out those findings and conclusions and the Panel’s
recommendation as to the decision to be made on the application
in accordance with s83(1) of the Planning Act 2008.

1.12 The application is an Environmental Impact Assessment
development as defined by the Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009. It was
accompanied by an Environmental Statement (ES). Additional
environmental information was supplied during the course of the
examination. In reaching our conclusions and recommendation,
the environmental information as defined in Regulation 2(1)
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1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

(including the ES and all other information on the environmental
effects of the development) has been taken into consideration.

The Secretary of State is the Competent Authority for the
purposes of Council Directive 92/43/EEC on the conservation of
natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora (the Habitats
Directive) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2010 (the Habitats Regulations). The findings and
conclusions on the issues affecting European sites reported by the
Panel are intended to assist the Secretary of State in making the
Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations.

The preliminary meeting was held on 21 March 2012 at which the
Applicant and all interested parties were able to make
representations to the Panel about how the application should be
examined. The Panel’s procedural decision, under Rule 8 of the
Infrastructure Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 2010 (the
Rules), was issued on 27 March 2012 (PDECO05). At the same time,
the Panel also issued their first written questions directed at the
Applicant, the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and jointly to
West Somerset District Council, Sedgemoor District Council and
Somerset County Council (the joint Councils).

Following their letter of 9 March 2012 to the IPC (HEO0O01), the
Applicant announced at the preliminary meeting that they wished
to make changes to the application documents, plans and ES. The
Applicant described these changes as ‘corrections and minor
changes’. The approach to be adopted for handling the proposed
changes was set out and agreed with the Panel at the preliminary
meeting and reported in the procedural decision.

The proposed changes were subsequently advertised in local
newspapers and ‘Addendum Documents’ placed on deposit. Having
considered the proposed changes, the Panel concluded that they
should be accepted for consideration in the examination as part of
the development proposed (PDEC08). The examination proceeded
accordingly.

The Panel carried out an initial (familiarisation) site inspection of
the proposed main power station site and the proposed associated
development sites in the company of interested parties on 11 and
12 April 2012. A further accompanied site inspection was
undertaken on 12 September 2012. During the examination, the
Panel members also undertook a number of unaccompanied site
visits, either individually or with other Panel members present.

During the course of the examination several hearings were held.
These included open-floor hearings at Cannington, Combwich,
Bridgwater and Stogursey; issue-specific hearings into the
Development Consent Order (DCO) and requirements/obligations,
socio-economic matters, traffic and transportation matters,
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) matters and ecology, and
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1.19

1.20

1.21

1.22

1.23

1.24

Combwich. A further hearing was also held specifically to consider
compulsory acquisition matters.

The examination closed on 21 September 2012.

Further details of the main examination events can be found in
Appendix A.

Requests for Further Information made by the Panel

During the course of the examination the Panel made several
requests to the Applicant and other interested parties for
documents and information that we considered would aid our
understanding. These requests were generally made under Rule 17
of the Examination Procedure Rules.

On each occasion the Panel considered the documentation and
information received and, where appropriate, invited interested
parties to comment on it.

Other Consents

Before making its application for a DCO, the Applicant applied
separately to WSC for planning permission to carry out fencing,
site clearance, earthworks and other works on the proposed power
station site. Conditional planning permission for these works was
granted in January 2012 by the Council (the ‘preliminary works
permission’ (PD001)). The Applicant also applied to the Marine
Management Organisation (MMO) for a Harbour Empowerment
Order and the licences required to enable construction of a jetty at
the site. These were granted by the MMO in July 2012, subject to
conditions (PD090-PD093).

In order to build and operate the proposed power station many
more consents and licences will be required (in addition to the
DCO which is the subject of this report). The principal ones
include:

Office for Nuclear Regulation

. Nuclear Site Licence.

Environment Agency

. Permits to discharge and dispose of radioactive wastes
. Permits to discharge cooling water and liquid effluents into
the Bristol Channel.

Marine Management Organisation

. Marine Licences (Construction of cooling water intake and
outfall structures)
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1.25

1.26

1.27

1.28

1.29

1.30

. Marine Licences (Dredging of material associated with works
to construct the cooling water and outfall structures).

By the time the examination closed, applications had been made
for all of the above.*

Obligations

Following discussion with the main parties at the issue-specific
hearing on 17 and 18 July, we issued a procedural decision
specifying the timetable for submission of any s106 Obligation that
the parties wanted the Panel to consider during the examination,
and for interested parties to comment on it.

In due course, a s106 Agreement was concluded between the
Councils, the Applicant and the owners of the main power station
site. It is a complex and weighty document, the main terms of
which are summarised in an explanatory note issued by the
Applicant (PD109).

Structure of the Report

Chapter 2 sets out the main features of the proposed development
and Chapter 3 summarises the policy context applicable to it.
Chapter 4 sets out the Panel’s findings and conclusions in respect
of each of the main considerations and the other potentially
important and relevant matters identified by the Panel. Chapter 5
assesses the application against the Habitats Regulations. Chapter
6 contains the Panel’s conclusions on the planning case for the
proposed development.

Chapter 7 considers compulsory acquisition matters and Chapter 8
the representations made on the DCO and the s106 Agreement.
Chapter 9 sets out our overall conclusions and recommendation to
the Secretary of State.

The main ‘events’ occurring during the examination and the main
procedural decisions taken by the Panel are listed in Appendix A.
Appendix B lists the documents submitted by the Applicant and
others in connection with the Application, with the references used
in this report. Appendix C sets out our detailed consideration of
the requirements. Appendix D comprises the DCO as finally
proposed by the Applicant, marked up to show the changes that
we recommend the Secretary of State should make. Appendix E
contains a list of the main abbreviations used in the report.

! The Nuclear Site Licence was subsequently granted by the ONR on 26 November 2012.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

THE APPLICATION
Outline of the Proposal

This application is for a Development Consent Order (DCO) to
construct and operate a nuclear power station comprising two
European Pressurised Reactor units and supporting development
at Hinkley Point in Somerset (Hinkley Point C). Each unit would be
capable of producing around 1,630 MW of electricity, giving a total
generating capacity of 3,260 MW (Works 1 and 2).

In addition to the main power station, the DCO also includes
several associated developments. These would be used mainly to
facilitate the construction of the power station. They comprise:

. The refurbishment of an existing wharf at Combwich and
provision of an associated freight storage area (Work 8).

" The provision of 2 accommodation campuses in Bridgwater
and one on the main site (Works 3, 4 and 5).

. The provision of freight management facilities near to J23
and J24 of the M5, together with park and ride sites for
workers to use (Works 9 and 10).

. The provision of further park and ride sites at Cannington and
Williton (Works 7 and 11).

. The provision of a bypass at Cannington (Work 6).

. The provision of a temporary jetty at the site (Work TJ).

On completion of construction, the park and ride facilities at
Williton, Cannington and Junctions 23 and 24 of the M5 would be
removed as would the freight management facilities and other
development on the ]23 site and the temporary jetty. The
proposed construction campus buildings in Bridgwater (Bridgwater
A and C) and on the main site would no longer be required. At
Combwich the proposed freight storage area would be removed,
but the refurbished wharf would be retained for occasional use in
connection with the ongoing delivery of any abnormal indivisible
loads required by the operational power station. The proposed new
bypass for Cannington would be retained.

Also proposed are several highway junction improvements
designed to reduce the impact that construction traffic associated
with the development would have on the existing highway network
(Works 12 to 22). All of these would be retained.

A plan showing the location of the Hinkley Point C site and the
associated development sites is included within the Environmental
Statement (ES) that accompanied the application (APP094, Plate
1.1). Further details of the proposed development on each site can
also be found in the relevant volumes of the ES and on the
drawings submitted with the application.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

The Main Site

The site for the proposed power station is located at Hinkley Point
on the Somerset coast, immediately to the west of the two
existing nuclear power stations (Hinkley Point A and Hinkley Point
B).

The total site occupies an area of approximately 175ha. Of this,
the proposed power station would occupy approximately 67.5ha.
The remainder of the site would be primarily required during the
construction period only and would include a 530 bedspace
accommodation campus. When construction is complete, it would
be landscaped and returned to agricultural or amenity uses.

Land within the site was until recently mainly in agricultural use,
with some woodland. It is gently undulating and crossed by two
streams that run from west to east. Existing ground levels range
from around 10m to around 35m above ordnance datum (Newlyn)
(AOD). There were previously several farm buildings on the site,
but these have now all been demolished. Several public rights of
way (PRoW) formerly crossed the site and the South West Coastal
Path ran along the foreshore on its northern edge, but these were
recently closed, and the site fenced off to secure it in advance of
the site preparation works that are now underway. These were
authorised by a planning permission granted in January 2012 by
the local planning authority (see para 1.23 above).

The closest settlements to the site are the hamlets of Shurton,
Knighton, Burton and Wick. Stogursey lies approximately 1.5 km
to the south of the main site boundary. Combwich and Cannington
lie approximately 5km and 8km respectively to the south-east.
The nearest main town, Bridgwater, is approximately 12km south-
east of the site.

Further details of the site and its surroundings can be found in the
ES that accompanied the application (APP095, Chapter 2).

Transport Links to the Site

The main access road serving the Hinkley Point site is the C182
which runs from the site, through Cannington, to join the A39 at
roundabouts located to the south and west of the village. The A39
links Minehead in the west to Bridgwater in the east. Within
Bridgwater it links to the A38 which in turn links to the M5 at two
junctions located to the north and south of the town (Junctions 23
and 24).

The closest mainline railway to the site is the line running from
Bristol to Taunton and the South West, which passes through
Bridgwater.
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The Associated Development Sites

2.13  Full descriptions of the associated development sites can be found
in the relevant volumes of the ES submitted with the application.
In summary they comprise:

. The Combwich Wharf site, located to the south of
Combwich on the west side of the River Parrett. It comprises
an existing facility for unloading abnormal indivisible loads
(AILs) brought in by barge. A private access road connects
the Wharf to the C182. Included in the proposals at
Combwich is a (temporary) freight storage area on open
farmland land to the south of the access road.

. The Bridgwater A site, comprising some 13.8ha of land
fronting the A39 in Bridgwater. The northern section of the
site was formerly occupied by the Innovia Cellophane factory,
but this has now been demolished. The southern section of
the site contains various sports facilities operated by the
Bridgwater Sports and Social Club. The site is part of the
proposed North East Bridgwater development which has
outline planning permission for housing, employment and
other mixed uses (PD027).

. The Bridgwater C site, a 1.9ha site close to Bridgwater A.
The main part of the site contains a rugby pitch used by
Bridgwater and Albion Rugby Football Club as a training pitch.

" The Junction 23 site, comprising approximately 20.6ha of
mainly agricultural land adjacent to Dunball roundabout on
the A38.

" The Junction 24 site within the Huntworth Business Park. It
comprises parking areas and buildings previously used by
Safeway as a distribution centre.

. The Cannington park and ride site, located on land to the
south of Cannington. It is bounded by the A39 to the south,
agricultural fields to the north and east and a flood relief
channel to the west. It currently comprises agricultural land
used for grazing.

" The Williton park and ride site, which is the major part of
a former HGV lorry park on the west side of the B3190
around 1km north of the junction with the A39.

" The Cannington bypass, proposed to run on the western
side of Cannington and connect the A39 to the C182.
Currently it comprises mainly open undulating agricultural
land.

2.14 In addition to these associated development sites, the DCO
contains proposals for highway improvements to increase the
safety and/or capacity of several road junctions between the main
site and the M5. Full descriptions of the proposals for each of these
junctions can be found in the application documents.
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2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

2.21

Programme for the Development

The application documents included an indicative construction
programme showing the expected durations and timing of all the
major works components.

The programme (APP094, Plate 2.1) shows work starting on the
site preparation earthworks in late 2011, followed by work on the
temporary jetty in mid 2012. The main works on site that would
be authorised by the DCO are shown as beginning at the start of
2013. The first reactor unit is shown as entering operation at the
beginning of 2019, followed 18 months later by the second unit in
mid 2020.

By this time the programme anticipates that most on site works
would be complete. However, construction of the spent fuel store
is shown as expected to continue until the end 2022. Final
landscaping of the site is, we understand, intended to be
progressive as the main works contractors vacate the site.

Works on the main associated development sites are all shown on
the programme as commencing at the beginning of 2013, with the
exception of the Combwich freight storage area which the
programme shows as starting a year later. The duration of these
works is variable and, we understand, is dependent on the amount
of work involved in each case. The J24 site is shown as becoming
operational first, in mid 2013, followed later that year by the
Williton and Cannington park and ride sites. Cannington bypass is
scheduled for completion in autumn 2014.

The programme was optimistic with respect to the dates shown for
starting the site preparation contract and construction of the
temporary jetty and the follow-on works. Furthermore, delays that
occurred in removing asbestos from part of the site resulted in the
Applicant announcing that the main preliminary earthworks would
not begin until early in 2013, approximately one year later than
originally planned.

Given this, and having regard to various concerns raised with us
by interested parties,! we asked the Applicant to submit a revised
construction programme. It was duly provided (REP012).

The revised indicative programme followed the same format as
that contained in the ES. Relative to the original programme, the
start dates for the temporary jetty works and main construction
works on site are shown as delayed by one year. Subsequent
works on the main construction site are similarly shown as delayed
by a year, as are the dates shown for reactors 1 and 2 entering
service.

1 Notably the residents of Cannington who sought to have the bypass complete and open to traffic
before the main site works could begin.
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2.22

2.23

2.24

Off-site, the start of works on most of the associated development
sites (including Cannington bypass) is shown as mid 2013 - some
6 months later than originally planned. Accordingly, these works
would be completed significantly earlier relative to the start of the
main construction works than was expected when the application
was made.

Critically, the construction of the Combwich freight laydown area is
shown on the revised programme as following the completion of
the Cannington bypass with the start delayed to spring 2014.! The
effect of this change in the programme sequence would be to
reduce the number of heavy goods vehicles (HGVs) that would
need to pass through the village before the Cannington bypass is
completed. This we welcome.

The commentary supplied with the amended programme explained
that the off-site highway improvement works are generally
expected to start early in the construction period, but with some
works in close proximity to each other staggered to avoid
congestion. We see this approach, which would be secured by an
undertaking contained in the s106 Agreement, as acceptable.

1a requirement was subsequently offered to secure this (see Appendix C, Requirement C3B)
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3 LEGAL AND POLICY CONTEXT
Introduction

3.1 The proposal is a nationally significant infrastructure project
(NSIP) by virtue of being an electricity generating station with a
capacity of more than 50 MW (Planning Act 2008, s15), a type of
development for which National Policy Statements (NPSs) are in
effect. Accordingly, the principal policy basis against which the
proposal must be decided is that set out in the relevant NPSs (the
Act, s104(3)). Whilst other policies, including those contained in
the development plans for the area, may constitute matters that
the Secretary of State may regard as important and relevant to
the decision, the primacy of the National Policy Statements is clear
(the Act s104(3) and NPS EN-1, para 1.1.1). Indeed, in the event
of a conflict between policies contained in any other documents
(including development plan documents) and those contained in
an NPS, those in the NPS prevail for the purposes of decision
making on nationally significant infrastructure (NPS EN-1, para
4.1.5).

3.2 Given this, this section of the report focuses on what we see as
the most relevant policies in the two National Policy Statements
that are applicable to the development proposed (the Overarching
National Policy Statement for Energy (NPS EN-1) and the National
Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (NPS EN-6 - in two
volumes). These were formally designhated as statements of
national policy and presented to Parliament in accordance with
s5(9) of the Planning Act 2008 in July 2011.

Need for New Generating Stations

3.3 Part 2 of NPS EN-1 sets out the policy context for the development
of nationally significant energy infrastructure. It reflects the
Government’s commitment to cutting greenhouse gas emissions
and the desire to improve the security, availability and
affordability of energy through diversification away from an
economy largely reliant on fossil fuels. It sets out the need to
replace a significant part of the UK’s current generating capacity
and the role that the electricity market reforms are expected to
play in helping to achieve the Government’s objectives. It
concludes that it is critical that the UK continues to have secure
and reliable supplies of electricity as the transition is made, and
states that to manage the risks to achieving security of supply, the
country needs, amongst other things, a diverse mix of
technologies and fuels.

3.4 The need for new nationally significant electricity infrastructure
projects is set out in more detail in section 3 of the NPS. Whilst
measures to reduce demand for electricity are noted as a key
element of the Government’s strategy for meeting the country’s
energy and climate change objectives, the NPS notes that the
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3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

savings such measures could make are expected to be offset by
increases in other areas. Similarly, whilst the Government believes
that decentralised and community energy systems, more
intelligent use of electricity and more interconnection with
continental electricity systems should be actively pursued, the
Government’s view is that the effect on the need for new large
scale energy infrastructure will be limited.

On the need for nuclear generating capacity, paragraph 3.5.1 of
NPS EN-1 notes that the Government believes that there is an
urgent need for new electricity generation plant, including nuclear
plant. Paragraph 3.5.2 of the NPS notes that it is Government
policy that new nuclear power should be able to contribute as
much as possible to the UK’s need for new generating capacity.
The role that Government expects nuclear power stations to play
in ensuring a diverse mix of technology of fuel sources, and in
decarbonising the UK'’s energy supplies, is amplified in paragraphs
3.5.3 to 3.5.8 of the NPS.

The Urgency of the Need for New Nuclear Power

Given the above, paragraph 3.5.9 of NPS EN-1 notes that ‘it is
important that new nuclear power stations are constructed and
start generating as soon as possible and significantly earlier than
2025’. Similar sentiments are expressed in paragraph 2.2.2 of NPS
EN-6.

Paragraph 2.2.1 of NPS EN-6 advises that the decision makers
'should assess applications for new nuclear power stations on the
basis that the need for such infrastructure has been
demonstrated’. Paragraph 2.2.4 advises that when considering an
application for a new nuclear power station that is capable of
deployment by a date significantly in advance of 2025, substantial
weight should be given to the benefits (including the benefit of
displacing carbon dioxide emissions) that would result from the
application receiving development consent.

Policy on Siting of New Nuclear Power Stations

The site of the proposed nuclear power station at Hinkley Point is
one of the eight sites identified by Government in NPS EN-6 as
potentially suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power
stations by the end of 2025.

In this regard, section 2.4 of the NPS makes it clear that eight
sites were chosen as potentially suitable, in order to allow
sufficient flexibility to meet the urgent need for new nuclear power
stations whilst at the same time enabling development consent for
any particular site to be refused, should it be considered
appropriate to do so.

‘Competition’ between the eight sites in the sense of whether one
or other is ‘superior’ is not envisaged. Indeed, paragraph 2.5.5 of
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the NPS advises that an application on a listed site should be
judged on its own merits and that a comparison with any other
listed site is unlikely to be important to the decision on whether to
grant development consent.

Other Considerations

3.11 Notwithstanding the policies in favour of granting development
consent for new nuclear power stations noted above, the NPS is
nonetheless clear that the decision as to whether any particular
proposal should be granted consent, should depend on how the
proposal measures up against a range of impacts identified as
potentially associated with new power stations in NPS EN-1 and
NPS EN-6. This accords with s104(3) of the Act, which requires
applications for nationally significant infrastructure to be decided
in accordance with any relevant NPS except where, amongst other
matters, the adverse impact of the proposed development would
outweigh its benefits.

3.12 As to the weight that should be attributed to the various strands of
policy that are engaged by the proposal, it is clear that the policies
in the relevant NPSs are the primary yardstick against which
proposals for NSIPs should be decided. There are nonetheless
numerous other policy sources that fall to be considered, where
appropriate, as other matters that the Secretary of State may
regard as important and relevant to the decision. At the national
level these include statements of Government policy, including
those found in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).! At
the local level they include policies in the regional, county and
local plans for the area and those contained in supplementary
planning guidance. These are summarised in the planning
statement submitted with application (APP295) and in the local
impact report submitted by the joint Councils (PD045 et seq).

1 At the time the application was made the NPPF had not been finalised. It was published on 27 March
2012 at which time most of the PPSs and PPGs referred to in the application documents were
withdrawn.
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

THE MAIN MATTERS - FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
THE MAIN ISSUES

Our initial assessment of principal issues prepared in accordance
with s88 of the Planning Act 2008 and Rule 5 of the Infrastructure
Planning (Examination Procedure) Rules 2010 was published with
the letter inviting all interested parties to the preliminary meeting
(PDECO03). Having regard to the representations made at that
meeting and all other considerations that came to our attention
before and after the meeting, the principal issues were refined as
follows:

. Traffic and Transportation Matters, including
particularly the effect that traffic generated by the proposal
during construction would have on the highway network
serving the site.

. Socio-economic Effects, including particularly the effects
the proposal would have on jobs and skills, businesses,
tourism, the local housing market, public services and the
communities affected by the proposal.

. Landscape and Visual Effects, including particularly the
effect the proposal would have on the landscape, the
Quantock Hills AONB and the appropriateness of the
mitigation proposed.

. Stogursey, including particularly the effect the proposal
would have on the living conditions of nearby residents.

. Combwich, including particularly the effect the proposal
would have on the living conditions of nearby residents.

" Cannington, including particularly the effect that traffic

generated by the proposal would have on the living
conditions of the residents of Cannington.

These are considered, matter by matter, in the subsequent
sections of this chapter.

At the preliminary meeting and subsequently, many other matters
were also drawn to our attention as potentially important and
relevant to the Secretary of State’s decision on the proposal.
These are also considered in this chapter, in alphabetical order, in
the section following the principal issues identified above (‘Other
Matters’).

Other matters of particular importance to the examination which
we identified were:

. The potential for the proposal to affect the integrity of
nearby European sites designated for their conservation
value (Habitats Regulations Matters).

. Whether there is a compelling case in the public interest
for granting the compulsory acquisition powers sought in
the draft order (Compulsory Acquisition Matters).
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4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

. What changes should be made to the draft Development
Consent Order (DCO) submitted with the application
(including the requirements contained in Schedule 11
thereto) in the event that the Secretary of State decides to
make the Order (The Proposed DCO and s106
Agreement).

Each of these matters is considered in a subsequent chapter of
this report.

In reaching our decision as to what issues we should consider, we
also had regard to the guidance in the National Policy Statements
and elsewhere as to how we should approach matters that are the
primary responsibility of other regulators. NPS EN-1 (s4.10) and
NPS EN-6 (s2.7) note the roles and responsibilities of other
regulators and require that, when considering an application for a
DCO, the decision maker should act on the basis that the relevant
licensing and permitting regimes will be properly applied and that
duplication of matters within the remit of the Nuclear Regulators
should be avoided. Decisions on DCOs should furthermore not be
delayed, pending completion of the licensing or permitting process
(NPS EN-6, para 2.7.3). Neither should they be refused on the
grounds of matters within the remit of other regulators unless
there is good reason to believe that any necessary licence, permit
or authorisation would not subsequently be granted (NPS EN-6,
para 2.7.5).

In making their representations, many parties raised concerns
regarding nuclear safety matters that are within the remit of other
regulators, or concerns regarding matters of Government policy on
nuclear energy. As set out in Chapter 1 of this report (see paras
1.5 and 1.6) where the opportunity arose, we advised those
making such representations of the limits of our remit and
suggested that they may wish to address their concerns elsewhere
(such as to the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) or to
Government through their elected representatives).

Concerns raised with us by interested parties, but not
subsequently addressed in this report, include (i) the risk of the
site being affected by flooding (from rising sea levels, tsunami,
storm surge or coastal change) and thereby compromising nuclear
safety; (ii) the ability of the local road network to safely
accommodate traffic in the event of a nuclear emergency arising
on the site (including the possibility of such an emergency
coinciding with another event such as an accident on the highway
that would compromise its capacity); (iii) matters relating to the
discharge of cooling water and the like from the site (including
matters relating to the quality of such discharges); (iv) matters
relating to the facilities available for the storage of nuclear waste
on site (including the potential need for long-term storage of
nuclear waste awaiting disposal); and (v) matters arising from the
site’s location adjacent to Hinkley Point A and B nuclear sites.

Panel’s Report to the Secretary of State — Restricted Until Publication 15



Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order [ ]

4.9 These are all matters which, having regard to the advice in the
relevant NPSs and advice received from the ONR (REP008), we are
firmly of the view that it is for others to consider and regulate.

4.10 With regard to the advice in para 2.7.5 of NPS EN-6, we were
advised by the ONR that they have not 'so far identified any
fundamental shortcomings that we consider should prevent the
grant of a nuclear site licence to NNB Genco in due course’
(WREP56).! We were further advised by the EA that they had
assessed the Applicant’s applications for environmental permits to
discharge and dispose of radioactive wastes, cooling water and
other liquid effluents and to operate standby diesel generators and
had concluded that there were no reasons why they should not
issue all three permits (REP101).

L our understanding is that the licence was subsequently granted on 26 November 2012.

Panel’s Report to the Secretary of State — Restricted Until Publication 16



Hinkley Point C (Nuclear Generating Station) Order [ ]

4.11

4.12

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION MATTERS
Introduction

The Applicant’s proposals for managing and mitigating the effects
of bringing materials and workers to the site during the
construction period are complex. In outline they propose to:

. Construct a temporary jetty at the main construction site, to
be used principally to bring aggregates and cement for
concrete making to the site during the construction period.

. Refurbish the existing wharf at Combwich to bring in
abnormal indivisible loads (AILs) and other construction
materials by sea. Associated with this is a temporary storage
area for AlLs and general construction materials (the laydown
area).

" Provide freight handling and consolidation facilities close to
junctions 23 and 24 (J23 and J24) of the M5 for processing
construction materials arriving by road prior to onward travel
to the site.

. Provide park and ride sites for workers to use at each of the
freight handling and consolidation sites and also at
Cannington and Williton.

. Provide traffic management measures within Cannington,
followed by a new bypass, to the west of the settlement.

. Provide buses for workers connecting the main construction
site to the proposed accommodation campuses in Bridgwater;
to the main urban areas around the site and to the park and
ride sites.

" Improve several highway junctions in Bridgwater and
elsewhere on the main roads leading to the site.

. Limit the amount of parking available on site so as to reduce
the opportunity for workers to drive to the site and ‘force’
them to travel to work using a workers’ bus, either direct
from a location close to where they live or via one of the park
and ride sites.

The traffic management strategy that these physical works would
support is set out in a Construction Workforce Travel Plan and a
Construction Traffic Management Plan. Both of these were put
before the Panel and their implementation would be secured by
the s106 Agreement (PD112, Schedule 11). Section 7 of Schedule
11 to the s106 Agreement would operate to ensure that the
Applicant uses reasonable endeavours to complete the physical
improvements to the road network included in the DCO, with the
junction improvement works timed in accordance with a detailed
plan agreed with the Councils.®

! It should be noted that some of the off-site highways works included in the DCO are also required by
the planning permission for the preliminary works. In practice these are likely to be complete before
the Secretary of State decides whether or not to make the DCO. The remaining improvements are
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4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

With the exception of the Cannington bypass, the Combwich Wharf
and the junction improvements, all the above proposed facilities
would be temporary and would be removed following completion
of the power station construction.

The overall aim of the proposals is to limit the amount of traffic
that would be generated during the construction period to that
which the existing road network could accommodate (with the
improvements proposed). To this end, the s106 Agreement
contains provisions that would regulate the number of heavy
goods vehicles (HGVs) allowed to travel to and from the site and
the routes they would be permitted to take. The s106 Agreement
would also operate to ensure that the freight management
facilities and park and ride sites would be delivered in a timely
fashion. The number of worker parking spaces on the site would
be limited by a requirement (see Appendix C, Requirement MS5).

In their representations, many people question the
appropriateness of the strategy proposed. Their main concerns
centre on the proposal to route traffic via the existing road
network through Bridgwater and not to provide a new link road
from a point close to J23 (Dunball) to the existing roads near to
Cannington (ie a ‘Bridgwater northern bypass’). Other interested
parties raise concerns regarding the proposal to use the jetty on
the site principally for concrete making materials (and not to
provide an alternative design of jetty capable of handling a range
of materials). Others seek restrictions on the type of goods
permitted to be imported via Combwich and/or the Applicant’s
proposal to allow goods arriving by road to be stored on the
Combwich laydown area (as opposed to goods arriving only by
sea).

In considering the adequacy of the proposals we have had regard
to these representations. This consideration has, however,
necessarily been limited to considering the adequacy of the
proposals that the Applicant has put forward (ie the proposals
contained in the DCO applied for), as opposed to considering
alternatives that might have been proposed but which were not. In
simple terms, this is because the powers open to the Secretary of
State are to make the DCO essentially as applied for or to refuse
to do so. It would not be open to him to make an order granting
consent for the project, but in a materially different form to that
applied for (eg a nuclear power station on the site, but with a
different transport strategy including a Bridgwater northern
bypass).

This part of the report proceeds on this basis. In the subsequent
sections we consider initially the appropriateness of the traffic and

expected to start no later than four months after the DCO is made except where they need to be
staggered to avoid congestion (where several improvements are proposed near to each other)
(PD113, Annex 14).
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4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

transportation strategy proposed by the Applicant. This is then
followed by a section in which we consider a number of more
detailed objections to individual aspects of the proposals.

The Principle of the Proposed Strategy

As noted above, many interested parties suggest in their
representations that the transport strategy proposed by the
Applicant is fundamentally flawed. In their view, a Bridgwater
northern bypass is necessary to alleviate the delays and traffic
chaos that would result from construction traffic passing through
Bridgwater. These views were plainly strongly held and were, in
many cases, expressed despite the party’s support in principle for
a new nuclear power station at Hinkley Point.

As to the merits of the point made, we saw very little by way of
evidence to support the view that traffic ‘chaos’ would result in
Bridgwater without the bypass; rather, there were many general
‘assertions’ that this would be the case. In support of their views,
several interested parties pointed out that, when a nuclear power
station on the site had previously been considered, a new road
from Dunball to the site had been a part of the proposals.! That
this is so is not in dispute; neither is there any doubt that traffic
has increased significantly since the previous proposal was
considered. However, the Government’s policies for roads,
underpinned by sustainability and other considerations, have
fundamentally shifted in the intervening period. Building new
roads is now not favoured except where unavoidable; rather, the
policies strongly favour proposals which maximise the use of water
and/or rail to transport goods and which alleviate potential traffic
congestion by managing demand, particularly at times when the
network is congested. This is reflected in paragraph 5.13.8 of NPS
EN-1.

Measures that might be appropriate to manage demand on the
highway network include proposals to control the number, routing
and timing of HGVs travelling to and from the site and measures
to limit and control the number of journeys made by workers at
the site. Both would be delivered by the Applicant’s proposals,
together with a package of highway improvements at road
junctions in Bridgwater and elsewhere. The proposals also include
measures to encourage water-borne transport, as opposed to road
transport, in accordance with NPS EN-1 paragraph 5.13.10.

Given this, we conclude that there is no reason to criticise the
proposed transport strategy in principle. Indeed, we find it to be in
general accord with Government policy. Notwithstanding this, the
policies are clear in that, whilst demand management measures
are preferred over new transport infrastructure, this is only so

1 A nuclear power station on the Hinkley Point C site was previously proposed by the CEGB. However,
it did not proceed.
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4.23

4.24

4.25

where such measures are both feasible and operationally
reasonable. Plainly, if demand management measures alone are
insufficient to adequately mitigate the effects of construction
traffic, other measures have to be considered, including
improvements to existing roads and new roads where appropriate.

Network Resilience

A second concern that was raised with us in several
representations is the ‘resilience’ of the network serving the
proposed power station. In essence, it was pointed out that there
is effectively only a single road connecting Bridgwater to the
power station site (the A39 between Bridgwater and Cannington
and the C182 from Cannington to the site). We were told that at
times, when the A39 is closed for any length of time, traffic chaos
ensues. We have no doubt that this is the case, given the volume
of traffic that uses the road and the lack of any suitable alternative
route over much of its length outside the urban area. Severe
congestion can also occur if, for any reason, the C182 is blocked
between Cannington and the site.

There is no doubt in our minds that this situation is not completely
satisfactory and we can understand the position of those
interested parties who question how the roads would cope if there
were to be an emergency on the proposed power station site at
the same time as the road is blocked. However, as noted
previously (see para 4.7 et seq above), nuclear safety at the site is
a matter for the ONR; and in their response to our first written
questions, they confirmed that arrangements for dealing with an
emergency on the site is a factor that they would be considering
(REP008).

At the point of granting a nuclear site licence and subsequently
during construction, the ONR would expect the Applicant to have
arrangements in place for dealing with any accident or emergency
on the site and its effects, including radiological effects. Planning
for emergencies would also be regulated by the ONR as the
organisation responsible for enforcement of the Radiation
(Emergency Preparedness and Public Information) Regulations
2001. The potential for dealing with an emergency at a time when
the proposed site is operational, is therefore not a matter that we
have considered further. Similarly, we are satisfied that the
arrangements for dealing with an emergency arising on either of
the two existing nuclear sites at Hinkley Point is a matter that falls
to be considered by the ONR.

Notwithstanding this, we have considered the potential for
construction traffic going to and from the site to increase the risk
of accidents occurring and/or the severity of delays on the road
during the construction period (see para 4.74 et seq below).
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4.27

4.28

4.29

The Adequacy of the Proposed Road Improvements

The adequacy of some of the road improvements proposed is
addressed at length in the traffic assessment submitted with the
application (APP155). During the course of the examination this
was updated mainly to take into account various concerns
expressed by the highway authority regarding the detailed traffic
modelling (APP302).

The traffic assessment is a detailed document. It focuses on the
potential effects of traffic that would be generated in the
construction period on the roads through Bridgwater in the peak
periods. The ‘base model’ takes as its starting point measured
traffic flows on the existing highway network and uses these to
‘calibrate’ the model (ie to ensure that it produces results that are
sufficiently consistent with the observations of traffic behaviour).
Having achieved this, the model is then used to predict the
performance of the network in three future years: 2013 (the early
stage of development, when work on the main site is expected to
have started but not all associated development would be
complete (including the Cannington bypass)); 2016 (the peak
construction year); and 2021 (the time when the development is
expected to be substantially complete but some work would still be
ongoing).

For these years the highway network is modified to take account
of the junction improvements proposed by the Applicant (insofar
as they are expected to be complete at the time considered). The
predicted traffic that the development would generate is also
added, together with increases in ‘background’ traffic that are
expected to arise due both to general traffic growth and other
planned development in the area. The model is then run and the
predicted ‘with development’ and ‘reference case’ outputs
compared.

The conclusions in essence are that in 2013 traffic congestion in
Bridgwater would increase but not by a large amount.’ In 2016,
whilst queuing at some junctions would be slightly increased with
the proposed development, at others, there would be a decrease
in overall journey times. Average speeds on a range of typical
routes across the town, would remain broadly constant compared
to the ‘without development’ scenario. In 2021, by which time the
development is expected to be largely complete, the model
concludes that the congestion on the highway network would be
less with the highway improvements proposed than would
otherwise be the case.

! As an example, average traffic speeds in the morning peak period are expected to decrease from an
average of 34.1mph to 32.4mph. In the afternoon and early evening period they are expected to
reduce from an average of 28.9 to 28.1mph (APP302, Table 2.12)
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4.32

4.33

4.34

Plainly, any traffic model has its limitations. The nature of traffic is
that it varies from day to day as does the resulting level of
congestion, particularly in urban areas. The quantum and timing of
traffic that the development would generate is also not completely
certain at this stage, and a number of assumptions were
necessary to derive the forecast traffic levels to be input to the
model. These were debated by the Applicant’s modellers and the
representatives of highway authorities who scrutinised their work
and it is our understanding that, whilst technical agreement was
reached on most points, some matters were not finally agreed.
Notwithstanding this, having ourselves considered the points at
issue, we are satisfied that the model (which the highway
authority accepted as fit for purpose) generally assumes traffic
levels for the development that are realistic, or err towards a
‘worst case’ situation.?

With regard to the adequacy of the proposed road improvements,
the results of the modelling show broadly that, with the
improvements in place, traffic conditions in Bridgwater during the
construction of the power station would not be materially worse
than would otherwise be the case. In the early years, before the
junction improvements are completed, there would be an increase
in congestion, but this would not be severe. Overall, the evidence
is that the proposed mitigation measures, (including both the
proposed junction improvements and the other measures that
would be secured by requirements or planning obligations to limit
the effects of traffic generated by the development), would be
such that substantial impacts on the surrounding network would
be avoided.

On the C182 few junction improvements are proposed between
Cannington and the site, and several interested parties expressed
concerns that the additional traffic that would use the road during
the construction phase would cause them to be delayed at
junctions leading onto the road. However, there is no evidence to
suggest that this would be the case.

The joint Councils’ agreement that the project would be acceptable
from the traffic viewpoint, with the mitigation that would be
secured through the s106 Agreement and the requirements
‘offered’ by the Applicant, is noted in the Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) concluded between the parties in August 2012
(PD084).

Accordingly, having regard to the advice in NPS EN-1 paragraphs
5.13.6 and 5.13.7 we conclude that there is no reason for the
Secretary of State to refuse to make the DCO on this account.

! As an example, the model assumed that the number of HGVs travelling to the site would be at the
maximum daily level permitted by the s106 Agreement, not at the average value permitted over a
three month period.
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4.40

Other Matters

In their representations many more specific concerns were raised
relating to the impact of traffic generated by the proposal. These
included:

Cannington bypass

During the examination several parties questioned whether
construction of the power station should be permitted before the
proposed Cannington bypass is complete and open to traffic. The
concern was particularly raised by residents of Cannington who
would be affected by traffic passing through the settlement. In
raising these concerns they put it that, notwithstanding the
mitigation proposed on the existing route through the village, the
environmental conditions in the heart of Cannington would be
materially worsened, if construction of the power station were
allowed to begin before the bypass is opened to traffic.

That this would be so is clear from the traffic modelling, which
predicts that in 2013 daily traffic flows on High Street would
increase from 2,186 to 3,148 vehicles. This represents an increase
of some 56% (APP302, Table 2.5). The nature of the traffic would
also change, however, and, whilst at present some 96% of the
flow is light vehicles, with the proposed development the
percentage of HGVs and buses would increase to around 30%. In
our opinion there is no doubt that the environment close to the
road would be materially affected. Traffic noise would increase
significantly and the ES submitted with the application predicts
that the impact would be major adverse (APP095, Chapter 11). A
slight adverse impact on air quality is also predicted (APPQO95,
Chapter 12).

The nature of the roads through parts of Cannington, which have
some narrow pavements and roadside cottages, adds to the
general level of concern; as does the safety of students as they
move between college buildings on opposite sides of the main
roads through the village.

In terms of road capacity, there is no evidence to suggest that the
increases in traffic predicted would cause congestion within the
settlement. Notwithstanding this, our conclusion is that safety
considerations and the environmental impacts, and particularly the
increases in noise from construction traffic passing through
Cannington, would nonetheless justify providing the proposed
bypass.

As to whether the bypass should be completed before construction
of the power station is allowed to begin, plainly the earlier the
bypass is open to traffic the greater the benefits that would be
secured. We are mindful, however, that a separate planning
permission has been granted for site preparation works (PD001)
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which does not require the bypass to be provided. There is nothing
to prevent these works proceeding in any event, irrespective of
any restrictions that the DCO might contain that would control the
timing of the bypass vis a vis the commencement of works on the
main site. Under this planning permission, HGVs passing through
Cannington would effectively be limited by condition to a
maximum of 30 two-way movements per hour during the daytime
(24 movements per hour during the peak hours).!

Should the DCO be made, and construction of the proposed power
station proceed under the DCO, these numbers could be exceeded.
However, the daily number of HGV movements through
Cannington would be restricted to a maximum of 750 and an
average of no more than 500 (PD112, Schedule 4). The s106
Agreement would also prevent movements between 22:00 and
07:00.

Several further measures were also agreed during the course of
the examination that would serve to limit the impact of traffic on
central Cannington. In summary these measures (i) require
construction of the Cannington bypass to begin at least 6 months
before starting construction of the power station buildings (PD112,
Schedule 11); (ii) prevent works on the Combwich laydown area
commencing in advance of the Cannington bypass being
completed (see Appendix C, Requirement C3B) and (iii) would
seek to prevent HGV drivers travelling to and from the Hinkley
Point C construction sites, driving through the settlement at more
than 20mph (PD113, Annex 12).

Construction of the Cannington bypass is expected to take some
21 months to complete (PD113, Annex 14). Accordingly, the
maximum time for which HGVs bound for Hinkley Point C would
pass through Cannington whilst undertaking works solely
consented by the DCO, should be around 15 months. During this
time those living near the road would be significantly disturbed,
albeit that actual traffic levels would, in all probability, be lower
than the maximum permitted.

In part the impact on those living closest to the road would be
mitigated by the ‘Transport Noise Insulation Scheme’ (REP007).
This voluntary scheme (introduced by the Applicant) provides for a
combination of double or secondary glazing and acoustic
ventilation as appropriate to be installed at the most affected
properties at no cost to the home owners.? The benefits secured
by this scheme would, in our judgement, be significant.

L I flows in each of the permitted hours were at their maximum, the condition would permit 318
movements over an 11 hour day.

2 The maps showing those properties as potentially eligible for the Applicant’s Transport Noise
Insulation Scheme shows around 100 properties as eligible.
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Overall it is clear to us that, notwithstanding the various mitigation
measures that have been and would be put in place to limit the
potential impact, the remaining impact could still be significant
and adverse. This is not in dispute.

As to whether the harm to the living conditions of those affected
and other considerations noted above would be such as to justify
further measures by way of mitigation (such as delaying the start
of construction of the power station until after the bypass is
complete), we are mindful that the evidence is that any delay to
the start of construction of the proposed power station would be
likely to result in an equivalent delay to its completion and to the
date at which it would begin generating electricity (REP012).

NPS EN-1 (para 3.2.3) notes the urgent need for new electricity
generation infrastructure, including new nuclear power (para
3.5.1) and advises that ‘substantial weight’ should be given to
considerations of need (ibid). Given this, we conclude that should
the Secretary of State be otherwise minded to make the DCO, that
course of action should not be reversed on account of the likely
effects on Cannington. Neither should additional requirements be
imposed on the DCO in order to further restrict the number of
HGVs permitted to access the site before the bypass is complete
beyond the restriction contained in the s106 Agreement.

Entrance to Cannington park and ride site

In their representations some parties suggested that the location
of the entrance to the Cannington park and ride site (on the
northern side of the A39 Cannington southern bypass) would
reduce the ability of road users to overtake on this section of the
road.

We accept that this is so and acknowledge that the Cannington
southern bypass is one of a few relatively ‘straight’ sections of the
A39 between Bridgwater and Minehead where cars can sometimes
safely overtake slower vehicles. We further acknowledge that the
construction of the park and ride entrance in the location proposed
would inhibit safe overtaking at this point.

Notwithstanding this we are mindful that, should the park and ride
site not be provided, those who would use it (ie workers and
visitors travelling to the Hinkley Point C site during construction)
would need to make other arrangements. These arrangements
would vary from person to person; however, it seems to us that,
in general, journey distances would probably be increased. From a
sustainability viewpoint this would be undesirable. Accordingly our
conclusion is that, on balance, the objections to the park and ride
site made on this account should not succeed.
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Location of HGV ‘control point’

In their representations Otterhampton Parish Council argue that
the HGV ‘control’ point, which the s106 Agreement specifies as
being at the junction of the proposed Cannington bypass and the
C182 Rodway north of Cannington (PD113, Annex 12), should be
moved to a location near to the entrance to the Hinkley Point C
site. The reason for this request is to include within the limit all
HGVs travelling between the Combwich laydown area and the site
(HE191).

As to the merits of the point, we understand that one of the
reasons underpinning the submission are concerns relating to the
volume of traffic that could use the C182 between the Combwich
laydown area and the site, and the potential that this would have
to delay residents of Combwich wishing to join the C182 from the
single road leading into the settlement (Brookside Road).

Plainly, the merits of the point turn largely on the number of HGVs
that would be used to move construction materials between the
laydown area and the main site. These would not be restricted by
any of the proposed requirements or any provision in the s106
Agreement, and the Parish Council are concerned that the number
could be very large.

In practice, however, it seems to us that this is very unlikely given
the intended uses of the Combwich laydown area as (i) a
temporary storage area for goods delivered by sea and (ii) when
space permits and a need arises, as an ‘overflow’ storage area for
construction materials brought in by road to supplement the
storage space on the main site. Having regard to this and to the
logistical difficulties that would arise should a contractor wish to
quickly move large quantities of materials from the laydown area
to the site, we see very little potential for a large humber of HGVs
to be deployed for this purpose.

It follows from this that the impact that any such movement could
have on the ability of drivers to exit Brookside Road would not be

significant. Accordingly, we see no reason to accede to the Parish

Council’s request.

Our position in this regard is strengthened by the absence of any
capacity analysis for the Brookside Road junction to show that the
situation there would be unsatisfactory. Furthermore, simply
moving the control point closer to the Hinkley Point C site would
have the disadvantage of not ‘capturing’ traffic between the M5
and the Combwich freight laydown area. Given that the purpose of
the restriction is, amongst other matters, to limit the
environmental effects of traffic passing through Bridgwater and
Cannington, this would not be satisfactory.
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Claylands Corner

Claylands Corner is the main junction at the intersection of the
C182 and the road leading to Stogursey. Visibility at the junction is
currently well below the standards normally required for a junction
of its type and the evidence is that the inhabitants of Stogursey
widely regard it as hazardous. Having travelled through the
junction by car and examined it more closely on foot, we agree.

As to the effect that the proposed development would have on it,
traffic on the C182 would increase significantly if the proposal
were to go ahead and we accept that this would increase the
hazard that already exists at the junction. (In simple terms if more
vehicles pass through any junction the risk of a collision at the
junction has to be greater).

In order to mitigate this, the DCO provides for the junction to be
improved (Work 13). The improvements are limited to the
available highway land, however, and there is no doubt in our
minds that, even with the improvements proposed, visibility at the
junction would remain substandard in the northbound direction for
drivers exiting the side road to join the C182.

As to whether further improvements would be justified, our
conclusion is that they would not. Visibility at the junction is
currently less than satisfactory, and it would be improved if the
development were to proceed. Whether this improvement would
‘balance’ the increase in hazard that the additional traffic would
bring is not certain. However, we have no reason to conclude that
it would not provide this balance. Accordingly, we see no case for
the Secretary of State to require the Applicant to modify the
proposed scheme to further improve visibility.! Our conclusions in
this regard are strengthened by the absence of any objection on
the part of the responsible highway authority to the proposed
junction improvement scheme at Claylands Corner.

Wembdon Rise

Wembdon Rise and Sandford Hill together connect Homberg Way
(the Bridgwater Northern Relief Road) to the A39 at Sandford
Corner. The route effectively provides an alternative to the A39
Quantock Road between these points. The width and alignment of
the route is variable and some sections of it lack footpaths. In our
opinion, it is not a route suited to high volumes of traffic. During
the examination it was put to us that the proposed development
could lead to it becoming a ‘rat run’.

As to the merits of the point, we accept that at present the use of
the route by vehicles travelling due west is constrained by the

! This could be achieved by, for example, attaching a ‘Grampian’ condition to any DCO that the
Secretary of State makes.
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difficulties drivers can experience joining the A39 at Sandford
Corner. With the roundabout proposed at that junction (Work 14)
this constraint would be removed. Accordingly, there would be a
greater incentive for vehicles travelling west to travel via
Wembdon Rise and Sandford Hill, as opposed to travelling via the
A39. Notwithstanding this, the route via the A39, in terms of its
width and alignment, is clearly preferable and we see little or no
incentive for drivers to rat run unless for some reason the A39 is
heavily congested. In normal circumstances there is no evidence
that this would be the case. We therefore see no reason to regard
the potential impact on Wembdon Rise as a factor that should be
weighed in the balance against the proposed development.

Traffic congestion in Bridgwater

During the course of the examination many interested parties
drew attention to the existing levels of traffic congestion within
Bridgwater and suggested that, irrespective of the improvements
proposed, the levels of congestion would be significantly increased
if construction of Hinkley Point C were to proceed.

We understand their position and whenever we visited the town
during the course of the examination we took note of the traffic
conditions we experienced. We agree that, particularly in the peak
hours, traffic congestion does occur and delays can be significant.

But what would be the position should Hinkley Point C proceed
together with the associated junction improvements that are
proposed? The evidence is that initially journey times and junction
delays would increase (see para 4.29 above). However, these
delays would subsequently reduce to approximately the levels
currently experienced as the various junction improvements are
completed (ibid). As construction of the proposed power station
nears completion, congestion would reduce to a level that would
be similar to or better than would otherwise be the case (ibid).

Of course this evidence is derived from a traffic model and, whilst
we have no reason to think that every care was not taken in its
construction, we are very aware that traffic may not behave
precisely as modelled. ‘On the ground’ the effects could be
different and ‘unexpected’ congestion may occur at some junctions
in Bridgwater. In this regard we share some of the scepticism that
several interested parties expressed in their representations.

Notwithstanding this we are mindful, firstly, that the model makes
some assumptions that are essentially conservative (see para 4.30
above); and secondly, that the overall strategy was agreed by the
highway authority before the end of the examination (PD084). We
are further mindful that the s106 Agreement provides specifically
for the Applicant to pay up to £5,160,000 for the ‘Bridgwater
Safety and Capacity Works’ (PD112, Schedule 11). This sum,
which would be separate from other payments that could be called
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on to improve walking and cycling facilities, could be used to fund
additional highway improvement schemes in order to alleviate any
unexpected congestion that arises. With this in place, we see no
reason for the Secretary of State to regard the effect the
development would have on traffic capacity in Bridgwater as a
factor that should weigh against the proposal.

Effect on non-motorised users

In their representations many interested parties argue that the
road improvements proposed for Bridgwater, and the additional
traffic that that would be generated during construction of the
proposed power station, would make journeys on foot or by cycle
(ie journeys by non-motorised users) in the town more difficult.
Others argue that the additional traffic that would be using the
rural roads leading to Hinkley Point C (and particularly the C182)
would make them more hazardous for cyclists and horse riders.

As to the merits of the points made, we accept that in some
locations the junction improvements proposed and the additional
traffic that would be generated could have an adverse effect on
non-motorised users. We are mindful, however, firstly, that the
responsible highway authority (whose remit includes making
provision for walkers, cyclists and horse riders as well as
motorised vehicles) has raised no formal objection in this respect;
and, secondly, that the s106 Agreement provides specifically for
the Applicant to pay up to £3,175,000 for ‘Walking and Cycling
Improvements’ (PD112, Schedule 11). Where this money would be
spent would be primarily for the highway authority (Somerset
County Council) to determine and, as such, we anticipate that it
would be used to address the most pressing deficiencies in the
current network (including, potentially, existing deficiencies). To
our minds, this approach is an appropriate response to the matter.
Accordingly, we see no reason for the Secretary of State to regard
the effect the development would have on non-motorised users, as
a factor that should weigh against the proposal.

Damage to the existing highway

In their representations several interested parties express
concerns that traffic associated with the proposed development
(and particularly HGVs) would be likely to damage existing roads,
including particularly the A39 and C182 between Bridgwater and
the site.

We accept that some damage is likely to these roads and their
verges. We note, however, that the s106 Agreement contains a
provision that would require the condition of the HGV routes
between the M5 and the site to be regularly assessed and for
maintenance works to be undertaken as necessary, to make good
any damage caused by power station traffic (PD112, Schedule 11).
Given this we see no reason for the Secretary of State to regard
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the potential for damage to the existing highway network as a
factor that should weigh against the proposal.

Buses - Stogursey

During the course of the examination, concerns were raised
regarding the adverse effect that workers’ buses destined for the
site would have on Stogursey. We observed that the roads through
the settlement are narrow in places. Elsewhere, they lack
footpaths and it is clear to us that they are not suitable for use by
large numbers of HGVs or buses. There are no restrictions in place
at present, however, that would prevent such use and, during our
visits, we saw several large vehicles, including the school bus,
passing along the road.

In response to these concerns, the Applicant agreed that buses to
and from Minehead or the park and ride at Williton that are not
scheduled to stop in Stogursey to pick up or drop off workers,
would be routed via the A39 and C182. They also undertook that
buses routed via Stogursey would be no larger than 15 seaters.
This would be secured by the s106 Agreement (PD112, Schedule
11). Interested parties welcomed this, but continued to press for
smaller ‘people carriers’ to be used in lieu of the 15 seater buses
proposed. In our view, any further restriction along these lines
would not be necessary, having regard to the character of the road
and its current use. Accordingly, we do not recommend that the
Secretary of State should impose an additional requirement to this
effect.

Network resilience

The ability of the road network to respond to delays caused by
accidents or other incidents is a concern that was raised with us by
many interested parties (see para 4.22 et seq above). For the
reasons already given, our understanding is that our remit extends
only to the consideration of the matter during the construction
phase.

As to resilience during the construction phase, there is no dispute
that traffic flows on the roads leading to the site would increase if
construction proceeds. Given this, it seems to us that a likely
outcome of building the proposed power station would be that the
number of accidents and similar incidents on the existing roads
leading to the site would increase, broadly in line with the increase
in traffic flows that would occur during the construction phase.

Turning to the effects of these incidents and potential closures,
this is a matter of concern both to those using the roads and to
those responsible for managing them and the incidents that could
lead to delays or closure (ie the responsible highway authority,
together with the police, fire and ambulance services). If the
power station construction proceeds, the Applicant, as one of the
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main users of the network, would also have a significant ‘stake’ in
ensuring that incidents are managed effectively and delays
minimised.

In recognition of this, the various stakeholders met and agreed
during the course of the examination a ‘Traffic Incident
Management Plan’ (TIMP). It is modelled on a similar plan put in
place for the site preparation and preliminary works contract.* It
defines an ‘incident management area’ and sets out, amongst
other matters, the roles and responsibilities of the various
organisations involved in responding to an incident in that area.

The Applicant’s role is set out as 'notifying suppliers of an incident
and reducing or stopping further development-related HGV and
bus traffic from entering the affected area.” Where appropriate,
measures to be taken would include diverting traffic along agreed
diversionary routes or holding HGVs at the site or the freight
management facilities at Junctions 23 and 24 and holding buses at
the site, the park and ride sites or the off-site accommodation
campuses. Requirement PW19 requires the TIMP to be
implemented.

In our view, the measures contained in the TIMP are an
appropriate response to the concerns raised. Given this, we see no
reason for the Secretary of State to regard the resilience of the
highways network as a factor that should weigh against the
proposal.

Putnell Barn

In a letter dated 2 May 2012 (REP134), consultants acting for the
owners of Putnell Barn, Rodway, raise several concerns regarding
the design of the proposed junction between the Cannington
bypass and the C182, Rodway.

As to the various points made, there is no evidence to suggest
that the responsible highway authority for the road (Somerset
County Council) shares the writer’s concern that there are
‘technical deficiencies’ with the design proposed, resolution of
which would require additional land to be compulsorily acquired.
Indeed the highway position statement dated 31 August 2012
(HE199, Appendix 6) signed by the Applicant and the County
Council records that the County Council consider the proposal
‘acceptable in principle’. Whilst some minor changes to the
proposals are noted as necessary, none relate to the roundabout
in question and the position statement notes specifically that none
‘result in any change to application site boundaries’.

1

A TIMP for the site preparation and preliminary works contract is required by Condition FP8 of the

planning permission (PD001).
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Given this, we see no reason for the Secretary of State to regard
the matter as a factor that should weigh against the proposal.

Frederick Road, Bridgwater

In making their representations, several interested parties express
concern at the proposed closure of the junction between Frederick
Road and the A39 Bath Road to vehicles.

Strictly, the closure complained of would not be authorised by the
DCO. Notwithstanding this, we accept that the effect of providing
the proposed access to Bridgwater A is such that closure of the
junction would, in all probability, be proposed by the highway
authority in due course on safety grounds. As such we regard it as
effectively a consequence of the DCO (if made).

As to the merits of the concern, we appreciate that residents and
others who currently use the junction would be inconvenienced
insofar as the alternative route, via the Trevor Road junction,
would require them to travel an additional 350m or so when
driving to or from the town centre. However, the relationship
between the access to Frederick Road and the proposed access to
Bridgwater A would nonetheless be such that, in our view, closure
of Frederick Road on safety grounds would be justified.

Given the alternative route available, the absence of any evidence
that the Trevor Road junction would be overloaded, and the
absence of any objection on this account from the relevant
highway authority, we take the view that the matter should attract
only very limited weight as a factor that should weigh against the
proposal.

Traffic noise within Bridgwater

Traffic bound for Hinkley Point C during the construction phase
would increase traffic flows on the designated routes through
Bridgwater and hence would increase the associated noise levels.

The extent of these increases was calculated for each of the main
traffic routes that would be used by Hinkley bound traffic and the
results included in the ES.! In summary, it concludes that the
changes in traffic flows over the day would not be such as to
produce more than a minor adverse increase in noise at any
properties in Bridgwater (APP095, Chapter 11).

In the sensitive early morning and late evening hours,? when
construction workers would be expected to change shift, the
increase in bus flows would be more noticeable. The ES predicts

! The traffic noise predictions in the ES that accompanied the application were subsequently updated
to take account of changes in predicted traffic flows (APP302).

2 ie 05:00 to 06:00 and 23:00 to 00:00.
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that major adverse impacts could occur on the A39 Broadway and
the A39 east of Sandford Corner. Elsewhere on the A38 and A39
through Bridgwater impacts in the early morning and late evening
hours are generally assessed as moderate adverse (APP095,
Chapter 11).

Plainly these impacts would be significant and should be taken into
account as a factor weighing against the proposal. The routes in
question are, however, all main roads and the sections most
affected are not characterised by noise sensitive frontage
development. The precise timing and nhumber of buses that would
serve the early morning and late evening shift changes is,
moreover, not certain at this stage and several conservative
assumptions were made in the assessment of traffic noise
undertaken to support the ES. Accordingly, it seems to us that the
weight that should be given to the matter by the Secretary of
State in the decision as to whether to make the DCO should be
limited.

As to mitigation, some interested parties suggest that the
Applicant’s ‘Transport Noise Insulation Scheme’ (REP007) should
be extended to those parts of Bridgwater most affected. However,
the decision to introduce the scheme was made by the Applicant
and any decision to extend its scope would similarly be a matter
for the Applicant to decide.

Effect on the Strategic Highway Network

The Highways Agency (HA) is responsible for the strategic road
network in England comprising trunk roads and motorways. In the
context of Hinkley Point C their interests are effectively restricted
to the M5.

In the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) submitted to the
examination in May 2012, the HA noted several areas where they
required further information in order to complete their analysis
(PD071). The level of information available on the origins of HGVs
destined for the site was a particular area of concern, as was the
potential for traffic associated with non home-based workers to
impact on the strategic transport network on Friday nights (the
‘Friday night’ scenario).

Following the submission of the SoCG, discussions between the
Applicant and the HA and their advisors continued outside the
examination. The results were recorded in an ‘agreed position
statement’ concluded between the parties on 6 September 2012
(HE207). This advises, in short, that the HA is content with the
improvement scheme proposed at J23 (Work 19) and confirms the
HA’s agreement with the wording of the various traffic
managem