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Aldeburgh Town Council’s Response to:
East Anglia TWO & East Anglia ONE North
Phase 3.5 Consultation

November 9 2018
Aldeburgh Town Council welcomes the opportunity of responding to the East Anglia TWO and East Anglia ONE North phase 3.5 consultation. 

In the phase 3.0 consultation, ATC declared its support for renewable energy...but not at any cost.

ATC believes the current SPR proposals are too high a price to pay for a cheaper energy source.

Broader issues will be addressed later, but proposals specifically relating to Aldeburgh are causing great concern to the Town Council, local organisations and residents.
Traffic and transportation:
4.4 Cable route and landfall access
4.4.1 Proposed landfall HDD construction HGV access route

To facilitate the movement of HGVs involved in horizontal directional drilling, SPR are proposing to direct vehicles down a number of roads, including the A1094 (Saxmundham Road), to the roundabout at Victoria Road and then left along the B1122 (Leiston Road) towards Aldringham.
The Town Council is appalled at this proposal and utterly rejects this ridiculous idea. A cursory survey of current traffic problems at this pinch point, where the two main approach roads into the town converge, should have ruled out this option at a very early stage.
Within the town boundary, the A1094 is substantially narrowed by on-road residential parking, particularly approaching the junction with the B1122. There is already a high level of traffic chaos at this junction caused by vehicles delivering to the two supermarkets adjacent to the roundabout.

The B1122, a much narrower road, is similarly afflicted by existing traffic problems and is totally unsuited to the movements of additional HGVs.

ATC understands that SPR will be conducting a traffic/highways survey to determine the feasibility of using this route.
The Council asks that the following points are taken into consideration:

1. The pedestrian crossing by the roundabout provides access to supermarkets, a large car park, the town’s Community Centre, the main pedestrian route to the primary school, the Fire Station, recycling units and well-attended fitness and sporting facilities.
In short… the most heavily-used pedestrian and vehicle access route in the town.
    2. The proposed route seems to be unnecessarily long and dog-legged.
We are at a loss to understand why vehicles would be sent miles out of their way to reach their destination. For example:
Blackheath Corner to Sizewell via the B1122 (Aldeburgh) is 8.2 miles.
Blackheath Corner to Sizewell via the B1069 (Aldringham) is 4.5 miles.
Similarly: 
Blackheath Corner to Thorpeness via the B1122 (Aldeburgh and Aldringham) is 10.1 miles.
Blackheath Corner to Thorpeness via the B1069 (Aldringham) is 4 miles.
     3. 
The proposed A1094/B1122 route would require substantial reconstruction of the 
approach roads to and from the roundabout to facilitate safe HGV movements. This work, however well-managed, would bring chaos to the town causing wholesale disruption and environmental concerns to residents along this route. It would also adversely affect the town’s vitally-important tourist industry.
4.5 Traffic and Transport Improvement Works
ATC notes that SPR are considering road improvements, which may be temporary or permanent, could include junction improvement works, movement of street furniture, temporary widening, passing places and traffic management measures.
The consultation document says that further information regarding traffic and transport considerations will be presented on submission of SPR’s applications and will include an Outline Traffic Management Plan and specific details on improvements.
ATC believes that SPR has had sufficient time to present road “improvement “ proposals which should be produced now and as a matter of urgency.
ATC wants reassurance that before proposed road improvement schemes are implemented, approval is sought from Suffolk Coastal District Council, Suffolk County Council Highways and the Police, Fire and Ambulance Services.
SPR should NOT be permitted to use any statutory authority it may have to implement substantial changes to roads in Aldeburgh without the approval of all parties.
5. Project Synergies
SPR are considering two scenarios for onshore developments relating to the East Anglia Two and East Anglia One North projects.
One is to construct both projects simultaneously and the other to build them sequentially.
ATC believes that if these projects are eventually approved, they should be constructed simultaneously to reduce the impact on the local environment. Sequential construction prolongs the misery.
(ATC welcomes the dictionary definitions of “simultaneously” and “sequentially”, helpfully provided by SPR).
Other issues of concern to ATC:
1. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs).
ATC has a long-held policy of protecting AONBs within the town boundaries. We believe it is our duty to preserve and protect this region’s stunning landscapes and we have been consistent in opposing any development in or near an AONB, in or adjacent to our town.
In respect of SPR proposals, that view has not changed. Nor will it.
This is an area of outstanding landscapes that attracts hundreds of thousands of visitors generating many millions of pounds in revenue every year. That needs to be protected as well as the natural environment.
The National Planning Statement EN1 states:
“National Parks, the Broads and the AONBs have been confirmed by the Government as having the highest status of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty. Each of these designated areas have specific statutory purposes which help ensure their continued protection and which the Infrastructure Planning Commission should have regard to in its decisions. The conservation of the natural beauty of the landscape and countryside should be given substantial weight by the IPC in deciding on applications for development consent in these areas.”
The Broom Covert site, now under consideration by SPR, is within an AONB and much of the proposed onshore developments are adjacent to AONBs.
It is the view of ATC that SPR has failed to demonstrate an overwhelming need to build on or near statutory-protected land. For this reason alone, onshore development plans by SPR must be rejected. Otherwise, the protected status of all AONBs in this country is at risk. 
ATC finds it bizarre that, at an advanced stage in the consultation process, SPR have suddenly found an alternative site to one opposed by residents in a neighbouring community. The Broom Covert site, not previously considered by SPR, is currently designated as an area for reptiles displaced by development work at Sizewell C. 
Why has it taken so long for this site to be identified? Why was this site not the subject of an earlier statutory consultation? Has this site simply been put forward as an alternative to one which has been heavily criticised, irrespective of its AONB status? 
The overwhelming conclusion reached by ATC is that the 3.5 consultation in respect of Broom Covert is a panic measure by SPR to secure an alternative site to one which has been fiercely opposed. It is arrogant of SPR to assume that they can attempt to buy the silence of one group at the expense of statutory-protected land. ATC calls on the local planning authority, a consultee in this matter, to reject arguments that seek to prove exceptional circumstances. There are none.
2.Pre-application consultation
ATC notes with concern the timetable for pre-application consultation. The current 3.5 process concludes on November 12. There will be further information days in January 2019, prior to a 42-day consultation period. Submissions will then be made to the Planning Inspectorate in respect of East Anglia Two and East Anglia One North, to await a decision on whether the project goes ahead.
Given that this process started in 2010, could SPR explain why this crucial phase of their development plans is being crammed into a matter of months. There is a distinct lack of detail in the 3.5 consultation document, particularly in respect of traffic and transport improvement works, alternative sites for onshore developments, environmental impact studies, the effect of SPR proposals on the regional tourist industry and legacy planning. 
ATC believes it is inconceivable that all these issues will be adequately addressed by April 2019 and calls for the whole consultation period to be extended to allow the local democratic process to be observed.
SPR might have won the right to build wind turbines offshore at Aldeburgh 10 years ago, but, as yet, it has not produced a cogent, coherent and co-ordinated plan to bring electricity ashore without short and potentially long-term damage to the environment.
3. Tourism
It is inevitable that if SPR plans are implemented in full, they will have a major impact on tourism in this area. 
Aldeburgh is virtually entirely dependent on people visiting the town throughout the year. Most traditional industries have disappeared and tourism is now the principal income source for most businesses.
The tourist trade alone in this part of East Anglia is worth in excess of £200 million a year and supports thousands of jobs.
People visit Aldeburgh and the surrounding area to enjoy the unspoilt beauty of the coast, the tranquility and stunning visual landscapes. In the absence of a reliable public transport system to this remote area, the motor car is their principal method of travel. 
The route into Aldeburgh from the South is principally the A1094 and from the North the B1122 - the two roads that SPR want to utilise for HGV movements.
During busy summer holiday months, Bank Holidays and practically every weekend, holiday makers, holiday home owners and day-trippers stream into Aldeburgh. Most come by car, some tow caravans, some drive motorhomes, others large SUVs. At peak periods, there is already a significant traffic problem.
Add HGVs to the mix, and you have a recipe for gridlock, frustration and a perception that Aldeburgh is NOT the place to visit.
In short, irreparable damage to the town’s vital tourist economy.
SPR has not addressed this issue to any significant extent and until it does, ATC will resist any attempt to utilise the town’s road system to facilitate HGV movements. 
Legacy
ATC notes with concern the lack of legacy planning within the 3.5 consultation. SPR are proposing to inflict a great deal of disruption to towns and parishes. One would have hoped that these plans would have been counter-balanced by a concerted effort to win over communities with substantial proposals for mitigation and legacy. The fact that these are missing from this consultation simply reinforces the view that SPR are making up policies as they go along. They simply assume they will be able to carry out ill-considered and disruptive work without any penalty.

Wrong. ATC gives notice it will demand a very high price for the potential disruption to the life of the town and insists that SPR begin urgent talks with all affected communities to discuss legacy planning. SPR will simply not get away with blighting this area without considerable financial cost. Delaying this vitally important point until the next consultation process should not be an option.
Is there an alternative?
ATC believes it is not our role to suggest alternative proposals to those outlined in this consultation. SPR have had eight years to quantify plans for bringing electricity ashore. The disappointing feature is that during this period they have identified only two sites for onshore developments - one in the middle of a rural community and one that has been produced like ‘a rabbit out of a magician’s hat’ – in a statutory-protected AONB site.
We simply cannot understand why more inventive thinking has not been employed.
The industrialised area at Sizewell A and B should have been to the forefront of SPR thinking, irrespective of the views of EDF. Brownfield sites at Felixstowe and beyond should have been considered. There is a prevailing view in Aldeburgh and the immediate area that the benefits of the wind farm boom will accrue to other places, while this area picks up the bill.
This leads ATC into believing that SPR is being compelled to build onshore structures to suit the needs and demands of others, rather than the public good.
ATC would like answers to a number of questions…
1. Have SPR and EDF ever held meaningful discussions about a joint infrastructure venture at Sizewell? And if not, why not?

2. To what extent is the National Grid dictating where SPR construct onshore infrastructure? 

3. What other National Grid connection points have been considered by SPR? 

4. Has the decision to build onshore structures in this area been driven by the financial self-interest of the National Grid and its shareholders?

Coordination
ATC believes that the despoliation of this part of the East Coast could be minimised if the large infrastructure projects planned for this part of East Anglia were compelled to work together. 
The Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy should start meaningful conversations with all parties to ensure maximum co-operation and coordination. This would prevent unnecessary HGV movements throughout the area, would ensure that the fragile, coastal landscape was untouched and that all new, intrusive building and development work was confined to an existing industrialised zone.
ATC believes the lack of a coordinated approach between large infrastructure projects will cause long-term damage to the local environment and the economy of the region and calls on the Government to intervene to prevent this catastrophe. We find it incomprehensible that the present Sizewell site or alternative brownfield sites cannot accommodate the onshore infrastructure related to SPR turbines and other projects. The urban and industrialised sprawl created by an uncoordinated approach to infrastructure planning will blight this region for generations and bring ruin to our tourist trade.

Conclusions
1.In the opinion of Aldeburgh Town Council, SPR has failed to make a convincing case for the proposals as outlined in consultation 3.5. In key areas, plans are vague or non-existent and, at this late stage in the consultation process, this is extremely disappointing. 
2. Despite widespread criticism, there is still no sign of a coordinated approach to the infrastructure projects planned for this area and ATC now demands Government intervention to prevent the ad hoc industrialisation of a wild and beautiful landscape, loved and visited by millions. Large infrastructure projects are essentially Government-backed and ATC believes the Government should play a major role in financing and controlling them. Projects of this nature should not be left to the self-interests of the individual companies involved.  
3. ATC is deeply concerned about the potential loss of an AONB site. This should be resisted at all costs to safeguard AONBs throughout the country. A dangerous precedent would be set if development of this site was permitted.
4. ATC believes that in its haste to adhere to an unrealistic consultation timetable, SPR may use statutory powers to ride roughshod over established procedures. This will be resisted at all costs by ATC, which believes firmly in due process being observed.
5. SPR say the consultation period cannot be extended. ATC contests that view, particularly as this process started 10 years ago, with the bulk of the important decision-making now being squeezed into a two-year period. We insist that more time is given to fully consider the impact of proposals which seem to be formulated on a short-term basis rather than as part of a coherent strategy. 
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